
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE

I am inclined to agree with the gentle-
man, but I had to agree with the lawyers.
It is, indeed, strange that the Library
should give conflicting views.

Mr. COLLIER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COLMER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Illinois.

Mr. COLLIER. I take this time to
clarify one point that I think needs clari-
fication. The distinguished chairman of
the Committee on Ways and Means has
indicated to us that we would have an op-
portunity to vote on the conference re-
port if this goes to conference.

Let us assume that in conference the
controversial section of the bill which
you raise is stricken, no change is made
in the quoted provision, and the bill
comes back to the House. What assur-
ance do we have that the then compro-
mise bill out of conference will be acted
upon by the Senate?

Mr. COLMER. Well, the gentleman
raises a rather difficult question for me
to answer. I think that would be a ques-
tion for the Senate to answer.

Mr. COLLIER. There are some po-
litical problems here, and some problems
created by what has transpired here.

Mr. COLMER. Quoting the gentle-
man from Minnesota who just addressed
the House, I would say that the Senate
having passed this bill 72 to 15, there
would be considerable interest in it, and
I would think they would follow it
through.

Mr. COLLIER. I would think so too
if it were not late in the session.

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COLMER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Oregon.

Mr. ULLMAN. I want to commend the
chairman of the Committee on Ways
and Means, the gentleman from Arkan-
sas [Mr. MILLS], for his diligence in try-
ing to arrive at a solution to this prob-
lem. When the bill came over from the
other body he called a meeting of the
committee to work out a bill. We spent
a whole day with the Secretary of Agri-
culture and the Assistant Secretary of
State in trying to work out the basis for
a bill that would meet the needs of the
industry as well as meet the require-
ments of the Government. I want to say
that the gentleman from Arkansas has
,been most helpful. He has given us as-
surances that the bill will be brought
back for House action, and I hope the
Members will send it to conference so
that a satisfactory bill can be worked
out. The beef producing industry is in
trouble. Legislation is essential in this
session to assure continued sources of
credit for cattlemen and to bolster a
badly sagging market. With the assur-
ances we have received, the best chance
we have to get a bill enacted into law is
to send this bill to conference.

Mr. FISHER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. COLMER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Texas.

Mr. FISHER. I share the views ex-
pressed by the gentleman who has just
addressed the House. I have every con-
fidence that the conferees will be able to
eliminate the ambiguity to which the

gentleman has referred in the Senate
version of this bill, and likewise report
back an acceptable bill with respect to
its merits in the House that can be sup-
ported, so that the concern that has been
expressed by consumers may be cleared
up.

I might point out that there has been
an unprecedented increase of imports,
mutton, lamb and beef, during the past
6 years into this country. During this
unprecedented increase, literally a dump-
ing operation, there has been no reduc-
tion in what the people pay in the butch-
er shop. So this bill, which appears to
be a very reasonable and moderate one
from the standpoint of inspection, still
permits more than 1 billion pounds of
beef and veal to be imported, more than
was admitted in 1957, only 6 years ago.
But there is still going to be a tremen-
dous amount of imports. Certainly the
consumer is not going to feel it one bit
if he has not felt the increase in the last
6 years. So I think the conference will
have to clear up an ambiguity here and
I think that is very essential in order to
make it workable and meaningful. I
have every confidence our conferees will
do the best they can to work out an
agreement.

Mr. Speaker, some have opposed this
legislation because they say they repre-
sent consumers. So do I. So does every
Member of this body. Each of us repre-
sents approximately the same number of
consumers, who consume about the same
amount of meat. In that respect we all
have a common interest.

It is in the public interest, and it is
in the interest of consumers, that we
maintain a fairly healthy, reasonably
prosperous cattle industry in this coun-
try. We are talking about those who
raise cattle, operate on slim profit
margins, take all kinds of chances, and
often come out on the short end of the
horn. We are talking about those
growers and feeders who have given the
American people the finest quality to be
found in meat anywhere in the world.
Every consumer owes a debt of gratitude
to the American cattle raisers and the
feeders. To do otherwise would be to
bite the hand that is feeding them.

Moreover, as I have pointed out, there
is little relationship between the amount
of meat imports and the price the con-
sumer pays for meat in the butcher-
shops. From 1957 to 1964 imports of
lamb into this country increased by 860
percent. Yet the housewife saw little
change in lamb cuts. During that same
period, covering only 6 years, mutton im-
ports increased by 7,200 percent. But
there was little effect on what the con-
sumer paid for mutton products. Dur-
ing that same period, 1957 to 1964, in-
clusive, annual imports of beef-
carcass weight-skyrocketed from 200
million pounds in 1957 to 1.7 billion
pounds last year. In 1957 beef imports
amounted to 21/2 percent of our domestic
consumption; in 1964 those imports were
11 percent of our consumption. Yet
despite that unprecedented upsurge in
imports there was so little reduction in
prices to consumers that it was hardly
noticeable.

Under the terms of the Senate-ap,
proved bill the rollback on imports of all
forms of meat would be very reasonable
and very moderate. It would still Per.
mit the admission of about 1.2 billion
pounds of beef annually and more mut-
ton and lamb meats than are now com-
ing in. The bill would serve to stop the
massive dumping operation we have wit-
nessed. Its passage would give the cat-
tle industry a measure of confidence and
stability in the future. No one should
be heard to object to that. Certainly
not with good reason.

Mr. Speaker, it is most unfortunate
that we cannot approve the Senate ver-
sion of this legislation and avoid a con-
ference, with the attendant delay and
uncertainty. I appeared before the
Rules Committee in support of a resolu-
tion which would have permitted a direct
vote in the House on the Senate measure.
But the committee decided against that
course. Since then legal experts discov-
ered a hiatus in the Senate version which
would make the Senate-approved legis-
lation a nullity and wholly inoperative
if enacted.

The Senate amendment includes the
following:

The operation shall be suspended with re-
spect to any period which the President de-
clares to be a period of national emergency.

Since a President in the past has de-
clared the existence of a national emer-
gency, and since that declaration has
never been rescinded, it still obtains.
Therefore, legal experts reason, if the
Senate measure were approved it could
not go into effect unless and until the
President should rescind the prior decla-
ration.

It follows that the quoted language
must be corrected if we are to have
meaningful and effective legislation,
And under our parliamentary situation
the only place to get that done is in con-
ference. Therefore, I support the reso-
lution to send this measure to a confer-
ence committeee. That seems to be the
only course open for us to follow if we
hope to get a bill enacted that is effec-
tive. We may get nothing, but at least
this provides a procedure that could
lead to a correction of the gimmick in
the Senate version which destroys the
usefulness of the legislation.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members may
extend their remarks at this point in
the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Mississippi?

There was no objection.
Mr. LINDSAY. Mr. Speaker, I sup-

port the resolution to send H.R. 1839 to
conference where it can receive the
further consideration it needs by the
Congress.

This is far-reaching legislation which
would vitally affect the consumers of our
Nation and which could have a seriously
harmful effect on our world trade. It
needs more study.

This bill has never been before a com-
mittee of the House. No hearings have
been held on it. There has been no de-
bate on it. Yet it is of great importance
to the future of our country.
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Mr. Speaker, I not only urge that this

bill be sent to conference but I do so in
hopes that it will be carefully considered
there.

I am concerned about legislation that
would undoubtedly be harmful to millions
of consumers of this Nation and detri-
mental to our delicate world trade ne-
gotiations. I, too, would like to assist
the cattle industry of the United States;
I am sympathetic with their problem,
but this bill would in the long run defeat
the ends of all of us, including the beef
growers.

This bill to establish beef import
quotas might well, and probably will,
serve to deny to my low-income fami-
lies a part of their normal consumption
of beef.

The beef that is imported into this
country is mainly lower grade and lower
priced beef that is used in hamburger,
meatballs, hot dogs, sausage, and other
processed meat products. Not all of our
people can afford to eat steak all the
time, Mr. Speaker, but can afford lower
priced meats.

The beef industry in the United States
I am sure understands this and would
not want to be in the position of prej-
udicing the consumers of the country.
The consumers of our country have trou-
bles enough without adding this to their
burdens. It should be noted, too, that
it is by no means clear that importation
of lower grade beef has the effect of de-
pressing the price of domestic, higher
grade beef. In other words, the con-
sumers could be hurt and the beef in-
dustry not helped.

It would be one thing, Mr. Speaker, if
the bill had been well considered, but it
has not been. This is an unpreferred
way to legislate and the bill ought to go
to conference. A bill of the possible con-
sequences of this bill should have this
additional consideration.

Mr. Speaker, this bill has another de-
fect, just as important. The legislation
runs directly counter to our efforts to
open new channels of foreign trade on a
reciprocal basis. It is a protectionist bill.
If there is anything we have learned from
the history of the last 50 years it is that
protectionism feeds on itself, stifles trade
and induces stagnation and unemploy-
ment.

Our Government is now engaged in
delicate trade negotiations at Geneva,
seeking to lower trade barriers abroad
to many of our exports, agricultural and
industrial alike. This is no time to
jeopardize these negotiations which are
so important to the future of our coun-
try. This bill would jeopardize those
negotiations and hurt our consumers
in a great many other areas.

Mr. Speaker, passage of this bill could
also be disastrous for our present agricul-
tural export program which is running at
a record high of more than $6 billion a
year, helping our farmers and our trans-
portation industries at home and great-
ly benefiting our balance of payments
in world trade.

Mr. Speaker, I hope the resolution to
send this bill to conference will be
adopted.

Mr. LANGEN. Mr. Speaker, as I pre-
dicted just a few days ago, the question
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of whether or not we should curtail the
importation of beef in order to protect
the prices for beef producers throughout
the Nation is before this House for con-
sideration today.

We find it before the House, as I said
at that time, in spite of the fact that on
that day we authorized an expenditure
of over $43 million that eventually will
have as a result the increased produc-
tion of beef by irrigating lands to pro-
duce feed grains and hay.

There are additional ironies in this
legislation being before us today. It is
not too long ago that we had a similar
parliamentary situation relating to the
wheat-cotton bill, and more recently, a
civil rights bill. In each of those cases,
we were told that the only reliable ave-
nue for us to follow then, in order to get
the results desired, was that we adopt
the amendments of the other body. It
was then determined to be of too great a
risk to attempt the course of a confer-
ence committee. Today, however, with a
subject that bears import to a segment
of this Nation's populace who have suf-
fered severe economic setbacks in the
last year because of the enormous
amounts of beef imported, we are now
told that this is the only course we can
follow.

In view of the fact that we have
reached this point with the legislation
before us, it seems that we have no
alternative but to support the resolution.
I do so reluctantly, however, recognizing
the great risks that are involved that
could prevent, delay, or curtail this most
essential and needed action during this
session.

May I humbly suggest to those who
may be selected as conferees on the part
of the House the urgency that prevails
that some constructive action ought to
be taken during the few remaining days
of the session. I sincerely hope that the
encouraging promises that we have
heard today may become a reality.

I do find, however, some consolation
and encouragement in the fact that we
do have the matter before us today. I
can readily recall when, a little more
than 5 years ago, I first made a point of
the extent to which our entire agricul-
tural economy was being adversely af-
fected because of imports of agricul-
tural commodities. While it has taken a
long time to achieve even this very minor
consideration of a most important sub-
ject, it does hold promise that this Con-
gress is and will be more cognizant of
the relationship of imports to the entire
agricultural problem.

There were few listeners 5 years ago,
and I sincerely hope that the interest
and support that has been voiced and
on display here today may in the future
develop into even more constructive and
rewarding considerations. The provi-
sions of the amendments being sent to
conference are truly the very minimum
action that ought to be taken. There
have already been sufficient compro-
mises made, and so the report of the
conference committee surely should of-
fer nothing less than the provisions of
the amendment as it is presently con-
stituted and before the House.

It is hoped that with such action, the
respective State and Agriculture Depart-
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ments might also see fit to express their
interest and support, as compared to the
opposition they are presently registering,
in order that the further decline in farm
income might not be encouraged.

The economic plight of farm people
throughout the Nation has reached lev-
els comparable to the 1930's, and surely
can go unrecognized no longer without
serious repercussions to the total na-
tional economy.

The American farmer is deserving of
his rightful share of our own national
consumers' market. At least he ought
to be held in equal regard with our con-
cerns for the producers in foreign coun-
tries. This has surely not been the case
in recent years.

Mr. SHRIVER. Mr. Speaker, I came
to the House today to support House Res-
olution 814. Adoption of the Senate
amendment establishing new quotas
upon the importation of beef, beef prod-
ucts, lamb and mutton to H.R. 1839 rep-
resents a final opportunity for the Con-
gress in this session to come to the as-
sistance of the ailing domestic livestock
industry.

Those of us in the House representing
cattle-producing areas have tried for the
past several months to obtain considera-
tion both from the executive branch of
Government and from appropriate com-
mittees of the Congress to limit foreign
imports of beef. We have long felt that
such limitations are necessary to stabi-
lize farm income. In view of assurances
of Chairman MILLS and others I am
willing for this bill to go to conference.

The livestock sector of our farm econ-
omy is extremely important. In my own
State of Kansas, livestock products ac-
count for more than half of all farm in-
come. For more than a year I have re-
ceived mail from farmers, packers, milk
producers, packinghouse workers, and
consumers expressing great concern over
the impact of foreign imports upon this
vital domestic industry.

The importance of cattle is universal
and substantial over the country. They
consume about 70 percent of our total
volume of harvested crops. Any impair-
ment of the cattle industry affects the
feed grain farmer, who is already beset
with more than his share of troubles. It
means loss, too, to the retail merchants,
service businesses, fuel and farm supply
dealers, banks, the transportation in-
dustry, the meatpacking payrolls and all
the jobs they produce.

Mr. Speaker, the domestic cattle in-
dustry is economically sick. Actions to
date by the administration have pro-
vided little assistance. No subsidies are
asked or given by this legislation. All
that is provided is a more realistic ceil-
ing on foreign imports. It is time for the
Congress to act.

Mr. BURLESON. Mr. Speaker, as it
has been clearly pointed out in the dis-
cussions here today on this resolution,
there is something to be desired in this
procedure. I would like to vote im-
mediately on the direct issue of limiting
beef imports and place this matter before
the President for his approval or dis-
approval.

Now, Mr. Speaker, there are indica-
tions that the other body of this Con-
gress may not have expected the House



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE

of Representatives to accept in full the
measure they recently passed by a con-
siderable margin of vote. The Senate
passed a good bill and one which would
meet a need for the protection of the cat-
tlemen of this country.

As I understand the situation at the
moment, imports are down for the very
significant reason that cattle prices in
this country are not such as to make it a
profitable business for imports. Imports
are a major factor in causing these con-
ditions, although I would not contend,
nor do I know of anyone else who does
who has informed himself on the subject,
that this accounts for all the difficulties.
Be this as it may, I repeat that, in my
opinion, imports certainly contributed to
the situation to a degree much greater
than that attributed by the Secretary of
Agriculture.

By sending this measure to conference,
this House of Representatives does ac-

:cept the challenge of the U.S. Sen-
ate to do something about this situa-
tion, as it is surely going to affect us in
the future, if not considerably at the
present; but as has been expressed here
by several, it could result in an exercise
in futility unless all of us, who feel
strongly the justification for a remedy to
the situation which is causing severe
hardship on producers of beefstuff in the
United States, are determined to press
this matter with every possible effort to
a satisfactory conclusion.

For the record, Mr. Speaker, I call at-
tention to the fact that on March 11, I
introduced a bill which would accom-
plish virtually the same thing as that
provided in the measure recently passed
by the Senate and on which a conference
is authorized by the pending resolution.
I am, of course, gratified and encouraged
that we have gotten this far in meeting
this problem but due to the time element
and the urgency involved in this matter,
immediate action is justified.

Incidentally, Mr. Speaker, with respect
to the position of those who contend that
retail meat prices will advance to the
consumer, let it be pointed out that past
history does not indicate this to be the
case. As you know, there is now in ex-
istence an inquiry as to the spread be-
tween the price of live cattle sold by the
producer and the price of meat over the
counter to the consumer. The situation
in this regard is not peculiar or limited
to meats, but rather is common to all
agricultural products of which I know
anything about. This has been the rea-
son for parity in basic agricultural com-
modities but, of course, has never been
applied to the beef industry and, in fact,
has been vigorously opposed by cattle
raisers. There is nothing unique about
meat prices as compared to other
products, and it has been shown in some
instances the raw product could almost
be given away and it would not make an
appreciable difference in the retail price.
So, when we may finally get this report
back from the conference, authorized by
this resolution on which we are about to
vote, in all likelihood this will enter into
the debate.

But, I say it is a specious argument
and one which will be weak in its import
when all facts are considered objectively.

The choice of those of us who would
like to see something done immediately
about meat imports is to vote for this
resolution and send this measure to
conference with the Senate. At the
same time, I join with those who have
already expressed themselves in insisting
that the conferees of this body bring
back the strongest possible language
which will be effective in limiting beef
imports and which will guarantee the
survival of the cattle industry insofar
as the factor of imports is having upon a
depressed cattle market.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Mr. Speaker,
after hearing comments made here to-
day, it may come as a surprise to many
that Prime and Choice steers broke
through the $26 price level in Chicago
yesterday. In fact, three loads of Prime
steers sold for $26.50 per hundredweight.
The average for Choice steers was $25.12
and exceeded the average price of a year
ago.

Prices of fed cattle, at $25 to $26, are
quite a contrast to that of $20.50 in early
June. They clearly reflect the impact
and significance of the vigorous pro-
grams developed by the President and
Secretary of Agriculture Orville L. Free-
man. All cattlemen should be thankful
for the dynamic manner in which the
President and the Secretary have moved
and are continuing to move to help them
out of the situation with which they were
and are confronted.

In the face of a beef supply situation
which has been 13 percent greater the
first 6 months of the year than a year
ago, the Secretary first announced a beef
purchase program in early March, which
up to this time has moved 164 million
pounds of beef from the surplus market
and distributed it to people who needed
it in their diets; second, established a
National Cattle Industry Advisory Com-
mittee to guide him in the development
of short- and long-range programs for
the cattle industry; third, stimulated
one of the most vigorous, intensive, and
farreaching merchandising programs for
beef ever undertaken in this country;
fourth, spearheaded the development of
a voluntary import agreement with the
major beef importing countries to the
United States; fifth, has underway at the
present time a program aimed at step-
ping up our beef exports worldwide but
particularly to Europe and exports have
already increased 1 percent of our total
production; and sixth, has forcefully
and intelligently attempted to tell to cat-
tlemen and the public the true story as
to why cattle prices have been under
pressure; namely, that our problem has
been excess domestic production of fed
cattle and not imports of a different kind
of beef.

Now, one of the things needed was to
reduce the average weight of the choice
and prime steers being marketed.
Choice steers marketed yesterday at Chi-
cago were 50 pounds per head lighter
than they were a few months ago.

This bill would not even do any good
even for cattlemen, anyway. It would
limit the exports to 803 million pounds a
year, which is exactly what they are es-
timated to be. It also contains a clause
preventing it from going into effect and

at the same time contains another clause
prohibiting flexibility with short supplies.
Why do you suppose the oil people and
others filled the halls of Congress pro-
moting this bill? Some of them want a
round of trade restrictions in their in-
dustry and figure this bill will open the
door. This is exactly contrary to the
1961 trade bill, and if we start this, the
farmers will end up on the short end.
We export $6 billion in farm products,
including 20 percent of our feed grains.
If we could not export these feed grains,
they would be fed in this country, and
the result would be a far greater surplus
of meat. I urge all of you to take a good
look at all of the facts before you vote on
the bill when it comes back from confer-
ence. I doubt, but hope, that they can
construct a bill that will do some good
rather than doing harm to agriculture, as
the Senate bill would do.

Mr. LLOYD. Mr. Speaker, I believe
there has been a great deal of confusion
in the minds of many people as to the
exact nature of the meat quota legisla-
tion.

We are not proposing any cutback in
imports.

We are not asking that exporting na-
tions be barred from benefiting from
increased consumption in the United
States.

We are not suggesting that American
producers be protected at the expense of
the American consumer.

We are, instead, simply asking that the
level of meat imports not increase be-
yond the average for the last 5 years,
when they reached record highs. Fur-
ther, we are proposing that subsequent
increases in demand be accompanied by
corresponding increases in the import
quota.

In short, we are assuring the exporting
nations that: First, their business will
not be less than it was during a record
high, and second, their business may
become even better as the market in-
creases.

Viewed in this light, the bill does not
become as restrictive as some people
would have us believe. It does, however,
say to the American cattlemen that they
are going to compete in price and quality
but that they will not be confronted by
importation of huge volumes of price-
plunging low-grade meats.

Mr. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker, I
rise in support of the resolution sending
H.R. 1839 to conference. I would prefer
a resolution agreeing to the Senate
amendments to this bill, but since this
is not possible I am anxious to see the
bill go to conference.

I have been urging quotas on imports
of beef, veal, mutton, lamb, and other
meat products for some time. I have in-
troduced several bills providing for the
establishment of such quotas. I feel that
the rapid increase in these imports is a
serious threat to our domestic produc-
ers and has materially contributed to
the heavy losses they have sustained in
recent years.

Mr. Speaker, the cattle industry of the
United States is in a distressed condition
today. I do not claim that this is due
entirely to foreign imports of beef. How-
ever, beef imports have more than
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trebled in the last 5 years, and it is ob-
vious imports have had an adverse effect
on cattle prices. I have been receiving
letters from cattlemen in my district for
several years complaining over these im-
ports, and urging Congress to act.

The cattle industry is very important
to our economy in Colorado, which ranks
12th in the Nation in the production of
cattle. Colorado is recognized as one of
the major cattle feeding areas in the
country. Cattle feeders in Colorado took
a heavy loss last year due to the rapid de-
cline in cattle prices.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that this resolu-
tion will be passed by a unanimous vote
of the House, so that the bill providing
for quotas on foreign imports can go to
conference without delay. I am encour-
aged over the remarks of the chairman
of the Ways and Means Committee, the
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. MILLS],
concerning the effort he will make to
bring in a report at the earliest possible
date. In my opinion this House will vote
to establish these quotas if given the op-
portunity to vote on this issue. I hope
that this vote can be taken without delay.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. Speaker, it would ap-
pear from listening to the debate an
earnest effort will be made in conference
to arrive at some satisfactory and ac-
ceptable solution to the present beef im-
port problems. Despihe the statements
of Secretary of Agriculture Orville Free-
man, Members of this body should
clearly understand that expanding beef
imports during the past 3 years have and
continue to be serious, and furthermore
increased imports have adversely af-
ected the economic status of nearly every
livestock producer in this country.

There have already been too many
statements by too many persons about
doing something to relieve the plight of
the livestock producer, and if this Con-
gress should adjourn without taking af-
firmative action, those in the livestock
industry will, in my opinion, know the
reason why. Frankly, I cannot under-
stand why the Secretary of Agriculture
and the President month after month
continue to evade the issue and in effect
delay, if not completely prohibit, effec-
tive legislative action.

The livestock industry is big business
in Kansas, and as pointed out in the
most recent issue of Kansas it is a vital
component in the economic fuel that
generates the pulse of industry in the
State of Kansas. The excellent article
further points out:

A constant stream of red and white cattle
flow over the grasslands of the Sunflower
State and on into the packinghouses and
grocery stores via 16,000 feedlots. The cattle
assets of the State stand today as the largest
producer of agricultural income having
passed wheat last year by $102 million to
total $537 million.

Hard, cold cash is the barometer by which
a business is judged, and the beef industry
is setting a high growth rate for others to
follow. The more than 1 billion pounds
of red meat produced annually in Kansas
adds $450 million to the economy of the
State through the packing industry which
employs 8,900 persons. Over $90 million
each year is spent for feed by cattlemen who
represent 5,431,000 head of animals.

The business of breeding and feeding cat-
tle has its romantic side. State and county

fairs are an integral part in the education
process which every cattlemen continually
faces if he is to remain abreast of his com-
petitors in this dynamic industry.

For example, the Kansas State Fair in
Hutchinson this year will host, for the first
time in history, a Register of Merit Hereford
Show. This event brings to Kansas and Kan-
sas Hereford cattlemen an honor extended
to only nine other events in the United
States. Hereford cattle from all sections in
the Nation will pour Into the State Fair
grounds to parade in front of a Judge and
thousands of beef producers from Kansas
and neighboring states.

The curly, red and white coats of the cat-
tle will glisten with a high gloss on show day
because every owner will want his cattle to
win an award at this important exposition,
and also because in the audience will be
many potential buyers for his cattle. Here,
in action, will be one of the oldest examples
of American free enterprise at work in a set-
ting that epitomizes the wholesome atmos-
phere of Kansas as a leader in the beef in-
dustry.

Why does the beef business go to such
lengths to build an industry so specialized
and complex? You can get the answer your-
self if you will travel along "Mid-Way USA."
In towns, large or small, you drive into the
filling station and ask an attendant for di-
rections to the best place in town to eat.
If his relatives don't own a restaurant, he
will most likely refer you to someplace that
"has the best steaks." Herein lies the story
* * * the best place for steaks * * * is the
best place to eat. Kansans are steak-con-
scious, and rightly so, since they produce
the finest beef in the world and are right
proud of it.

Mrs. MAY. Mr. Speaker, I am vot-
ing to send H.R. 1839 to conference, but
I do so with reluctance, the same reluc-
tance so ably expressed by my colleague,
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. ANDER-
SON].

I was one of the 72 Members of the
House to introduce bills to give some
relief to the hard-pressed cattle indus-
try.

The current beef crisis is a matter of
concern to all Americans. Cattle prices
in 1963 averaged $3.74 per hundred-
weight under those of 1962. Choice
steers the week before last in Chicago
sold for $1.21 per hundredweight under
the 1963 average. The obvious result is
great distress in the cattle industry.

Since beef is the most popular meat
product in America, it is important that
the reasons for this drastic price reduc-
tion be understood. The most recent
comprehensive report on the situation is
a publication of the Cooperative Exten-
sion Service of Iowa State University.
The authors of this report point out that
of the $3.74 per hundredweight reduc-
tion in cattle prices last year, $2.30 was
caused by a 6.4-percent increase in beef
and veal production, 20 cents of the re-
duction was caused by increased produc-
tion of pork and poultry, 40 to 50 cents
of this reduction was caused by reduced
byproducts value, 47 cents of the reduc-
tion was caused by increased imports of
beef, and "part or all" of the remainder
"results from the larger supplies of the
top grades of cattle."

Retailers say they are concerned about
the problem because they are presented
with an unstable market in which to buy
beef. In order to meet the needs of the
American consumer, it is essential that

they have a consistent supply of high-
quality beef. Obviously a bankrupt cat-
tle industry does not have the capacity to
supply the needs of the American con-
sumer.

Retailers last year moved into con-
sumption a record 95 pounds of beef for
every man, woman, and child in the
United States. Iowa State points out
that "if the present production poten-
tial materializes, beef consumption could
possibly go as high as 100 pounds per
person in 1964."

It has been widely recognized that
steps to cut down on the crushing sup-
ply of beef are necessary. Retailers, in
reporting on the efforts they are making,
state they have increased the number of
beef specials, have substantially in-
creased expenditures for advertising beef,
and have resisted upward pressures on
beef prices.

In Congress, a large number of us from
cattlegrowing and feeding areas, are
sponsoring legislation to impose import
limitations on beef and other meat prod-
ucts to scale down the high meat import
levels from Australia and New Zealand
guaranteed by the recent voluntary
agreement negotiated by the executive
branch of our Government.

It now seems imperative that all
Americans lend maximum effort to the
solution of the beef crisis. Beef must
continue to represent a good value for
the American consumer, and a consistent
supply of high-quality beef is essential
to maintain such value.

Mr. CAREY. Mr. Speaker, I urge
that the House conferees on H.R. 1839
which is to go to conference today under
House Resolution 814, vigorously resist
the Senate amendment to this measure
which provides for restrictions against
the importation of beef and beef prod-
ucts.

This amendment, if allowed to become
law, will take the consumer to the
slaughterhouse in broad daylight and
put his pocketbook into the slicing ma-
chine for the benefit of the western cattle
interests. It is almost unbelievable that
at a time when we have organized a Con-
sumer's Advisory Panel to make a study
of costs to the consumer that anyone re-
motely concerned with the family pock-
etbook would suggest that the consumer,
particularly in the large eastern cities,
should pay a steeply higher price for the
meat on his table by restricting the im-
portation of products from our friends
and neighbors in the free world.

This is nothing more than a bull and
baloney tax.

I note that this daylight raid by the
rustlers not only met with encourage-
ment but was actually advocated as a
platform plank at the Cow Palace in San
Francisco during the Republican Na-
tional Convention.

[The Republican platform of 1964 prom-
ises] meaningful safeguards against irrepa-
rable injuries to any domestic industries by
disruptive surges of imports, such as in the
case of beef and other meat products, tex-
tiles, oil, glass, coal, lumber, and steel.

It is very clear to me that these Cow
Palace activities are designed to separate
the consumer from his dollars in the
market, grant a "beef trust" monopoly
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to the West, and build more palaces for
cows with consumer dollars.

Mr. Speaker, I have heard that the
Republican Party has suggested that it
might be a good thing if the east coast
were severed from the rest of the Nation
and shipped out to sea. Now, it would
seem that the leadership of that party
intends to go a step further. They in-
tend to tax our beef, baloney, hotdogs
and cold cuts to such an extent that we
will not be able to afford a box lunch
as we become driftaways.

I implore the conferees of the House
to earnestly resist any attempt to im-
pose this unwholesome, unwarranted and
impossible attempt at the plundering of
the consumer's pocketbook for the bene-
fit of the "special interests on the hoof."

No one would oppose a study of the
apportioning of the meat profit dollar to
determine the proper share that is to
go to the cattle grower, the feeder and
the marketer. Such a study would serve
a most useful purpose. However, with-
out such a study, to enact this type of
amendment is to assure a wonderful
business for the sign painters who will
be at Nathan's Famous and every butcher
shop and roadside stand, painting price
changes to advertise $1 hamburgers and
50-cent hotdogs.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. Speaker, it is my
sincere hope that the action of the House
today in requesting a conference with the
Senate on H.R. 1839 will not result in
approval of the Senate amendments.

In my judgment, this amendment
would be one of the most severe blows
that could be dealt to the consumer at a
time when the rising cost of living already
plagues the average housewife in plan-
ning meals for her family.

Although it is true that imports of beef
have increased in recent years, the
supply of this beef has actually declined
on a per capita basis. The result is
clear: If we had not had access to these
imports, prices of inexpensive meat prod-
ucts, such as frankfurters, luncheon
meats and hamburger would have sky-
rocketed.

If we approve the Senate amendment,
the burden of higher prices will fall most
heavily on the low-income consumer-
the very people we voted to help with
antipoverty legislation last week.

This amendment is wrong both in its
assumptions and in its design. Over-
production of domestic grain-fed beef is
the cause of pricing problems, not im-
ports. The effect of this legislation
would be to invite retaliation by our
trading partners on other items and
undermine the U.S. negotiating position
at Geneva. In addition, it would result
in our violation of international agree-
ments concluded with the four principal
suppliers of fresh, chilled, and frozen
meat: Ireland, Mexico, New Zealand,
and Australia.

Mr. Speaker, economic commonsense
and international honor demand that we
reject this amendment.

Mr. RANDALL. Mr. Speaker, I rise
on this matter with some question as to
the proper course of action. We know
what we want to achieve on behalf of
the cattle industry, but we are in some

doubt as to which of two legislative
courses of action is most appropriate for
us to support.

On the one hand, it is quite clear that
our domestic cattle producers have re-
cently been in serious economic difficulty
because of falling prices per hundred-
weight of cattle. Even though cattle are
central to our agricultural economy-
consuming 80 percent of our corn crop
and 70 percent of all the harvested crops
in this country-livestock values have
dropped nearly $2 billion in the last 22
months. There are nearly 500,000 head
of cattle in my congressional district
alone.

Much of this economic difficulty can be
attributed to the rise in cattle imports,
for as we all know, a small additional in-
crease in the amount of beef on the mar-
ket can mean sharp reductions in the
wholesale price. Just a cursory glance at
the record will show that imports in 1963
were 100 times greater than they were in
1954 and 10 times as high as they were in
1957. In 1960 we imported 384 million
pounds of boneless, fresh, chilled, or
frozen beef. In 1963, the figure had risen
nearly threefold to a total of 940 mil-
lion pounds, or 11 percent of all U.S. beef
sales.

The Congress has a clear responsibil-
ity to protect this vital segment of our
economy from additional foreign inroads
on the market until the industry has re-
covered enough to allow gradual in-
creases in imports.

We know full well that there are those
who are opposed to our attempts to pro-
tect the welfare of our cattlemen. We
recognize that there is some merit in
their arguments, but we would stress
the pressing nature of the emergency in
the cattle industry in answer to them.

Those legislators who are concerned
about possible increases in the retail price
of beef should recall that most price in-
creases have been the result of increas-
ing the share to the middleman. They
should wait for the results of investiga-
tions by the new Food Marketing Com-
mission before pressing hastily for
action.

Those Members who are concerned
about our image in the free world of
trade, and our bargaining position in the
"Kennedy round" of GATT negotiations
need not vote against the main measure.
They have options to make suitable
amendments without scuttling our cat-
tlemen in the process. Surely at some
level-either committee or conference-
they can devise statutory wording per-
mitting us to reduce trade barriers after
this immediate crisis has passed.

Those Members who are representing
importers of cheap, low grade hamburger
beef have no choice but to oppose us on
the measure.

For our own part, we have tried to be
helpful and informative to all of our
constituents who are interested in this
problem and by our vote in the Congress
we intend to do the very best we can do
to alleviate the depressed conditions of
our farmers and cattlemen who make
their livelihood by production and feed-
ing of beef.

On the other hand, Mr. Speaker-
coming back to our original problem-
we wonder whether it is better to sup-
port the resolution before us by sending
the Senate beef bill to conference or to
encourage hearings on a new House bill
before the Ways and Means Committee.

We are now late in the session.
Whether or not the Congress returns
after the remaining Convention is prob-
lematical and if it is decided to adjourn
sine die before the Convention, we have
little more than a week remaining in
which to perfect a bill.

H.R. 1839 provided for an amendment
to the Tariff Act of 1930 to provide for
free importation of wild animals and
birds intended for exhibition in the
United States. The Senate proceeded
to amend this act and set up beef, mut-
ton, and lamb quotas, striking all ref-
erence to wild birds and animals in the
process. Their bill has serious flaws in
it that demand careful scrutiny.

For instance, whether by lack of care
or through a mistake in the drafting of
the amendment, an exception was in-
serted after the number of pounds of
cattle meat listed as a limitation, pro-
viding that the operation of these pro-
visions "shall be suspended" during any
period the President declares to be a
period of "national emergency." Yet
the Members all know that the Congress
could not now be in session at this late
date in our present calendar year if it
were not for the legal fiction that we are
now in a period of "national emergency."

Those of us with a serious desire to
see enacted this year the very best legis-
lation we can hope for in light of the
late date of this session are confronted
with a difficult dilemma in deciding
whether to send the Senate version of
H.R. 1839 to conference. The Senate bill
now before us contains some provisions
that are not only objectionable, but one
provision that may make the Senate-
passed version inoperative because of the
use of the words "national emergency."
There are dangers in letting such a bill
go to conference without detailed hear-
ings and debate. But on the other hand,
if the House were to start over and write
its own bill, the Senate might not act on
such an improved measure. Thus the
effect of an attempt to improve the bill
in committee where it belongs might in
actuality kill it for this session of Con-
gress.

Hope for any worthwhile or effective
legislation limiting the quantities of im-
ports of beef must be based on our trust
and faith in the integrity and steadfast-
ness of purpose of the conferees ap-
pointed on the part of the House. We
must rely at this late date on the ability
of these Members in conference with
managers on the part of the Senate to
write good legislation in the conference
committee that will be reported back to
both bodies of Congress. We are hope-
ful and optimistic that these conferees
will write provisions that can be acted
upon with the strong support of both
bodies and then be approved, rather than
disapproved, by the President.

Here, then, is the choice. On the one
hand, we can vote against sending the
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bill, H.R. 1893, to conference and face the
stark reality that there could be no legis-
lation this session to limit the importa-
tion of beef. On the other hand, we can
vote to send the matter to conference
with the hope and high expectation that
the conferees can meet on a common
ground and agree on provisions of limita-
tions on beef imports that can be ap-
proved by the President.

We are standing by the last of these
two alternatives. We have confidence
our conferees will do all that is humanly
possible to provide the sorely needed help
our American cattlemen dese/ve.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself 5 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that I may, in this
short time, be able to clarify in some
degree the situation that confronts us.

I think I should point out that in 1963
the importation of beef and beef prod-
ucts from Australia and New Zealand,
especially, jumped by a great percentage,
or amount. So high was the increase in
these imports in amount that the live-
stock producers of the United States
found their market prices for cattle were
being affected.

Arguments have been made by both
proponents and opponents of different
legislative measures as to whether or not
other reasons might have been at least
partially the cause of the drop in cattle
prices. But during the year 1963 accord-
ing to the record, meat prices at the
retail counter did not drop to any appre-
ciable extent, while the income of the
livestock farmers of the United States
did go down to a dangerous figure, where
they were all being injured, and some of
them were being driven out of business.

Over in the other body recognition of
the situation developed, and an amend-
ment to another bill was defeated by a
margin of two votes. The amendment
was for the purpose of giving relief to the
livestock producers of the United States
by limiting the imports of meat products
from these foreign countries.

Then later on the House of Repre-
sentatives passed a little bill, H.R. 1839,
to amend the Tariff Act of 1930 to pro-
vide for the free importation of wild
animals and wild birds intended for ex-
hibition in the United States. To that
bill the other body, the Senate, adopted
an amendment, by a vote I believe of
74 to 15, although it might have been
72 to 15, to reduce imports of beef and
beef products from Australia and New
Zealand by approximately 30 percent.

These imports have reached a high fig-
ure of about 13 percent of the total beef
consumption in the United States, ac-
cording to the information I have. This
30-percent reduction voted by the other
body would still permit the importation
of beef and beef products from foreign
sources a little greater in total amount
than the average imports of the same
products over the 5-year period from
1957 to 1962, inclusive.

The amended measure was messaged
over to the House. Objection was made,
first, to taking the bill from the Speak-
er's table and agreeing to the Senate
amendments. Objections were also made

later to taking the bill from the Speak-
er's table and sending it to conference.

Adoption of the resolutions to take
the bill from the Speaker's table and
agree to the Senate amendments would
have sent the measure to the White
House for action. It was introduced by
the gentleman from Montana [Mr.
OLSEN] and was referred to the Commit-
tee on Rules.

The other resolution, to send the bill
to conference, was introduced by the gen-
tleman from Arkansas, the chairman of
the Committee on Ways and Means [Mr.
MILLS].

One of three actions could have been
taken. First of all, the Committee on
Rules could have reported either one of
these resolutions. By the close vote of
8 to 7, it reported the Mills resolution
which is now before us, House Resolution
814, to send the bill to conference.

Frankly, those who supported the pro-
posal that the Olsen resolution be adopt-
ed and that the bill be taken from the
Speaker's table, and the Senate amend-
ments agreed to, expressed the fear that
if any other action was taken, the meas-
ure would never see the light of day; or
that sending it to conference would mean
the end of the bill.

However, the Committee on Rules felt
it best, in its judgment, as I say by a
vote of 8 to 7, to report the Mills reso-
lution which adoption would send it to
conference.

It is my understanding, and I want to
find out if I may as long as I am on my
feet, that the livestock industry has
agreed to some sort of an arrangement
whereby they will support this resolution
to send the bill to conference with the
understanding that if a suitable compro-
mise cannot be worked out by the con-
ference committee that the matter will
be returned to the House, so that the
House itself may take action-if no con-
ference report is agreed to-to either in-
struct the conferees further or to take
the bill from the Speaker's table, as re-
ported from the Senate, and agree to the
Senate amendments.

I would like to know, if I may, from
someone who can speak for the livestock
industry as to whether or not such an
arrangement or agreement has been
made? I will yield to whoever wants to
speak up and tell us what they know
about that situation.

Mr. JENNINGS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. JENNINGS. Let me say first of
all, I think the gentleman has described
very fully and clearly and emphatically
the parliamentary situation in which we
find ourselves.

As a livestock producer myself and
one who has met constantly with the
livestock industry, and one who is in
sympathy with them because of the
plight that they are in today, I can say
that it is my understanding, after hav-
ing met and after having talked with
them, that the situation which the gen-
tleman has described at this time is
exactly their position, with the emphatic
understanding that the House will then

have the opportunity of voting on the
conference report and voting it either up
or down; and then have the opportunity
to accept the Senate amendment to our
wildlife bill.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. If any other
spokesman for the livestock industry
has any authoritative information, may
I ask that he state it.

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the
gentleman from North Dakota.

Mr. SHORT. I do not know that I
qualify as an authoritative spokesman
for the livestock industry, I say to my
friend from Ohio, but the president of
the National Cattlemen's Association is
a close personal friend of mine and I
have known some other livestock people
for a long time.

It is my understanding that the gen-
tleman is correct; that they agreed that
the bill should go to conference with the
understanding-I hope we can empha-
size this, because it is really important-
the understanding just outlined by the
gentleman from Virginia, that if the con-
ference report is not acceptable to the
livestock people and to those of us who
represent livestock areas in the U.S. Con-
gress, we will have an opportunity to
vote on accepting the House bill as
amended by the Senate.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. To save time,
I should like to ask a question of the
gentleman from Arkansas [Mr. MILLS],
the chairman of the Committee on Ways
and Means.

If the resolution is adopted and the
measure goes to conference, as has been
discussed, is my understanding correct
that every attempt will be made by the
conferees on the part of the House to
work out a compromise agreement, or
settlement of the issue involved, to the
satisfaction of the livestock industry and
the Members of the House interested in
this matter; and, if such a solution can
be brought in as a part of the confer-
ence report, that an opportunity will be
given to vote that conference report,
either up or down; and if the conference
report is voted down or not accepted
that it will be in order to immediately
adopt the Senate amendments to the
bill?

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the
gentleman from Arkansas.

Mr. MILLS. If I am a member of the
House conference group, I would say we
would endeavor to work out a compro-
mise for the Senate amendment which
would be acceptable to all people con-
cerned. I have said that we would do
our best in that direction. In any event
I have said that we would bring back to
the House a conference report. That is
our intention. We are not going to leave
the Members without an opportunity to
vote one way or another on this subject
matter.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Ohio has
again expired.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself 2 additional minutes.
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With the understanding, as stated by

the gentleman from Arkansas-that an
opportunity will be given to vote upon
the conference report-and with the un-
derstanding that under the parliamen-
tary procedure which might follow, if the
conference report is voted down, another
opportunity will be given to adopt the
Senate amendments to the bill, and with
my understanding such will be satisfac-
tory to the livestock industry and to the
many supporters of the Olsen resolution,
I agree this resolution should be adopted.

I am making this statement because
of the confidence I personally have-
and I believe most Members of the House
have-in the honesty, the integrity, and
I might add the ability of the gentle-
man from Arkansas [Mr. MILLS] the
chairman of the great Committee on
Ways and Means.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I yield to the
gentleman from Arkansas.

Mr. MILLS. I thank my friend from
Ohio for what he has said. I wish to
make it eminently clear that this is a
most difficult assignment the House con-
ferees will have of trying to bring some-
thing back to the House upon which
everybody can agree.

We may be able to perform such a
miracle. The gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. BYRNES], and I have discussed this
matter on many occasions, but certainly
we will bring to the House something
whether the House likes it or not.

The SPEAKER. The time of the
gentleman from Ohio has again expired.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself one-half minute addi-
tional.

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate his state-
ment, may I say to the gentleman from
Arkansas. I am very hopeful-and I
want to emphasize the word "hopeful"-
that all which is done here today, and
may be done in succeeding hours or days
will not result in final failure to give
needed relief to the livestock industry.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. AVERY].

Mr. AVERY. Mr. Speaker, I think I
can report for the Kansas livestock in-
dustry to say that they are in support of
this resolution. Also I want to say to
those of you who attempt to speak for
the consumers group that this language
is already a compromise. The restric-
tions the livestock industry wanted have
been described as the Hruska amendment
to the wheat-cotton bill. If that lan-
guage had been adopted, we would not
be in the dilemma we are in today. So
I do not think those of you here on the
floor who represent consumers groups
need to feel apprehensive that those in-
terests will not be well protected by what
might happen to this bill. However, I
also think it should be said for the record
here today that the livestock industry is
not very happy with what is going on
here, and they are not being fooled by
this procedure or these gestures we are
going through today. Frankly, I am not
very hopeful that any effective controls
will result from this exercise here today.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. ANDERSON], a member of the
committee.

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I had
come to this Chamber today fully intend-
ing to ask the Members of this body to
vote down the previous question when
it is moved on on this resolution. It was
my hope that thereby an amended res-
olution could then be offered which
would provide that we take from the
Speaker's table the bill which previously
passed the House of Representatives and
agree to the Senate amendments. I have
decided that I will not do this in view of
the assurances that have been given by
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, the gentle-
man from Arkansas [Mr. MILLS], that a
:onference committee will meet and they
vill report back something on which we
,an vote. However, I would reiterate
what the gentleman from Kansas [Mr.
WVERY] just said. It is one thing to vote
ap or down a conference report and it is
another thing to have the opportunity,
as we might have had here today, to ac-
cept the Senate amendments and to get
a bill and send it to the White House in
order to get some relief for the livestock
industry of this country. The gentle-
man from Arkansas himself has said it
is going to take a miracle to get agree-
ment among the conferees on this in-
tensely difficult and complex subject. I
do not think the Members of this body
ought to be under any illusions at all as
to what we are doing here today. We
are discriminating against the cattlemen
.:nd against the cattle industry of this
•ountry. I do not think we ought to be
inder any illusions at all as to what we
*ire doing here.

I am a little bit curious and I am a
.ittle bit dubious about the fact that this
,ate in this session, about a week and a
nalf before we are supposed to adjourn,
we have taken this opportunity to tell
'he great cattle industry of this country,
;he great livestock-raising areas of this
country, "No, we cannot do for you what
we have done in the field of civil rights
and what we have done for the wheat
'armers and what we have done in many,
.nany other areas." I think this ought to
be spread on the record, that Members
today ought to be watching very closely
to see that there is not any maneuvering
behind the scenes.

Mr. Speaker, it will be said here today
that in the interest of orderly procedure
we should adopt this resolution to send
to conference the House bill to which the
other body has added provisions dealing
with beef imports. While I certainly
have neither the desire nor the intention
to challenge the sincerity of those who
urge fidelity to what is characterized as
usual or normal procedure, I would point
out that for many in this Chamber this
represents a deathbed type of repent-
ance. It represents a new-found devo-
tion to the conference procedure which
has not been exhibited during earlier
actions taken by this House with respect
to the wheat-cotton bill and the civil
rights bill.

Mr. Speaker, I submit that there ought
to be equally valid, yes, certainly far
more valid, reasons than existed in the
case of the wheat-cotton bill, for this
House to vote down the previous ques-
tion on this resolution which would send
the measure in which so many Members
of this House are interested to the
dubious and uncertain fate of a confer-
ence committee and adopt instead a res-
olution which would accept the Senate
amendment to the House-passed bill.
What then, Mr. Speaker, are the reasons
that would justify voting against a reso-
lution to send this matter to conference?
I have already alluded to the fact that
such procedure has been deemed per-
fectly permissible on previous occasions
when the leadership of this body was in-
terested in prompt and expeditious ac-
tion. I might point out in this connec-
tion that there is now pending in the
Committee on Rules a resolution au-
thored by the gentleman from Missis-
sippi [Mr. COLMER] which would change
the rules of the House in this regard.
Briefly, what his resolution would do if
adopted would be to provide that a res-
olution to take from the Speaker's table
a House bill for the purpose of concurring
in the Senate amendments which amend-
ments which would not have been ger-
mane if originally offered in the House,
shall require the affirmative vote of two-
thirds of those present and voting. I
shall vote to so change the rules of this
House if we can succeed in getting the
gentleman from Mississippi's resolution
reported out of the Committee on Rules
where it has reposed for some little time.

This leads me to comment on the fact
that the charge is often made that legis-
lation is bottled up in the Committee on
Rules and that it there meets an un-
timely end. Mr. Speaker, I wonder if a
tabulation of the legislation that has
died in a conference committee or legis-
lation that has emerged in such unrecog-
nizable form that it might just as well
have perished, would not show that the
Rules Committee is not the only legis-
lative graveyard that is dotted with the
tombstones of bills that have been
strangled to death. I do not impugn for
a moment the sincerity of anyone from
this body who might serve on a confer-
ence committee with respect to the legis-
lation we are here and now discussing.
However, it takes "two to tango," and
unless the press has become completely
unreliable, which I very much doubt,
there are some well-laid administration
plans to see that this relief legislation-
for that is exactly what it constitutes for
a hard-pressed sector of our agricultural
economy-never reaches the President's
desk.

As support for my belief that there is
some frantic backstage maneuvering by
high administration officials to torpedo
this legislation, you need only look at
Mr. Freeman's statement of August 3
after meeting with representatives of the
American Cattlemen's Association.
After admitting what we all know-that
the economy of many areas of our coun-
try depends on a prosperous cattle in-
dustry; that cattle prices have suffered
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a ruinous decline; that the United States
must never become the dumping ground
for world beef supplies-he ends by say-
ing to the livestock industry: "On the
question of import controls then, so far
as the Department is concerned, it is not
a question of 'never' but rather 'not
now.'" Well, Mr. Speaker, the men of
this country who raise livestock and have
lost up to $50 a head on Choice cattle
while they have seen prices go toboggan-
ing downward, do not think much of that
weak promise of "maybe some day we
can do something to help but do not
bother us now."

Mr. Speaker, 72 Members of the other
body said rather emphatically with their
votes the other day that the time is now
and not some time after the election or in
the dim and misty future.

I introduced a bill along the lines of
the Senate amendment last March. So
did more than 40 Members of this body-
Republicans and Democrats. Six mem-
bers of the Ways and Means Committee
introduced similar legislation. Some
hearings were held on this problem be-
fore that committee 2 months ago. Mr.
Speaker, we have discussed this matter
endlessly on this floor in speeches and
special orders. I know that my expe-
rience in receiving scores, if not hun-
dreds of letters and communications out-
lining this whole problem in great detail
is not unique by any means. Many Mem-
bers have done what I have done. We
have testified before the U.S. Tariff Com-
mission and sought relief through that
channel. It has not come. We have
personally conferred with Mr. Christian
Herter, the President's special repre-
sentative on trade matters, and with offi-
cials in the Department of Agriculture
and the State Department. All we have
been able to accomplish is represented
in a voluntary agreement negotiated
some weeks ago with Australia and New
Zealand. It is these two countries that,
of course, are in large part responsible
for the fact that in about a decade the
percentage of increase of red meat im-
ports to total domestic consumption has
been more than five-fold. At the same
time we have seen prices paid domestic
livestock producers decline to an 18-year
low. In 1962 the imports from these
two countries increased 90 percent over
the already high rate of 1961. In 1963,
they increased 110 percent over what
they were in 1961. The cutback provided
for in the voluntary agreements will not
bring the level of these imports back
to the 1959-63 average but will rather
cut them back to the 1962-63 average
when they were already at fantastically
high levels. Is it any wonder then that
cattlemen and livestock producers all
over the country have assailed these
agreements as nothing but a sellout dic-
tated by a State Department that seem-
ingly could not care less about the fate
of our domestic producers? That an
American Secretary of Agriculture can
now profess, as Mr. Freeman does, to see
in these agreements a great boon to the
American farmer is nothing short of
incredible. We had supposed that the

U.S. Department of Agriculture was sup-
posed to be interested in American agri-
culture. However, now he seems to have
become just one more of the numerous
cooks engaged in stirring up the foreign
policy broth.

Mr. Speaker, if the Tariff Commission
will not act, if the Secretary of State, or
the President's special representative for
trade will not act, and if the Secretary
of Agriculture will not act, it is high
time that the American Congress act now
and not perhaps later as Mr. Freeman
has suggested. The other body has
spoken overwhelmingly. They surely did
not propose to do a vain or a useless
thing in taking the action that they did.
Let us use this occasion here and now-
today-to assure the livestock producers
of America that we in the House of Rep-
resentatives are likewise capable of quick
and effective action to help save a vital
industry and thereby help to restore some
measure of economic health not only to
that industry alone but all of American
agriculture.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Nebraska [Mr. MARTIN].

Mr. MARTIN of Nebraska. Mr.
Speaker, in view of the fact that the
gentleman from Nebraska objected to the
unanimous-consent request of the chair-
man of the Committee on Ways and
Means last week to send this bill to con-
ference, I want to assure the House that
in view of the chairman's statements on
the floor this afternoon I am in accord
with sending this bill to conference at
the present time.

I would like further to point out, Mr.
Speaker, that the secretary of the Na-
tional Livestock Feeders' Association has
assured me that his association is in
agreement with this procedure and that
he hopes that proper legislation for re-
lief of the livestock industry may be
worked out.

I would like to call the attention of
this body to the fact that in June-be-
cause this is a continuing serious situa-
tion which is adversely and disastrously
affecting one of the major segments of
the economy of this country, this severe
drop in cattle prices-I want to point
out to this body that our imports of beef
and mutton in June this year were 24 per-
cent greater than they were in 1963.
These are figures which I received about
4 days ago from the Department of Agri-
culture.

Our cattle industry is one of the last
independent segments of our economy.
They do not want Government help; they
do not want Government handouts. I
think they are entitled to protection
through restrictions of imports of beef
into this country because they are one
of the finest groups and one of the finest
industries we have left today.

Mr. JENNINGS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MARTIN of Nebraska. I yield.
Mr. JENNINGS. Mr. Speaker, I think

in all fairness we should point out to the
Members of the House and especially
those who are in sympathy with the
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plight of the cattlemen this section that
deals with national emergencies. It says:

The operation of this headnote shall be
suspended with respect to any period which
the President declares to be a period of na-
tional emergency.

We would not be here today if we were
not in a period of national emergency,
because we can meet after July 31 only
if we are in a period of national emer-
gency. I, for one, hope that this situa-
tion can be worked out in conference so
that it will say "may" rather than "shall"
if the need be there at all.

Mr. MARTIN of Nebraska. Mr. Speak-
er, I have confidence in the chairman of
the Committee on Ways and Means and
the other conferees that they will work
this out in the best interests of our
livestock and cattle industry in this
country who so desperately need this
help.

Mr. Speaker, I should like to say that
I had a telephone call from one of my
ranchers in Nebraska within the last 2
days. He advised me that because of
the extremely low prices of cattle that
he had lost $100,000 in the last 12 months.
I think it is time that we looked after
the interests of our American taxpayers
rather than the interests of those in
foreign countries.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
let us express the hope that the livestock
producers of this country will find that
their hopes are .vell founded.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
ranking member of the Committee on
Agriculture [Mr. HOEVEN].

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Speaker, I believe
we all understand the parliamentary sit-
uation. Let me say that I appeared be-
fore the Committee on Rules and asked
for a rule which would have permitted
the House to adopt a rule to accept the
Senate amendments. I think that would
have been the most direct way to handle
the situation and it would have given
remedial relief to our cattle feeders.
The Committee on Rules, however, by a
vote of 8 to 6, decided otherwise. The
question before us is whether or not we
shall now send the bill to conference. I
have faith in the integrity and the hon-
esty of the chairman of the Committee
on Ways and Means and in all of the con-
ferees to be appointed. However, I
would like to ask the chairman of the
Committee on Ways and Means about
the timing element and what we may ex-
pect in the next few days if the bill goes
to conference.

Where do we go from here, Mr. Speak-
er? Are we going to have a meeting of
the conferees promptly so that this mat-
ter can be decided within the next day or
two? I would be pleased to hear from
the chairman of the Committee on Ways
and Means.

Mr. MILLS. I am pleased to advise
my friend, if he will yield-

Mr. HOEVEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Arkansas.

Mr. MILLS. That it is the intention
to go to conference at 2:30 tomorrow af-
ternoon if the matter is disposed of in
the Senate; that is, the request and the
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appointment of conferees. They expect
to do so today according to my under-
standing.

Mr. HOEVEN. And if and when the
conference report is not approved will
the House then have an opportunity to
vote immediately to accept the Senate
amendments?

Mr. MILLS. I cannot advise the gen-
tleman on that point. I am just not in
a position to advise him. All I can say
to the gentleman is that it is the inten-
tion of those of us who will probably be
conferees to expedite the conference and
return the conference report to the
House.

Mr. HOEVEN. I am glad to have that
encouraging statement, but I am still a
bit apprehensive.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOEVEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Indiana.

Mr. HALLECK. Has an arrangement
been made by which we will get the pa-
pers first?

Mr. MILLS. If the gentleman from
Iowa will yield, that can be done, if it is
desirable, but it may not be desirable for
us to act first.

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Speaker, may I say
that I share the apprehension of the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. ANDERSON],
and others, as to what may happen in
conference. I say that for the reason
that during the past several months
many of us have been told that the ad-
ministration was strongly opposed to the
legislation and that, if passed, it would
be vetoed.

Furthermore, the chairman of the
Committee on Ways and Means has sug-
gested that there might be some dif-
ficulty in agreeing to a proper confer-
ence report.

This alone indicates that there may be
some innocuous conference report which
is not going to help the situation at all.
Any conference report which has the ap-
proval of the State Department is likely
to be a dandy as far as affording our cat-
tle feeders any relief.

I still hope that something constructive
will result from sending the bill to con-
ference.

In my judgment, it would have been
the better part of wisdom to have agreed
to the Senate amendments.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. NELSEN].

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, unfortu-
nately at a time when the income in
nonfarm operation is going up, farm
income has been going down and at this
point the parity ratio of farm income
is the lowest that it has been for 25
years. It now stands at the deplorable
level of 74 percent of parity.

One segment of our agricultural econ-
omy that has been hard hit is the live-
stock feeders. While prices were going
down imports were increasing at an un-
precedented level. This situation has
previously been referred to in this debate.

A tremendous grassroots demand de-
veloped requesting legislative relief as
far as imports are concerned.

Many of us recall when the Recipro-
cal Trade Act was passed we were as-
sured that the farmers' interests would
be protected. I personally feel that in
view of the fact that reasonable and
fair negotiations obviously did not de-
velop, the farmers were left with only
one alternative and that through the
legislative process.

We all recall the Hruska proposal
which would have amended the wheat-
cotton bill to provide limitations on beef
imports. This amendment was defeated
and soon the grassroots began to speak
and loudly.

Some of our farm publications and
news commentators indicated that ru-
mors prevailed that the Senate would
pass an important limitation bill and
then the bill would be conveniently lost in
the House. This procedure would take
the politically embarrassed Senators off
the hook.

We are now faced with a decision as
to procedure and as to provisions in the
Senate bill that some now declare would
make the bill inoperative because of the
reference to national emergencies.

I submitted to the Library of Congress
a request for a clarification on this point
which I wish to insert at this point in
the RECORD.

THE LIBRARY OP CONGRESS,
LEGISLATIVE REFERENCE SERVICE,

Washington, D.C., August 10, 1964.
To: Hon. ANCHER NELSEN (Attention of Mr.

Donald W. Olsen).
From: American Law Division.
Subject: Viability of Korean national emer-

gency.
This will refer to your request of August

10, 1964, for information on the present ef-
fect of the national emergency proclaimed
by President Truman during the Korean
war. As discussed today on the telephone,
we will also furnish a brief statement on
the following connected point: If a law is
passed now providing that certain tariff re-
strictions on certain imported commodities
shall be suspended during periods of national
emergency as proclaimed by the President,
would the Korean war emergency have any
effect on such law?

To recapitulate our telephone discussion,
the national emergency proclaimed by Presi-
dent Truman on December 16, 1950 (15 Fed-
eral Register 9029; procl. No. 2914), has never
been terminated or modified by the Presi-
dent or by Congress. The emergency was
proclaimed as a result of the Red Chinese
intervention in the Korean war in late No-
vember 1950; in the proclamation the Pres-
ident speaks of the dangers of world con-
quest by Communist Imperialism, obviously
in response to the Chinese move. In the
summer of 1953, after long negotiation, an
armistice was concluded between the United
Nations forces and Red China and North Ko-
rea; peace has never formally been con-
cluded. One may regard the armistice as a
substantial modification of the emergency
proclamation, since it removed the immedi-
ate conditions which gave rise to that procla-
mation. In addition to the armistice, there
has been a considerable lapse of time since
the proclamation, a factor which also les-
sens its current effectiveness.

However, the decisive factor in relation to
the proposed law and the Korean emer-
gency is that the law will most likely be re-
garded as prospective; that is, speaking from
the date of its enactment and looking to
the future only. In the absence of lan-
guage to the contrary, statutes will take ef-
fect from the day of their passage or en-

actment, Matthews v. Zane, 7 Wheat. 164;
Robertson v. Bradbury, 132 U.S. 491. Retro.
active legislation is looked on with great dis-
favor because of its tendency to be unjust
and oppressive, White v. U.S., 191 U.S. 545.
With but few exceptions statutes should be
construed so that they will have only pro.
spective operation, Cox v. Hart, 260 U.S. 427
and, indeed, there is a presumption that the
legislature intended its enactments to have
this effect-to be effective only in futuro,
Brewster v. Gage, 280 U.S. 327; U.S. v. Amer-
ican Sugar Refining Co., 202 U.S. 563. pur.
ther, a statute expressed in general terms
and in the present tense will, as a general
rule, be given prospective effect, and con-
sidered applicable to conditions coming into
existence subsequent to its enactment, even
though they were not actually known at the
time of the enactment, Commonwealth v.
Welosky (Mass.), 177 N.E. 656.

Assuming that the law in question does
not specifically refer to future times in fu-
ture language (in which case there clearly
would be no room for the operation of the
Korean emergency), the rules of statutory
construction agree that a law should be held
to look to the future only. Thus, the na-
tional emergency referred to would mean
any future emergency proclaimed by the
President. The courts would most likely
say that if Congress had intended the 1950
proclamation to be effective, it would have
said so.

HUGH C. KEENAN,
Legislative Attorney.

The answer is self-explanatory and,
according to this interpretation, the Sen-
ate language would be operative.

Reference to national emergencies was
referred to in the debate in the Senate
on July 28, page 17150, which read as
follows:

In the event of national emergency or na-
tional disaster in the livestock industry, ad-
justments can be made In the quota base.

It seems rather strange to me, Mr.
Speaker, that a bill as important as this
and one that passed the Senate by a vote
of 72 to 15 should be inoperative as some
now say.

Are we here in the House saying that
the majority leader, the majority whip,
the minority leader, and whip, as well as
many other men of great repute, did not
know what they were doing and can it
be possible that our legislative procedure
has become so careless that we here in
the House have before us a bill that is
not worth the paper it is written on?

I hope the procedure here recommend-
ed does not leave the cattlemen high, dry,
and broke.

The statement of the chairman of the
Ways and Means Committee may be pro-
phetic and I have in mind his reference
to the fact that it could well be a miracle
that an acceptable bill could be worked
out.

I hope the rumors I have heard prove
false and that the House will have an
opportunity to vote on a bill that will be
effective and helpful to the farmers of
America.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Florida [Mr. GURNEY].

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. Speaker, it is ob-
vious what the parliamentary situation
is; it is also obvious we do not know
what the effect of the passage of this
resolution is going to be. I think the
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House wants to vote on a livestock im-
port bill this session. We have been pre-
vented from voting on it.

The bill was passed and it went to the
Senate. We know the President is
against it, we know the State Depart-
ment is against it, and we know the
Secretary of Agriculture is opposed to it.
What we want to do is to vote on the bill,
and have the Senate consider it and
have this thing decided once and for all.
If we do not get a chance, both here and
in the Senate, the people are going to
hear about it. Most of the farmers who
are affected in the State of Florida be-
long to the other side of the aisle, politi-
cally. But they know what is going on,
and they are going to be watching care-
fully to see exactly what happens on this
bill. I sincerely hope the leadership of
this Congress, both in this body and in
the other body, will give the Congress a
chance to vote on this all-important mat-
ter, before we adjourn, a few days hence.

Certainly the American cattle indus-
try deserves as favorable consideration
as the foreign cattle industry has re-
ceived from the executive branch of the
Government.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
Iowa [Mr. JENSEN].

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Speaker, I, too, ap-
peared before the Rules Committee in
support of the Olsen resolution. The
Rules Committee saw fit to turn down
that resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I have the honor of rep-
resenting one of the largest cattle-
feeding districts if not the largest in the
United States. I can tell you my col-
leagues that many of my cattle feeders
are broke today because of low cattle
prices, especially young cattle feeders.

Now let us talk about the consumer for
a moment. Well of course, we are all
consumers but let me remind the Mem-
bers of this House that the American
farmers feed the American people for
about 19 percent of their income. While
the average in all the other nations of
this world is over 60 percent. While the
parity income of our farmers today is
the lowest since 1939. Does that mean
anything to you Members from city
districts?

Mr. Speaker, do you not think it is
far past the time when this Congress
should pass appropriate legislation to
deal fairly with this great segment of
good Americans?

Of course, Mr. Speaker, my bill H.R.
10099, which I introduced last Feb-
ruary 25, is the bill that should have
been made law long ago in order that
our meat producers would have been
treated fairly by their Uncle Sam, but as
everybody knows the President and Sec-
retary Freeman and the State Depart-
ment were then, as now, vigorously
opposed to my bill and to every bill intro-
duced in Congress to reduce meat
imports.

The full text of my bill H.R. 10099
follows:
A bill to restrict imports of meat and meat

products into the United States
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of

America in Congress assembled, That the
total quantity of meat and meat products
originating in any country which may be
entered, or withdrawn from warehouse, for
consumption, during any twelve-month im-
port period, shall not (except as provided in
section 3) exceed 50 per centum of the aver-
age annual quantity of meat and meat prod-
ucts imported from such country during the
five-year period ending on December 31,
1963.

SEC. 2. As used in this Act-
(1) the term "meat and meat products"

includes (A) beef, veal, lamb, mutton, pork,
poultry, and any other meat to which part
2 of schedule 1 of the Tariff Schedules of
the United States applies, whether or not
prepared or preserved and whether canned,
cured, dressed, or in any other form, (B)
live animals imported to provide meat of
any kind for human consumption, and (C)
any food products which contains meat, of
any kind or in any form, and which is in-
tended for human consumption; and

(2) the term "twelve-month import pe-
riod" means the twelve-month period begin-
ning on the date of the enactment of this
Act or any subsequent twelve-month period
beginning on an anniversary of such date.

SEC. 3. If, during any twelve-month im-
port period (after the first such period), the
total United States market for meat and
meat products (as estimated by the Secre-
tary of Agriculture) exceeds the total aver-
age annual United States market for meat
and meat products during the five-year pe-
riod ending on December 31, 1963, the maxi-
mum quantity of meat and meat products
which could otherwise be imported into the
United States from any country during such
period within the limitation imposed by the
first section of this Act shall be increased
to an amount bearing the same ratio to
such quantity as such market during the
twelve-month import period bears to such
total average annual market during such
five-year period.

SEC. 4. Each quantity referred to in the
first section of this Act shall be expressed
in terms of dollar value, or in terms of such
other units (as prescribed by the Secretary
of Agriculture) as will permit its magnitude
to be measured, or equated or compared
with other quantities in determining whether
and to what extent the limitation imposed
by such section is applicable, without regard
to the kinds of meat and meat products or
the proportion of the various kinds of meat
and meat products which are included in
such quantity. In the case of a product
which contains but is not composed exclu-
sively of meat, there shall be taken into
account, in determining the magnitude of
the quantity involved, only so much of such
products, or only so much of the value of
such products, as constitutes or is attributa-
ble to the meat contained therein.

SEC. 5. The Secretary of Agriculture, under
regulations prescribed by him jointly with
the Secretary of the Treasury, shall make
such determinations and establish such
procedures as may be necessary or appro-
priate to carry out this Act.

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my remarks
at this point in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from South Dakota?

There was no objection.
Mr. Speaker, I commend the commit-

tee for bringing this important legisla-
tion to the House floor today.

Mr. Speaker, as many other Members
of the House, who are very much inter-
ested in the cattle market, I have mixed

emotions as we approach the vote on
the resolution this afternoon.

I am very certain that this Congress
will be adjourning within the next 10
days and this is a very short period in
which to work out the differences be-
tween the two Houses on this bill.

I realize that the exemption clause in
this Senate amendment is a serious mat-
ter and the courts might even hold that
it renders invalid the entire Senate
amendment dealing with the limitation
of meat imports.

On the other hand, it might be deter-
mined that while the exemption clause
does not state that the operation of this
law will be suspended during any period
in the future, which the President de-
clares to be a period of national emer-
gency, it could be so interpreted, I be-
lieve, and if it were so interpreted that
only a national emergency being de-
clared after the passage of this act would
suspend the operation of the law, then
the stockmen of America would be pro-
tected. As serious as this is, I would be
willing to accept the Senate amendment
rather than take a chance of having the
whole law go by the board.

The thing that worries me is the fact
that several months ago the President
threatened to veto any beef import re-
striction law that Congress passed. He
made the statement that no "cow poke"
would dictate the foreign policy of Amer-
ica. The State Department has been
very vocal in their propaganda against
any limitation on meat imports. The
Secretary of Agriculture only last week,
when speaking before the stockmen's rep-
resentatives here in Washington, indi-
cated that the Department of Agriculture
was opposed to any import restrictions
upon beef. A day or two following pas-
sage of the Senate amendment the Ex-
porters Association, those who are im-
porting beef from Australia and New
Zealand primarily into the United States,
ran full page ads in most of the daily
papers of the country, arousing the con-
sumers and telling them that if this im-
port restriction became a law that the
prices of meat would skyrocket.

All of these things, Mr. Speaker, fill me
with fear of what may happen to this
meat import restriction bill. The time is
short. We have only the assurance of
the chairman of the Ways and Means
Committee and insofar as that chairman
is concerned, he, I know, will do every-
thing within his power to bring back
either a report, upon which the conferees
of the House and Senate have agreed, and
put it up to the House, and if the terms
are not acceptable, we as a body can then
reject the conference report and by mo-
tion agree to adopt this original Senate
version which will put us back into the
same shape, Mr. Speaker, that we are in
right now if we were to vote down the
previous question and then vote on the
matter of adopting the Senate version.

Under the circumstances I shall follow
the best judgment of the stockgrowers
and stockfeeders who have worked out
these arrangements. I shall vote to send
it to conference. I hope the Senate ver-
sion can be improved. I hope it can be
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brought back, passed and sent to the
President's desk for his signature. Fail-
ing in that, I hope we at least have the
opportunity to send him the Senate ver-
sion.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
North Dakota [Mr. SHORT].

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Speaker, it is diffi-
cult to say much about this most compli-
cated situation in 2 minutes. We must
recognize the broad support for this leg-
islation in the U.S. Congress. It has
already been said that this bill was passed
in the Senate by a very substantial ma-
jority of 72 to 15. It is worth pointing
out, however, that beef import legisla-
tion was introduced in the House by 72
Members. I introduced legislation in
April of 1963 so there has been ample
time for the Ways and Means Committee
to have held hearings.

To some people who have expressed
concern about the effect of this legisla-
tion on consumers, I would point out
that the price of beef to the consumer
has gone down very little even though
beef imports are at an alltime high.
The price to the producer has gone down
a lot. I am a rancher myself. We sold
our calves off our ranch 2 years ago for
32 cents a pound. We are probably
going to sell them this year for 24 cents
a pound. Western range calves are
being contracted now at that price and
lower. This is a price reduction of 25
percent to the cattle producer.

I just want to say a word or two about
the agreement between livestock repre-
sentatives and the members of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. As I under-
stand it, in talking with the livestock
organization representatives the people
on the Committee on Ways and Means
have properly pointed out some revisions
that perhaps should be made in the bill
passed by the Senate. If this is going
to be a meaningful and effective beef
import bill we want to be sure there are
no loopholes or unworkable provisions.

With the assurances that have been
given by the chairman of the Committee
on Ways and Means that we will have
a chance to vote on the Senate-passed
bill if we cannot agree to the conference
report when it comes back here, I think
we can do no less now than accept these
assurances and let this beef import leg-
islation go to conference. If we do not
agree with the conference report we will
have a chance to vote on the question
that I regret we are not going to be able
to dispose of today. Time is running out
for this session of Congress and I fear
we are risking no action on beef legis-
lation because of the limitation of time.

Mr. SCHWEIKER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr. QUIE may extend
his remarks at this point in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.
Mr. QUIE. Mr. Speaker, it is unfortu-

nate that the producers of red meats

have been given so little consideration
this year. First the majority of the
other body refused to add an amend-
ment on beef imports to the wheat and
cotton bill. Later they got on record as
favoring cattlemen by voting for an
amendment to a zoo bill, expecting that
it will die in the House. Now when it
seemed possible to accept the Senate
amendments and send the bill immedi-
ately to the President, we find that the
amendments are difficient and a confer-
ence is necessary to improve the bill.

The time is short for action. I hope
the assurances given today will enable
us to send an adequate bill to the Presi-
dent. It is for this reason that I sup-
port the rule and wish to associate my-
self with the remarks of my colleague
the gentleman from North Dakota [Mr.
SHORT], who has had a wealth of experi-
ence in the cattle business and for whom
I have the greatest respect.

Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the remaining time to the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Rules,
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, when this matter was brought
before the Rules Committee on the Sen-
ate amendment I favored the rule to
adopt the Senate amendment. I did so
because I am very much interested in
the distressing condition of the cattle
market and I know something about it
from personal experience. If I felt that
bill would serve purpose, I would be vot-
ing this morning to vote down the pre-
vious question and adopt the Senate bill.
I am convinced, however, since we held
a meeting in the Rules Committee, that
if we did do that the bill by reason of
this national emergency clause could
very probably make the bill totally in-
effective from the very beginning. That
is not what any of us wants to do, I am
sure.

I have come to the conclusion that the
best chance we have, and it is only a
chance, I think everybody ought to
understand that, is to send the matter
to the Ways and Means Committee for a
conference with the assurances given
us already by the chairman of that
committee. I say it is a chance because
we are, I think, endeavoring to adjourn
here next week, and that gives you less
than 10 days to get this thing through
all the machinery that it has to go
through both in the House and in the
Senate. I do not know whether when
it gets to the Senate you are ever going
to get anything back over here or
whether they are ever going to do any-
thing at all. They may or they may not
accept it. But I believe the way we are
pursuing is the best one, in view of the
very short time we have left. As I un-
derstood the gentleman from Arkansas,
the chairman of the committee, we are
assured that this conference report will
come back to the House this week, so
that we can be on the way to negoti-
ations with the Senate.

Mr. MILLS. No, I had not said it
would be possible to bring it back thisweek. What I said was this:

If the Senate succeeds, as I under.
stand it intends to try, to appoint con.
ferees today, after conferring with the
distinguished Senator from the gentle.
man's State of Virginia, it was agreed we
would go to conference at 2:30 tomorrow
afternoon. Whether or not we could
have the matter back to the House for
consideration on Friday, I could not say.
I would think it might at the outside
possibly be Monday of the following week.
Of course, we will try.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Can the gen-
tleman give us any definite assurance
now as to the latest date that this House
will have an opportunity to act on this
matter?

Mr. MILLS. I could not give you any
definite assurance. There are too many
imponderables and matters over which
I have no control. We have to file a
conference report first. It would be our
intention to expedite the conference.
Certainly, I am not going to take a whole
lot of time trying to settle this in con.
ference.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I am sure
that you are not.

Mr. MILLS. What I said, as the gen-
tleman will recall, is that we will try to
bring something back from conference
that will be constructive and helpful.
We will bring something back that we
can act on and we will do it as expedi-
tiously as we can. I just do not want to
say that we will have it back here and
have a vote on it on Friday.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Or on any
other day?

Mr. MILLS. I cannot say it will be
Friday. The gentleman asked me if it
would be this week.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. Yes, now I
ask the gentleman-what is the latest
date?

Mr. MILLS. I told the gentleman that
I thought the latest date would probably
be Monday. We would be ready on Mon-
day of next week. I do not intend to
take 4 or 5 days in conference on this, I
will tell the gentleman.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. I know and
I think the House ought to thoroughly
understand the whole thing is not in the
hands of the chairman of the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means.

Mr. MILLS. Absolutely, and I appre-
ciate the gentleman pointing that out.

Mr. SMITH of Virginia. This thing
is pretty vital to the cattle people of this
Nation. I think we ought to be pretty
sure that we are going to get to vote on
the matter.

The SPEAKER. The time of the
gentleman from Virginia has expired.

All time has expired.
Mr. COLMER. Mr. Speaker, I move

the previous question.
The previous question was ordered,
The SPEAKER. The question is on

agreeing to the resolution.
The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on the

table.
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The SPEAKER. The Chair appoints
the following conferees: Messrs. MILLS,
KING of California, BOGGS, BYRNES Of
Wisconsin, and CURTIS.

FOOD STAMP ACT OF 1964

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker's table the bill (H.R. 10222) to
strengthen the agricultural economy; to
help to achieve a fuller and more effec-
tive use of food abundances; to provide
for improved levels of nutrition among
economically needy households through
a cooperative Federal-State program of
food assistance to be operated through
normal channels of trade; and for other
purposes, with Senate amendments
thereto, and concur in the Senate
amendments.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The Clerk read the Senate amend-

ments, as follows:
Page 2, line 5, strike out "economically

needy" and insert "low-income".
Page 2, lines 13 and 14, strike out "in eco-

nomic need" and insert "with low incomes".
Page 2, line 20, strike out all after "(b)"

down to and including line 25 and insert
"The term 'food' means any food or food
product for human consumption except al-
coholic beverages, tobacco, those foods which
are identified on the package as being im-
ported, and meat and meat products which
are imported."

Page 4, after line 20, insert:
"(b) In areas where a food stamp pro-

gram is in effect, there shall be no distribu-
tion of federally owned foods to households
under the authority of any other law except
during emergency situations caused by a na-
tional or other disaster as determined by
the Secretary."

Page 4, line 21, strike out "(b)" and insert
"(c)".

Page 5, strike out lines 4 to 16, inclusive,
and insert:

"SEC. 5. (a) Participation in the food
stamp program shall be limited to those
households whose income is determined to
be a substantial limiting factor in the at-
tainment of a nutritionally adequate diet.

"(b) In complying with the limitation on
participation set forth in subsection (a)
above, each State agency shall establish
standards to determine the eligibility of ap-
plicant households. Such standards shall
include maximum income limitations con-
sistent with the income standards used by
the State agency in administration of its fed-
erally aided public assistance programs.
Such standards also shall place a limitation
on the resources to be allowed eligible house-
holds. The standards of eligibility to be used
by each State for the food stamp program
shall be subject to the approval of the Sec-
retary."

Page 6, line 17, after "a" insert "low-cost".
Page 11, line 8, after "required." insert "In

approving the participation of the subdivi-
sions requested by each State in its plan of
operation, the Secretary shall provided for
an equitable and orderly expansion among
the several States in accordance with their
relative need and readiness to meet their re-
quested effective dates of participation."

Page 11, after line 19, insert:
"(g) If the Secretary determines that there

has been gross negligence or fraud on the
part of the State agency in the certification
of applicant households, the State shall upon
request of the Secretary deposit into the
separate account authorized by section 7 of

this Act, a sum equal to the amount by
which the value of any coupons issued as a
result of such negligence or fraud exceeds
the amount that was charged for such cou-
pons under section 7(b) of this Act."

Page 17, lines 11 and 12, strike out "not
in excess of $25,000,000 for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1964;".

Page 17, line 16, after "1967" insert "; and
not in excess of such sum as may hereafter
be authorized by Congress for any subse-
quent fiscal year".

Page 18, line 2, after "section." insert "If
in any fiscal year the Secretary finds that
the requirements of participating States will
exceed the limitation set forth herein, the
Secretary shall direct State agencies to re-
duce the amount of such coupons to be is-
sued to participating households to the ex-
tent necessary to comply with the provisions
of this subsection."

Amend the title so as to read: "An Act to
strengthen the agricultural economy; to help
to achieve a fuller and more effective use of
food abundances; to provide for improved
levels of nutrition among low-income house-
holds through a cooperative Federal-State
program of food assistance to be operated
through normal channels of trade; and for
other purposes."

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from North
Carolina?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, and I shall not object,
I simply want to point out that imme-
diately following the debate and discus-
sion on the previous resolution, here
comes a request that we concur in the
Senate amendments on another bill
which includes a watered down restric-
tion on beef imports.

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. COOLEY ?

There was no objection.
The Senate amendments were con-

curred in.
A motion to reconsider was laid on the

table.
Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that I may extend
my remarks on the Senate amendments
to the bill, H.R. 10222, and that the au-
thor of the bill, the gentlewoman from
Missouri [Mrs. SULLIVAN] be granted the
same permission.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.
Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Speaker, H.R.

10222 is a long step forward in the Na-
tion's war on poverty. It shares the
blessings of our food abundance among
our own people. It is my hope and
expectation that the House will act fi-
nally on this legislation before nightfall
and send it on to the President for his
signature.

This bill improves, expands and makes
permanent the food stamp program that
now is operating successfully on a pilot
and experimental basis in 43 areas in 22
States, covering some 380,000 persons.

There now are on file in the Depart-
ment of Agriculture 234 requests for the
program from other localities in many
States.

The food stamp program, through the
pilot operations, has proved to be the
most effective method yet devised to in-
sure that all Americans have the op-
portunity for an adequate diet.

For many years surplus commodities
have been distributed by the Govern-
ment directly to needy persons. The
food stamp program operates through
the regular food marketing system.

H.R. 10222 establishes a national pol-
icy that, in order to promote the general
welfare, the Nation's abundance of food
shall be utilized cooperatively by the
States, the Federal Government, and lo-
cal governmental units to the maximum
extent practicable to safeguard the
health and well-being of the Nation's
population and raise levels of nutrition
among economically needy households.

Moreover, through this legislation, the
Congress finds that increased utilization
of foods in establishing and maintaining
adequate national levels of nutrition will
tend to cause the distribution in a bene-
ficial manner of our agricultural abun-
dance and will strengthen our agricul-
tural economy, as well as result in more
orderly marketing and distribution of
food.

Therefore, H.R. 10222 will permit
those households in economic need to
receive a greater share of the Nation's
food abundance.

Mr. Speaker, I share the concern of
the gentleman from Missouri IMr.
JONES] about a situation in which there
would be a food stamp plan in operation
in a community but where there might
be in the same community, because of
the exigencies of circumstances or some
peculiarity of State law, a substantial
number of families who, for part of the
year, for example, might not be able
to participate in the food stamp pro-
gram or to obtain local relief. It would
be unconscionable that the provisions
of this law, which is designed to allevi-
ate hunger, should operate to deprive
persons in such circumstances from the
benefits they would otherwise receive
under the direct distribution program.

On the other hand, I believe it to be
not only wasteful of public funds but
highly undesirable from an adminis-
trative standpoint that there should be,
under any ordinary circumstances, a
food stamp program and direct distri-
bution to households operating in the
same community.

The fact that a household may have
no income at all during portions of the
year does not necessarily prevent that
household from participating in the
food stamp program. If there are cir-
cumstances in any community which
would prevent many households from
being eligible to participate in the stamp
program for a temporary period, it
seems to me that this could qualify
such an area under the "emergency
situation" provision of the Senate bill
and that the Secretary of Agriculture
would be permitted by the language of
the Senate bill to institute a direct dis-
tribution program of such scope and for
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such period of time as he might de-
termine necessary to take care of these
families.

I have discussed this matter with the
Secretary of Agriculture and he informs
me that this is the manner in which he
believes the language should be con-
strued if the bill is enacted as amended.

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Mr. Speaker, the
enactment of H.R. 10222 will go a long
way toward outlawing hunger in the
United States. More than that, it will
assure adequate, nutritious, appetizing
diets for millions of Americans, includ-
ing those now living almost entirely on
powdered milk, powdered eggs, dried
beans, cornmeal, flour, and other sur-
plus food items.

I introduced my first bill on this sub-
ject more than 10 years ago. During all
of the Eisenhower administration, this
legislation was bitterly opposed in the
executive department. Even after Con-
gress enacted my original bill on a 2-
year trial basis in 1959 as part of Public
Law 480, the previous administration re-
fused even to try it. Now we have an
administration which wants to use the
food stamp program on a national basis,
after having had the political courage to
try the idea for 3 years on an experi-
mental basis.

Mr. Speaker, as we finally conclude
legislative action on this bill after so
many crises in its progress, I want to
thank some people by name for their
efforts on behalf of this idea. First of
all, I want to thank you, Mr. Speaker.
Both as Speaker and as former majority
leader, you worked long and hard and
effectively over the years to help me to
have this legislation considered and
eventually enacted. The present major-
ity leader [Mr. ALBERT]; the chairman
of the Committee on Agriculture, the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
COOLEY]; the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. POAGE]; the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. SAYLOR]-the only mem-
ber of his party to vote for the food
stamp bill the first time I called it up
for a House vote back in 1957, and a
strong supporter of the idea ever since-
these men deserve special thanks for
their leadership on this issue. Senators
Humphrey, Douglas, Aiken, Ellender,
Symington, and Long, and the late
President Kennedy when he served in
the Senate, and my former colleague
from Missouri, the late Senator Thomas
Hennings, all worked hard for enactment
of a food stamp method of distributing
additional food to the needy.

As a result of his work in the Senate
on my food stamp bill in 1959, John F.
Kennedy later had a clear understand-
ing when he became President, of the
value of this kind of approach to the
contradiction of vast food surpluses and
many hungry Americans. His very first
Executive order, in January 1961, called
for a substantial increase in the types
and varieties of food to be distributed
to the needy under the direct distribu-
tion program.

LETTER TO PRESIDENT JOHN F. KENNEDY

Mr. Speaker, under unanimous con-
sent, I include as part of my remarks the

letter I sent to President Kennedy on
January 23, 1961, and the response from
Larry O'Brien, as follows:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D.C., January 23, 1961.

THE PRESIDENT,
The White House,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Your first Executive
order as President, directing an immediate
increase in the types and quantities of sur-
plus food to be distributed to needy persons
in areas of chronic labor surplus, provided
dramatic evidence to the people of this
country-and particularly to the needy-of
your resolve to carry out as promptly as
possible the 1960 platform pledges of our
party as reiterated by you in your campaign.
The surplus food distribution program as
previously carried out has been heartbreak-
ingly unsatisfactory when compared to the
need and to the vast stores of food suitable
and available for distribution to the needy.

Increasing the foodstuffs to be given to the
needy in areas where local authorities are
participating in the distribution program
will be of substantial help to thousands of
families. Also, it is a step which your ad-
ministration is able to take without exten-
sive preliminary arrangements. May I re-
spectfully call your attention now to the
logical next step-as promised in our plat-
form-placing into effect the food stamp
plan authorized by Congress in 1959 but
never implemented by the Eisenhower
administration?

Distribution of food commodities in sur-
plus through the regular grocery stores will
make possible a vast expansion in the utiliza-
tion of surplus food items. For instance,
such items as surplus fresh eggs and milk
rather than in powdered form, and such
items as fresh or frozen chicken, beef, lamb
and pork, fresh or frozen fruits and vege-
tables could all be distributed efficiently and
effectively if the food stamp plan is put into
effect.

Furthermore, the greatest single limiting
factor in preventing the most effective dis-
tribution of surplus food items to the
needy-the disproportionately high costs to
local authorities in financing the storage,
handling and direct distribution-would be
eliminated, thus making it possible for these
nutritious foods to be distributed to provably
needy persons everywhere in the United
States, not merely in those areas where
chronic unemployment is of such vast pro-
portions as to force local authorities to spend
funds they often cannot afford for the direct
distribution.

In my city of St. Louis, for instance, our
officials recently decided they could no longer
afford the high municipal cost of distribution,
yet our needy-those on various forms of
public assistance and those who cannot qual-
ify technically for assistance despite the need
because there are employable persons in the
family-such family groups are very much in
need of the better diets which could be made
available for them by a good surplus distri-
bution program under the food stamp law.
A hungry person anywhere in America is just
as hungry for not living in a depressed area,
and just as much entitled to help.

I am enclosing a copy of the report of the
House Committee on Agriculture in 1959 on
my food stamp bill at the time it was re-
ported out for House action. From this, you
will note that the food stamp law envisions
the distribution not only of the few storable
commodities in actual Government owner-
ship, but of any and all types of surplus foods
removable from the market under section 32
or other support programs.

In refusing to put this law into effect--or
to use the same authority contained in sec-
tion 32 which the Roosevelt administration
used to establish a different food stamp
plan-the previous administration has main-
tained that the foods to be distributed under
a food stamp plan would merely be the same
ones now being distributed-those in actual
Government ownership. This is not correct.

Under my bill as written into law, and as
outlined in the report of the House commit-
tee which I am enclosing, the Government
can work out many different arrangements
with the food industry for exchange of stocks,
etc., just as it does now for processing of
surplus items for direct distribution. But in
using the regular stores (those which wish
to participate) we can distribute fresh and
frozen rather than just dry or dehydrated
items, and we can quickly build up nutri-
tional standards of 7 million or more Ameri-
cans not now able to afford a decent minimum
diet, no matter where they live.

I, therefore, urge that you direct your De-
partment of Agriculture to set in motion
the necessary arrangements to bring the food
stamp plan into operation. The present per-
missive law runs until 1962.

Respectfully yours,
LEONOR K. (Mrs. JOHN B.) SULLIVAN,

Member of Congress.

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, D.C., February 17, 1961.

Hon. LEONOR K. SULLIVAN,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MRS. SULLIVAN: The President has
asked me to reply to your letter of January
23 on surplus food donations and stamp
plans and also to see that your comments
and suggestions were brought to the atten-
tion of Secretary Freeman. This has been
done.

In his economic message to the Congress
on February 2, the President reported that
he had instructed the Secretary of Agricul-
ture to establish pilot food stamp programs
in six localities with high levels of unem-
ployment. In line with your own sponsor-
ship of the 1959 food stamp legislation, the
purpose of the pilot operations would be to
test the effectiveness of various types of
stamp programs as a means of making it pos-
sible for more needy families to obtain more
nearly adequate diets.

The Department of Agriculture is pro-
ceeding to work out the detailed plan of op-
eration for these pilot programs. I know
that you realize the many alternatives that
must be investigated in the development of
such a program and the need to consult with
welfare and food trade groups.

We want to thank you for your most in-
teresting and constructive suggestions in
this total effort to make fuller use of our
agricultural abundances.

Sincerely yours,
LAWRENCE F. O'BRIEN,

Special Assistant to the President.

STRONG SUPPORT FROM PRESIDENT JOHNSON

Mr. Speaker, the pilot-plan approach,
begun originally in six areas, was later
extended to 40 counties and to the cities
of Detroit, St. Louis, and Pittsburgh.
On balance, it has been a tremendous
success, even though, as a new program
of Government, involving a great deal
of Federal-State-local coordination and
cooperation, it has run into many ad-
ministrative problems which have had
to be solved. But they are being solved,
and those who participate in this pro-
gram have strongly endorsed it as a vast
improvement over the direct distribution
system.
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president Johnson put the full weight
of his office, and of his tremendous pow-
ers of persuasion, behind this legislation,
and its final passage in the Congress to-
day is largely a tribute to his powerful
leadership. Secretary Freeman has
never wavered in his effective support of
this idea-in contrast to his predecessor
who said it could not work, this Secretary
of Agriculture made it work. Ken Birk-
head, special assistant to the Secretary
of Agriculture, who recently received the
Department's top award for distin-
guished service, earned that award at
least in part for the outstanding work he
did in making sure Members of Congress
had the full and correct facts on this
legislation.

Mr. Speaker, there are undoubtedly
many others-Members of Congress,
congressional staff people such as
Charles B. Holstein, John Heimburger,
of the Agriculture Committee, and
others-who deserve thanks and appre-
ciation for their long and hard work on
this legislation. Congresswomen MAR-
THA GRIFFITHS, EDNA KELLY, ELIZABETH

KEE, and EDITH GREEN should certainly
be mentioned for the help and encour-
agement they gave me over the years-
and there are many, many others who
also helped.

I am truly grateful to all who sup-
ported me on this. To all of them, I
say thank you. And the people of this
country will thank you, too-particularly
those who will have the opportunity
under this legislation to enjoy for the
first time a really decent, attractive,
diet in the American tradition.

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my remarks
at this point.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Iowa?

There was no objection.
Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Speaker, I want to

make it clear at this point in the RECORD
that I do not support H.R. 10222, the
bill to establish a nationwide food stamp
program.

In my opinion this is bad legislation.
It will decrease domestic outlets for our
agricultural surpluses, it will deny many
needy people the opportunity to acquire
surplus food, it will be a very expensive
and inefficient welfare program for the
taxpayer to assume, and it will further
erode the rights and responsibilities of
State and local governments.

The record to this point shows that
this legislation has been approved over
the unanimous objection of the Repub-
lican members of the Committee on Ag-
riculture set forth in the minority report
on H.R. 10222-House Report 1228-88th
Congress. The record also shows that
it was passed through the House on
April 8, 1964, as a "package deal" with the
cotton-wheat bill in spite of overwhelm-
ing opposition by House Republicans.

This is a new and massive program
which clearly shows the basic differences
in Government philosophy between the
Johnson administration and the main-
stream of Republican thought. I am

OX- 1190

indeed sorry that the administration
has prevailed and that this bill will now
become law.

If any recourse were available to pre-
vent its enactment, I can assure you I
would pursue it. However, a conference
with the other body would serve no use-
ful purpose as all but one of the amend-
ments adopted by the other body changed
little of substance in the bill.

The only amendment of importance
adopted by the other body establishes
the prohibition on the use of food stamps
for imported meat and meat products.
Since the administration opposes this
amendment, it would surely be lost in
a conference report.

Thus the choice today is not one be-
tween a good bill and a bad bill; rather it
is a choice between the lesser of two evils,
and under the circumstances I am not
objecting to accepting the Senate
amendments.

INCREASING THE RETIREMENT
SALARIES OF CERTAIN RETIRED
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA JUDGES
Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I call

up the bill (H.R. 12198) to amend sec-
tion 11-1701 of the District of Colum-
bia Code to increase the retirement sal-
aries of certain retired judges, and ask
unanimous consent that the bill be con-
sidered in the House as in Committee of
the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
South Carolina?

There was no objection.
The Clerk read the bill, as follows:
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
11-1701 of the District of Columbia Code
is amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

"(d) A judge of the District of Colum-
bia Court of Appeals or the District of Col-
umbia court of general sessions who has
retired prior to the effective date of section
306 of the Federal Executive Salary Act of
1964 shall receive an increase in the retire-
ment salary to which he is otherwise entitled
under this section in the same percentage
as the increase in salaries provided in sec-
tion 306(1) (2) and section 306(1) (3) of the
Federal Executive Salary Act of 1964 for
Judges who are serving on the effective date
of such section 306 on the District of Co-
lumbia Court of Appeals and the District of
Columbia court of general sessions."

SEC. 2. The increases in retirement com-
pensation authorized by the amendment
made by the first section of this Act shall
take effect on the first day of the first month
which begins after the date of enactment of
this Act.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, the
purpose of the bill is to give retired
judges of the District of Columbia Court
of Appeals and of the District of Colum-
bia Court of General Sessions, a raise in
salary.

It is the opinion of your committee
that such legislation is necessary and
appropriate in order that the same sal-
ary ratio between active and retired Dis-
trict of Columbia judges under present
law may be retained.

The 16 judges of the District of Co-
lumbia Court of General Sessions, and
the 3 judges of the District of Columbia
Court of Appeals are all included in the
recently approved Federal Employees
Salary Act of 1964-H.R. 11049, recently
passed by the Congress. However,
through inadvertence, no provision was
included therein to cover the two retired
judges-one in the court of appeals and
one in the court of general sessions.
Inasmuch as each of these judges has
continued to perform active service in
the two courts named, it is felt that in
fairness and justice they should be en-
titled to a proportionate raise in their
compensation.

MEMORANDUM RE JUDGES SALARIES

Only two judges have retired from
the local District of Columbia Court of
Appeals and from the District of Co-
lumbia Court of General Sessions:

Judge George D. Neilson retired after
20 years service and as general sessions
judge was receiving $17,500. He receives
$11,841 retirement although serving full
time on the bench-on which other ac-
tive judges under the new pay bill will
receive $24,000-under this bill he would
draw about $16,000.

Former Chief Judge Nathan Cayton re-
tired after 29 years service and was draw-
ing $18,500. He receives $18,367 retire-
ment. Under this bill he, too, would
receive about $24,000. He is also on
active duty practically full time.

By the reported bill, those judges who
have heretofore retired will have their
salary computed under the same formula
and at the new rate of compensation as
will be the case with judges who may in
the future retire under the 1964 Salary
Act. In other words, there will be, and
in the opinion of your committee there
should be, no difference in the status of
presently retired judges and judges who
may retire in the future, at least insofar
as such retirement occurs under the ex-
isting law.

BACKGROUND

The Consolidation Act-Public Law
512, 77th Congress, 2d session-approved
April 1, 1942, provides-in section 11-for
the retirement of judges after serving 20
years or more, with compensation in
equal monthly installments in the sum
equal to such proportion of the salary
received by such judge on the date of
such retirement that the total of his ag-
gregate years of service bears to the total
of 30 years.

Paragraph (b) of the same section pro-
vides that any judge receiving retirement
salary may be called upon by the chief
judge of either court to perform such ju-
dicial duties as may be requested of him
for a period up to 90 days in any year.

The fact of the matter is, as stated,
that both the retired judges have con-
tinued to perform active service, and one
of them has given full time on the bench

18927



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE

for the last 9 months, due to court vacan-
cies, sickness, and vacations, and of
course neither has received the compen-
sation of a full-time judge even though
he has worked full time. The reported
bill would obviate such injustice.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that, after passage
of each District of Columbia Committee
bill today, the subcommittee chairman
and I, as committee chairman, may be
permitted to insert remarks in the
RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from South
Carolina?

There was no objection.

AMENDING THE DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA INCOME AND FRANCHISE
TAX ACT OF 1947 AND THE DIS-
TRICT OF COLUMBIA BUSINESS
CORPORATION ACT WITH RE-
SPECT TO CERTAIN FOREIGN
CORPORATIONS

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I call
up the bill (H.R. 8407) to amend the
District of Columbia Income and Fran-
chise Tax Act of 1947, as amended, and
the District of Columbia Business Cor-
poration Act, as amended, with respect
to certain foreign corporations, and ask
unanimous consent that the bill be con-
sidered in the House as in Committee of
the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from South
Carolina?

There was no objection.
The Clerk read the bill, as follows:
Be it enacted by the Senate and House

of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That title
VII of the District of Columbia Income and
Franchise Tax Act of 1947, as amended (D.C.
Code 47-1571 and the following), is amended
by adding at the end thereof the following
new section:

"SEC. 3. EXEMPT FOREIGN CORPORATIONs.-
A foreign corporation authorized to invest
in loans secured by real estate, which does
not maintain any office or employees in the
District of Columbia, shall not be subject to
taxation under this article if the only ac-
tivities of such foreign corporation in the
District of Columbia are one or more of the
following:

"(1) the acquisition of loans (including
the negotiation thereof) secured by mort-
gages or deeds of trust on real property situ-
ated in the District of Columbia pursuant to
commitment agreements or arrangements
made prior to or following the origination
or creation of such loans;

"(2) the physical inspection and appraisal
of property in the District of Columbia as
security for mortgages or deeds of trust;

"(3) the ownership, modification, renewal,
extension, transfer, or foreclosure of such
loans, or the acceptance of substitute addi-
tional obligors thereon;

"(4) the making, collecting, and servicing
of such loans through a District of Columbia
concern engaged in the business of servicing
real estate loans for investors;

"(5) maintaining or defending any ac-
tion or suit or any administrative or arbi-
tration proceeding arising as a result of such
loans;

"(6) the acquisition of title to property
which is the security for such a loan in the
event of default on such loan;

"(7) pending liquidation of its investment
therein within a reasonable time, operating,
maintaining, renting, or otherwise dealing
with selling, or disposing of, real property
acquired under foreclosure, sale, or by agree-
ment in lieu thereof."

SEC. 2. Section 99 of the District of Colum-
bia Business Corporation Act (D.C. Code 29-
933) is amended by adding at the end thereof
the following new subsections:

"(c) No foreign corporation which is ex-
empt from taxation under the District of
Columbia Income and Franchise Tax Act of
1947 by section 3 of title VII of such Tax Act
of 1947 shall be subject to the provisions of
this Act.

"(d) Nothing in subsection (c) of this
section shall be construed as affecting the
amenability of any foreign corporation to the
service of any process, notice, or demand to
which such corporation would be amenable
without reference to the provisions of such
subsection (c).

"(e) (1) Any foreign corporation exempt
from taxation under the District of Columbia
Income and Francise Tax Act of 1947 by sec-
tion 3 of title VII of such Act shall be deemed
to have waived any immunity to service of
process and suit in the courts of the District
of Columbia. Any such foreign corporation
shall appoint and maintain in the District
of Columbia an agent for service of process,
and shall register with the Commissioners of
the District of Columbia the address of its
principal office and the name and address of
its agent for service of process in the District
of Columbia, including any changes in such
addresses.

"(2) Whenever any such foreign corpora-
tion does not have an agent for service of
process or such agent cannot be found with
reasonable diligence at his registered address,
then the Commissioners of the District of
Columbia shall be the agent for service of
process for such corporation. Service of
process on the Commissioners shall be made
by delivery to, and leaving with them, or
with any person having charge of their office,
duplicate copies of the process. In the event
of such service the Commissioners shall im-
mediately cause one of such copies to be
forwarded by registered mail, addressed to
such foreign corporation at its principal
office as it appears on the records of the
Commissioners. Any such service shall be
returnable in not less than 30 days, unless
the rules of the court issuing such process
prescribe another period, in which case such
prescribed period shall govern.

"(3) Nothing contained in this subsection
shall limit or affect the right to serve any
process, notice, or demand required or per-
mitted by law to be served on a foreign
corporation in any other manner now or
hereafter permitted by law.

"(4) Any foreign corporation which fails
to comply with the requirements of para-
graph (1) of this subsection shall be guilty
of a misdemeanor and shall be fined not
more than $500.

"(5) The Commissioners of the District of
Columbia are authorized to make such rules
and regulations as may be necessary to carry
out the purpose of this subsection."

SEc. 3. The amendment made by the first
section of this Act shall take effect with
respect to taxable years beginning on and
after December 31, 1960.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike the last word.

Mr. Speaker, I believe we should at
least have a brief explanation of the bill.
Will the gentleman briefly explain the
bill?

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I shall
be happy to explain the bill to the gen.
tleman from Iowa.

This bill has been before the House
on two previous occasions. It was
passed by the Senate committee and, for
some reason or other, at the end of the
session last year the Senate did not have
an opportunity to act on the bill.

The purpose of the bill is to give the
people in Virginia, in Maryland, and in
other States an opportunity to loan
money in the city of Washington, as the
people of the District of Columbia are
permitted to loan money, to make loans,
in those States.

Mr. GROSS. Is this to eliminate the
tax on money loaned in the District of
Columbia?

Mr. McMILLAN. That is correct.
Mr. GROSS. To eliminate the tax, or

to make the transactions tax exempt?
Mr. McMILLAN. That is the case, if

they pay taxes in their own States. If
they do not, they would have to pay taxes
here.

Mr. GROSS. I note that the report
says that the District of Columbia needs
all the funds it can entice for real estate
development. That is one of the reasons
given for this.

I noted in the newspapers the other
day that as a result of the pay increase
bill alone the District of Columbia is
going to get a windfall of a good many
millions of dollars. I cannot remember
the amount, but it seems to me it was
around $40 million. I wonder if we want
to take the bars down and permit money
to come into the District of Columbia on
a nontaxable basis. If tax revenues are
decreased I wonder if there will be de-
mands for additional money from the
Federal taxpayers in support of the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

Mr. McMILLAN. Practically every
State has a similar provision. I under-
stand from the builders in the District of
Columbia that they would like to have
some money from outside the District of
Columbia, to help them operate.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the remainder of my time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the passage of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, the
purpose of the bill H.R. 8407 is twofold.
First, it amends the District of Columbia
Business Code to clearly state that the
transactions specifically enumerated-
and which are those typically involved in
making a mortgage loan by an investing
institution located out of the District-
do not constitute "doing business" in the
District; second, it amends the District
of Columbia tax laws to specify clearly
that income received by an out-of-State
investing institution from a mortgage
loan made on District of Columbia real
estate is not subject to District of Colum-
bia franchise taxes.

The District of Columbia needs all the
funds it can entice into the District for
real estate development. This is partic-
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ularly true in the urban renewal field.
District of Columbia sources simply can-
not provide all the funds that are needed.

The enactment of H.R. 8407 is neces-
sary and desirable because under the
present District of Columbia Code, no
out-of-State investor can be sure whether
or not in making a mortgage loan in
the District he is doing business in the
District; and no out-of-State investor
can be sure that the District of Columbia
will not try to tax him on income he re-
ceives because of having made a mort-
gage loan on District of Columbia real
estate, whether or not he is doing busi-
ness in the District. Identical bills
passed the House in two previous Con-
gresses.

BACKGROUND

The District of Columbia has never
attempted to maintain that when an out-
of-State investor makes a mortgage loan
on District of Columbia real estate it is
doing business in the District, nor has
it ever attempted to tax income received
by an out-of-State investor from a mort-
gage loan it has made on District of Co-
lumbia real estate. Since the District has
never threatened to take either of these
positions, some out-of-State investors on
advice of their lawyers have decided to
run whatever risks are involved and are
making loans in the District. They are
not complying with the District of Co-
lumbia doing business laws, and they are
not being taxed by the District on the in-
come they receive from the loans. If the
District ever attempted to maintain that
they were doing business in the District,
or ever attempted to tax them on their
income from such loans, they would sim-
ply stop making mortgage loans in the
District.

However, there are a number of say-
ings institutions-particularly, the New
York savings banks-who have been told
by their lawyers that because of the un-
certainty of the District of Columbia
statutes that they would be running a
very real risk if they made mortgage
loans in the District, that the District
would first, tax them on their income
from such mortgages; and second, make
them comply with the requirements for
doing business. These institutions have
simply decided that they will not take
these risks and they do not and will not
make mortgages on District of Columbia
real estate. Thus, the ability of District
sources to find funds to finance building
projects is limited-to the detriment of
the District of Columbia itself and to
many projects within its boundaries.

There are a number of States which
have enacted statutes containing lan-
guage which specifically states that the
kinds of activities listed in H.R. 8407 do
not constitute doing business in that
State. Among those are the following:

Maryland: Section 84, article 23, an-
notated code as amended by law of 1957,
chapter 486.

North Carolina: section 55-131, Gen-
eral Statutes, 1943, as enacted by chap-
ter 1371, laws of 1955.

North Dakota: section 103, H.B. 537,
laws of 1957.

Oklahoma: section 1.199(f), chapter
A., title 18, Oklahoma Statutes.

Oregon: section 57.655, Oregon Revised
Statute.

Texas: article 8.91, chapter 64, laws of
1955 as amended by S.B. 129, laws of
1957.

Wisconsin: section 180.801, Wisconsin
Statutes.

Alaska: section 99, chapter 126, laws
of 1957.

Hawaii: section 7.5, chapter 174, Re-
vised Laws of Hawaii, 1955.

Florida: section 613.01-661.44, Flor-
ida Statutes, 1955.

Idaho: Laws of 1957, H.B. 167, effective
March 9,1957.

Illinois: Smith Hurd, Illinois Statutes
Annotated, chapter 32-212.

Louisiana: Laws 1960, act 386, S. 308.
Michigan: 1953 Michigan Laws, No.

180-FHA and VA loans.
Utah: Laws of 1957, S. 222.
Washington: Laws of 1957, chapter

139.
West Virginia: S.B. No. 142, laws, 1957.
Missouri: Laws of 1953, section 362.423.
Tennessee: section 45-1201, 1202, 1203,

as amended by laws, 1959, chapter 28-
S.218.

There are a number of other States
where the situation is uncertain but
where "qualifications" requirements are
simple and inexpensive and thus no
further legislation has seemed necessary.
Among these are: Alabama, Arizona,
Maine, Nevada, New Hampshire, New
Mexico, South Carolina, and South Da-
kota.

There is a further number of States
where case law-not statute-is so clear
that mortgages are made by out-of-State
investors without much fear and thus
the pressure to enact legislation has not
been severe. It is difficult to secure an
accurate list of these States but one au-
thority lists among them: Arkansas,
California, and Colorado. Sources:
"What Constitutes Doing Business," Cor-
poration Trust Co., 1958, "Mortgage and
Real Estate Investment Guide," by Mal-
colm C. Sherman. The effect of H.R.
8407 would be to open up the District to
many of the New York savings banks
and other financial institutions who are
now unwilling to lend money in the Dis-
trict.

Section 1 of H.R. 8407 amends title
VII of the District of Columbia Code-
Tax on Corporations-so as to make it
clear that an out-of-State financial in-
stitution not having an office in the Dis-
trict and whose activities are limited to
the type of activities specifically enu-
merated in the bill will not be subject to,
District of Columbia franchise tax on
the income it receives from mortgages it
makes on District of Columbia real
estate. Under the District statutes-sec-
tion 47-1571a-any out-of-State cor-
poration which receives income from
sources within the District is taxed at
the rate of 5 percent on such income.
This tax is called a francise tax, but it
is a graduated tax levied against the
income that the out-of-State corpora-
tion receives from District of Columbia
sources.

The kinds of activities that the for-
eign financial institution could carry on

without being subject to tax are limited
to and enumerated in subparagraphs
(1), (2), (3), (4), (5), (6), and (7) of
section 1, H.R. 8074. These subsections
specifically describe the various steps
that are involved in making a mortgage
loan and in protecting the investment
in the event of default.

Section 2 of H.R. 8407 amends the
District of Columbia Business Corpora-
tion Act so as to make it clear that the
kinds of activities referred to in section
1 do not constitute doing business within
the District. If a nonresident corpora-
tion were held to be doing business it
would have to go through all the steps
necessary to qualify. It would first have
to secure a license, then it would have to
file annual reports, and so forth. These
requirements are burdensome, even
though not very costly. However, sec-
tion 2 specifies that the exemption pro-
vided does not relieve the foreign cor-
poration from being able to be sued, and
so forth, within the District.

It should be pointed out that whenever
an out-of-State investor lends money on
District of Columbia real estate and re-
ceives income from that loan, it, of
course, includes that income in the in-
come tax returns it makes to its home
State-thus, the income is subject to tax.

It also should be pointed out that if
H.R. 8407 is enacted, the out-of-State
investor will be in exactly the position
that a District of Columbia financial in-
stitution is in when it makes mortgage
loans in the State of Maryland, for ex-
ample: The institution reports such in-
come as a part of its total income and
pays income taxes to the District of Co-
lumbia on the total. It pays no taxes to
the State of Maryland, because Maryland
has enacted the same kind of a statute
as is embodied in H.R. 8407.

The laws of the State of Virginia are
uncertain as to the question presented
and many out-of-State investors do not
lend in that State as a result, although
the State of Virginia has never at-
tempted to levy taxes on this kind of a
transaction so far as can be determined.

AMEND DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
TEACHERS' SALARY ACT OF 1955
Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, by di-

rection of the Committee on the District
of Columbia, I call up the bill (H.R.
12042) to amend the District of Colum-
bia Teachers' Salary Act of 1955, and for
other purposes, and ask unanimous con-
sent that the bill be considered in the
House as in Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from South
Carolina?

There was no objection.
The Clerk read the bill, as follows:
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That the Act
entitled "An Act to fix and regulate the sal-
aries of teachers, school oficers, and other
employees of the Board of Education of the
District of Columbia, and for other pur-
poses", approved August 5, 1955 (69 Stat.
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521, ch. 569), as amended, is amended as (1) The first section is amended by strik- ing in lieu thereof the following salaryfollows: ing all after the first sentence and insert- schedules:

["Salary class and position

Class 1:
Superintendent-__-------------------

Class 2:
Deputy superintendent --------.....................

Class 3:
Assistant superintendent, president, teachers college-..

Class 4:
Director, curriculum, dean, teachers college..-----......

Class 5:
Group A, bachelor's degree.........._- --
Group B, master's degree____ _ _ ___---------- --.
Group C, master's degree plus 30 credit hours.........-

Chief examiner.
Director, food services.
Director, industrial and adult education.
Executive assistant to superintendent.
Psychiatrist.

Class 6:
Group B, master's degree.--------_... . .----------
Group C, master's degree plus 30 credit hours--.. ----

Assistant to assistant superintendent (elementary
schools).

Assistant to assistant superintendent (junior and
senior high schools).

Principal, senior high school.
Principal, junior high school.
Principal, elementary school.
Principal, vocational high school.
Principal, Americanization school.
Principal, boys' junior-senior high school.
Principal, Capitol Page School.
Principal, health school.
Principal, laboratory school.
Principal, veterans high school.
Assistant to assistant superintendent (general re-

search, budget, and legislation).
Assistant to assistant superintendent (pupil ap-

praisal, study, and attendance).
Director, elementary education (supervision and

instruction).
Director, health, physical education, athletics, and

safety.
Executive assistant to deputy superintendent.

Class 7:
Group B, master's degree--- -......................
Group C, master's degree plus 30 credit hours.--......

Director, elementary education (administration).
Director in elementary education.
Director, special education.

Class 8:
Group B, master's decree__. -------------
Group C, master's degree plus 30 credit hours---....----

Dean of students, teachers college.
Director, school attendance.
Professor, teachers college.
Registrar, teachers college.
Supervising director, adult education and summer

school.
Supervising director, athletics.
Supervising director, curriculum.
Assistant principal, elementary school.
Assistant principal, junior high school.
Assistant principal, senior high school.
Assistant principal, vocational high school.
Assistant principal, Americanization school.
Assistant principal, health school.
Supervising director, elementary education (super-

vision and instruction).
Supervising director, reading clinic.

Class Supervising director, subject field.
Class 9:

Group A, bachelor's degree___-.... .................
Group B, master's degree....._ . .------------- _
Group C, master's degree plus 30 credit hours...----_

Assistant director, food services.
Supervising director, audiovisual instruction.

Class 10:
Group B, master's degree_ _ __---- ,-------,. . _
Group C, master's degree plus 30 credit hours.---- --

Assistant director, adult education and summer
schools.

Statistician.
Class 11:

Group B, master's degree_--- .-- ----..-- --.....
Group C, master's degree plus 30 credit hours.------

Assistant director, audiovisual.
Assistant director, practical nursing.
Assistant director, subject field.
Associate professor, teachers college.
Chief librarian, teachers college.
Supervisor, elementary education.

Class 12:
Group B, master's degree..____--------- - _
Group C, master's degree plus 30 credit hours_----

Chief attendance officer.
Clinical psychologist.

Class 13:
Group B, master's degree.----..---.............
Group C, master's degree plus 30 credit hours.-----..

Assistant professor, teachers college.
Assistant professor, laboratory school.
Psychiatric social worker.

Service step

$26,000

22,000

15,240

13,475

11,890
12,390
12,590

11,950
12,150

11,070
11,270

10,630
10,830

9,690
10,190
10,390

9,750
9,950

9,310
9,510

8,865
9,065

7,960
8,160

I I

$15,540

13, 775

12,160
12,660
12,860

12,220
12,420

11,340
11,540

10,900
11,100

9,960
10,460
10,660

10,020
10,220

9,580
9,780

9,135
9,335

8,290
8,490

$15,840

14,075

12, 430
12, 930
13,130

12,490
12,690

11,610
11,810

11,170
11,370

10,230
10,730
10,930

10,290
10,490

9,850
10,050

9,405
9,605

8,620
8,820

$16,140

14,375

12,700
13,200
13,400

12,760
12,960

11,880
12,080

11,440
11,640

10,500
11,000
11,200

10,560
10,760

10,120
10,320

9,675
9,875

8,950
9,150

$16,440

14,675

12,970
13,470
13,670

13,030
13,230

12,150
12,350

11,710
11,910

10,770
11,270
11,470

10,830
11,030

$16, 740

14,975

13, 240
13, 740
13,940

13,300
13, 500

12, 420
12,620

11,980
12,180

11,040
11,540
11,740

11,100
11,300

$17,040

15, 275

13,510
14,010
14,210

13,570
13,770

12,690
12,890

12,250
12,450

11,310
11,810
12,010

11,370
11,570

10, 390 10, 660 10, 930 11,200
10, 590 10, 860 11,130 11,400

9,945
10,145

9,280
9,480

10,215
10,415

9,610
9,810

10,485
10,685

9,940
10, 140

10,755
10,955

10,270
10,470

$17, 340

15, 575

13,780
14,280
14,480

13,840
14,040

12,960
13,160

12,520
12,720

11,580
12,080
12,280

11,640
11,840

I I I I I I I I
i s

------------

$17,640

15, 875

14,050
14,550
14,750

14,110
14,310

13,230
13,430

12,790
12,990

11,850
12,350
12,550

11,910
12,110

11,470
11,670

11,025
11,225

10,600
10,800
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["Salary class and position

Class 14:
Group A, bachelor's degree..........................
Group B, master's degree--.... ---......... ..........
Group C, master's degree plus 30 credit hours.--....-

Class 15:
Group A, bachelor's degree---...-...................
Group B, master's degree---....-....................
Group C. master's degree plus 30 credit hours........

Attendance officer.
Child labor inspector.
Counselor, placement.
Librarian, elementary and secondary schools.
Librarian, teachers college.
Research assistant.
School social worker.
Speech correctionist.
Coordinator of practical nursing.
Teacher, elementary and secondary schools.
Census supervisor.
Counselor, elementary and secondary schools.
Instructor, teachers college.
Instructor, laboratory school.
School psychologist.

Service step

$6,475
6,975
7, 175

5,400
5,900
6,100

2

$6, 750
7.250
7,450

5,685
6,185
6,385

7I I I 1 l* I

$7, 025
7,525
7,725

5,970
6,470
6.670

$7.300
7,800
8,000

6,205
6,705
6,905

$7, 575
8,075
8,275

6,440
6,940
7,140-

$7,850
8,350
8,550

6,675
7,175
7,375

$8,125
8.625
8.825

6.910
7,410
7,610

$8,400
8,900
9.100

7,145
7,645
7,845

Service step
["Salary class and position _Service stp Longevity Longevity

step X step Y
9 10 11 12 13

Class 14:
Group A, bachelor's degree-..---------------.................. . $8,675 $8,950 $9,225 $9,500 $9,775 ------------...-..
Group B, master's degree-. __----------____________- _ 9,175 9,450 9,725 10,000 10, 275 -...--........-------
Group C, master's degree plus 30 credit hours..................-- -- 9,375 9,650 9,925 10,200 10,475 --------- -------.

Class 15:
Group A, bachelor's degree ------------------------- ---- --- 7,380 7,615 7,850 8,085 8,320 $8,880 $9,440
Group iB, master's degree.........- .....-..-.-----------...........- 7,880 8,115 8,350 8,585 8,820 9,380 9.940
Group C, master's degree plus 30 credit hours--.----.. --...... ----. 8,080 8,315 8,550 8,785 9,020 9,580 10,140".]

Attendance officer.
Child labor inspector.
Counselor, placement.
Librarian, elementary and secondary schools.
Librarian, teachers college.
Research assistant.
School social worker.
Speech correctionist.
Coordinator of practical nursing.
Teacher, elementary and secondary schools.
Census supervisor.
Counselor, elementary and secondary schools.
Instructor, teachers college.
Instructor, laboratory school.
School psychologist.

(2) Subsection (a) of section 6 is
amended by striking "(a)" and inserting in
lieu thereof "(a)(1)", and by adding the
following paragraph at the end thereof:

"(2) Any teacher who was promoted from
the salary class originally designated Salary
Class 18 under this Act (redesignated as
Salary Class 15 by amendments effective on
January 1, 1963), if such promotion oc-
curred after June 30, 1958, and prior to Jan-
uary 1, 1963, and who on the effective date
of this paragraph occupies the same posi-
tion to which he was promoted during such
period shall be assigned to the numerical
service step in his class, or class and group
to which he would have been assigned had
he been promoted on or after January 1,
1963."

(3) Section 13 is amended by striking
"evening schools" whenever it appears in
such section and inserting in lieu thereof
"adult education schools", and by amend-
ing the schedule of pay rates contained in

subsection
follows:

(a) of such section to read as

Step
["Classification St

1 I 2 3

Per diemSUMMER SCHOOL (REGULAR)

Teacher, elementary and
secondary schools, and
instructor, District of
Columbia Teachers Col-
lege.--...---....----....

Assistant professor, District
of Columbia Teachers
College-------.............

Associate professor, District
of Columbia Teachers
College-----------.

Assistant principal, ele-
mentary and secondary
schools...................

Supervising director, and
professor, District of Co-
lumbia Teachers College_

$21.24 I $23.36

25.49

27.61

30.80

30.80

28.03

30.37

33.87

33.87

$25.56

30. 67

33.23

37.06

37.06

Step
Classification

1 2 3

Per diem

SUMMER SCHOOL (REGULAR)
-Continued

Principal, elementary and
secondary schools..--..... $33.98 $37.38 $40.90

VETERANS SUMMER
HIGH SCHOOL CENTERS

Teacher...-...-- -------. 31.86 35.04 38.34

Per period

ADULT EDUCATION SCHOOLS

Teacher__.------------- $5.18 $5.71 $6.24
Assistant principal...----. . 7.51 8.28 9.05
Principal---...... ------- 8.29 9.14 9.98".]

SEC. 2. The third sentence of section 9(b)
(3) of the Act entitled "An Act for the

1964
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retirement of public school teachers in the
District of Columbia", approved August 7,
1946, as amended, is amended by striking
"on the day after the employee dies" and
inserting in lieu thereof "on the first day of
the month following the teacher's death".

SEC. 3. This Act shall take effect on July 1,
1964.

)NGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE August 11

With the following committee amend- lumbia, and for other purposes', approved
ment: August 5, 1955 (69 Stat. 521, ch. 569), as

Strike out all after the enacting clause amended, is amended as follows:

and insert: "That the Act entitled 'An Act "(1) The first section is amended by
to fix and regulate the salaries of teachers, striking all after the first sentence and in-
school officers, and other employees of the serting in lieu thereof the following salary
Board of Education of the District of Co- schedules:

"'Salary class and position Service Service Service Service Service Service Service Service Service
step 1 step 2 step 3 step 4 step 5 step 6 step 7 step 8 step 9

Class 1:
k, Superintendent-------------------- ---....................
Class 2:

Deputy superintendent.....----------......................
Class 3:

Assistant superintendent; president, teachers college...............
Class 4:

Director, curriculum; dean, teachers college ---...................
Class 5:

Group A, bachelor's degree--....------.......................
Group B, master's degree--. -- ...................................--
Group C master's degree plus 30 credit hours--- -----

Chief examiner.
Director, food services.
Director, industrial and adult education.
Executive assistant to superintendent.
Psychiatrist.

Class 6:
Group B, master's degree.......--- .......... ...................
Group C, master's degree plus 30 credit hours--- ... ---........

Assistant to assistant superintendent (elementary schools).
Assistant to assistant superintendent (junior and senior high schools).
Principal, senior high school.
Principal, junior high school.
Principal, elementary school.
Principal, vocational high school.
Principal, Americanization School.
Principal, boys' junior-senior high school.
Principal, Capitol Page School.
Principal, health school.
Principal, laboratory school.
Principal, veterans high school
Assistant to assistant superintendent (general research, budget, and

legislation).
Assistant to assistant superintendent (pupil appraisal, study, and

attendance).
Director, elementary education, supervision, and instruction.
Director, health, physical education, athletics, and safety.
Executive assistant to deputy superintendent.

Class 7:
Group B, master's degree.........------- -------.............
Group C, master's degree plus 30 credit hours _------_______.. ___

Director, elementary education (administration).
Director in elementary education.
Director, special education.

Class 8:
Group B, master's degree-...---------.......--------- ---..
Group C, master's degree plus 30 credit hours-----... --...... ...- ----....

Dean of students, teachers college.
Director, school attendance.
Professor, teachers college.
Registrar, teachers college.
Supervising director, adult education and summer school.
Supervising director, athletics.
Supervising director, curriculum.
Assistant principal, elementary school.
Assistant principal, junior high school.
Assistant principal, senior high school.
Assistant principal, vocational high school.
Assistant principal, Americanization school.
Assistant principal, health school.
Supervising director, elementary education (supervision and instruc-

tion).
Supervising director, reading clinic.
Supervising director, subject field.

Class 9:
Group A, bachelor's degree..................---------------........
Group B, master's degree.-------.... .--- --- ----.........
Group C, master's degree plus 30 credit hours-- -----..................

Assistant director, food services.
Supervising director, audiovisual instruction.

Class 10:
Group B, master's degree -------..... -------................
Group C, master's degree plus 30 credit hours.......--------..............

Assistant director, adult education and summer schools.
Statistician.

Class 11:
Group B, master's degree.----------------...--------- ----
Group C, master's degree plus 30 credit hours ---.................

Assistant director, audiovisual.
Assistant director, practical nursing.
Assistant director, subject field.
Associate professor, teachers college.
Chief librarian, teachers college.
Supervisor, elementary education.

Class 12:
Group B, master's degree ------... ---.----------- ---
Group C, master's degree plus 30 credit hours--- ----.....................

Chief attendance officer.
Clinical psychologist.

Class 13:
Group B, master's degree--........------............ . ............
Group C, master's degree plus 30 credit hours--------- ---------- -

Assistant professor, teachers college.
Assistant professor, laboratory school.
Psychiatric social worker.

$26,000 ------ -----------

22,000

14,960

13,245

11,580
12,080
12,290

11.640
11,840

10,820
11,020

10,360
10,560

9,435
9,935

10,135

9,505
9,705

9,075
9,275

$15,235

13,520

11,840
12,340
12,540

11,900
12,100

11,080
11,280

10,620
10,820

9,695
10,195
10,395

9,765
9,965

9,335
9,535

$15,510

13,795

12,100
12,600
12,800

12,160
12, 360

11,340
11,540

10,880
11,080

9,955
10,455
10,655

10,025
10,225

9,595
9,795

8,645 I 8,905 I 9,165
8,845 9,105 9,365

7,880
8,080

8,195
8,395

8,510
8,710

$15, 785

14,070

12,360
12,860
13,060

12,420
12,620

11,600
11,800

11,140
11,340

10,215
10,715
10,915

10,285
10,485

9,855
10,055

9,425
9,625

8,825
9,025

$16,060

14,345

12,620
13,120
13,320

$16,335

14,620

12,880
13, 80
13,580

12,680 I12,940
12,880 13,140

11,860
12,060

11, 400
11,600

10,475
10,975
11,175

10,545
10,745

10,115
10,315

9,685
9,885

9,140
9,340

12,120
12,320

11,660
11,860

10,735
11,235
11,435

10,805
11,005

10,375
10,575

9,945
10,145

9,455
9,655

----------
$16,610

14,895

13,140
13,640
13,840

13,200
13,400

12,380
12,580

11,920
12,120

10,995
11,495
11,695

11,065
11,265

10,635
10,835

10,205
10,405

9,770
9,970

$16, 885

15,170

13,400
13,900
14,100

13,460
13,660

$17,160

15,445

13,660
14,160
14,360

13,720
13,920

12,640 I 12,900
12,840 13,100

12,180
12,380

11,255
11,755
11,955

11,325
11,525

10,895
11,005

10,465
10,665

10,085
10,285

12,440
12,640

11,515
12,015
12,215

11, 585
11,785

11,155
11,355

10,725
10,925

10,400
10,600
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"'Salary class and position

Class 14:
Group A, bachelor's degree_.......... ...............
Group B, master's degree.--.-.......................
Group C, master's degree plus 30 credit hours........

Class 15:
Group A, bachelor's degree..........................
Group B, master's degree----........................
Group C, master's degree plus 30 credit hours........

Attendance officer.
Child labor inspector.
Counselor, placement.
Librarian, elementary and secondary schools.
Librarian, teachers college.
Research assistant.
School social worker.
Speech correctionist.
Coordinator of practical nursing.
Teacher, elementary and secondary schools.
Census supervisor.
Counselor, elementary and secondary schools.
Instructor, teachers college.
Instructor, laboratory school.
School psychologist.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE
Service
step 1

$6,315
6,815
7,015

5,250
5,750
5,950

Service
step 2

$6,580
7,080
7,280
5,540
6,040
6,240

Service
step 3

$6,845
7,345
7,545

5,830
6,330
6, 530

Service
step 4

$7,110
7,610
7,810

6,055
6,655
6,755
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Service
step 5

$7,375
7,875
8,075

6,280
6,780
6,980

Service
step 6

$7,640
8,140
8,340

6,505
7,005
7,205

Service
step 7

$7,905
8,405
8,605

6,730
7,230
7,430

Service
step

$8,170
8,670
8870

6,955
7,455
7,655

"'Salary class and position Service Service Service Service Service Longevity Longevity
step 9 step 10 step 11 step 12 step 13 step X step Y

Class 14:
Group A, bachelor's degree----------.. . ....---- .-- .--..------ . $8,435 $8,700 $8,0965 $9,230 $9,495 .......... ...... ......
Group B, master's degree --------------------------------- 8,935 9,200 9,465 9,730 9,995 .
Group C, master's degree plus 30 credit hours---- ---------. - 9,135 9,400 9,665 9,930 10,195 .--..---.. --. ...

Class 15:
Group A, bachelor's degree-...----------. ...-- ..-------...- --.. 7,180 7,405 7,630 7,855 8,080 $8,630 $9,180
Group B, master's degree--..--.--- ------ ------------------ 7,680 7,905 8,130 8,355 8.580 9,130 9,680
Group C, master's degree plus 30 credit hours-------------------- 7,880 8,105 8,330 8,555 8,780 9,330 9,880'.

Attendance officer.
Child labor inspector.
Counselor, placement.
Librarian, elementary and secondary schools.
Librarian, teachers college.
Research assistant.
School social worker.
Speech correctionist.
Coordinator of practical nursing.
Teacher, elementary and secondary schools.
Census supervisor.
Counselor, elementary and secondary schools.
Instructor, teachers college.
Instructor, laboratory school.
School psychologist.

"(2) Subsection (a) of section 6 is amend-
ed by striking '(a)' and inserting in lieu
thereof '(a)(l)', and by adding the follow-
ing paragraph at the end thereof:

"'(2) Any teacher who was promoted from
the salary class originally designated Salary
Class 18 under this Act (redesignated as
Salary Class 15 by amendments effective on
January 1, 1963), if such promotion occurred
after June 30, 1958, and prior to January 1,
1963, and who on the effective date of this
paragraph occupies the same position to
which he was promoted during such period
shall be assigned to the numerical service
step in his class, or class and group to which
he would have been assigned had he been
promoted on or after January 1, 1963.'

"(3) Section 13 is amended by striking
'evening schools' wherever it appears in such
section and inserting in lieu thereof 'adult
education schools', and by amending the
schedule of pay rates contained in subsection
(a) of such section to read as follows:

"'Classification
SUMMER SCHOOL (REGULAR)

Teacher, elementary and sec-
ondary schools, and Instruc-
tor, District of Columbia
Teachers College---........

Assistant professor, District
of Columbia Teachers Col-
lege-....e-------

Associate professor, District
of Columbia Teachers Col-
lege.............--------....

Assistant principal, elemen-
tary and secondary schools.. -

Supervising director and pro-
fessor, District of Columbia
Teachers College---........

Principal, elementary and
secondary schools-..-.--_..

Step 1 Step 2 j Step 3

Per diem

$20.75 $22.77 $24.84
24.90

26.98

30.09

30.09

33.20

27.32

29.60

33.02

33.02 36.02

36.43 39.74

Classification Step1 j Step2 Step3

VETERANS SUMMER HIGH Per diem
SCHOOL CENTERS

Teacher...------...---------- $31.13 $34.16 $37.26

Per period

ADULT EDUCATION SCHOOLS

Teacher------------------ $5.07 $5.57 $6.07
Assistant principal ------ 7.35 8.08 8.80
Principal.........-------- - 8.11 8.91 9.71'.

"SEC. 2. The third sentence of section 9
(b) (3) of the Act entitled 'An Act for the
retirement of public school teachers in the
District of Columbia', approved August 7,
1946, as amended, is amended by striking
'on the day after the employee dies' and in-
serting in lieu thereof 'on the first day of the
month following the teacher's death'.

"SEC. 3. (a) Retroactive compensation or
salary shall be paid by reason of this Act
only in the case of an individual in the serv-
ice of the Board of Education of the District
of Columbia (including service in the Armed
Forces of the United States) on the date of
enactment of this Act, except that such
retroactive compensation or salary shall be
paid (1) to any employee covered in this Act
who retired during the period beginning on
the day following the first day of the first
pay period which began on or after July 1,
1964, and ending on the date of enactment
of this Act for services rendered during such
period, and (2) in accordance with the pro-
visions of the Act of August 3, 1950 (Public
Law 636, 81st Congress), as amended, for
services rendered during the period begin-

ning on the first day of the first pay period
which began on or after July 1, 1964, and
ending on the date of enactment of this
Act by any such employee who dies during
such period.

"(b) For purposes of this section, service
in the Armed Forces of the United States in
the case of an individual relieved from train-
ing and service in the Armed Forces of the
United States or discharged from hospitaliza-
tion following such training and service,
shall include the period provided by law for
the mandatory restoration of such individual
to a position in or under the municipal gov-
ernment of the District of Columbia.

"SEC. 4. For the purpose of determining
the amount of insurance for which an indi-
vidual is eligible under the Federal Em-
ployees' Group Life Insurance Act of 1954, as
amended, all changes in rates of compensa-
tion or salary which result from the enact-
ment of this Act shall be held and considered
to be effective as of the date of enactment
of this Act.

"SEC. 5. This Act shall take effect on the
first day of the first pay period beginning on
or after July 1, 1964."

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the committee amendment.

The committee amendment was agreed
to.

Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I move
to strike out the last word.

PURPOSE OP THE BILL

The purpose of H.R. 12042 is to in-
crease the salaries of teachers, school
officers, and other employees of the
Board of Education of the District of
Columbia.

- 1 1------1-----1------·I-----I 1 I
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The amended bill will provide an over-
all increase of approximately 5 percent
in the salaries of all professional per-
sonnel in the District of Columbia pub-
lic school system except for the Super-
intendent and the Deputy Superintend-
ent. The salaries of those two school
officers were substantially increased re-
cently in the same act which provided
increases in the salaries of classified and
other personnel of the Federal and Dis-
trict of Columbia Governments.

The provisions of the bill would make
the following salary ranges applicable to
the teachers and other school officers
who are included within salary class 15:

Minimum Maximum
salary salary

Bachelor's degree-........-- _ $5,250 $9,150
Master's degree--------_____________ 5,750 9,680
Master's degree plus 30 credit

hours---.---------.. 5,950 9,880

Class 15 of the teachers' and officers'
salary schedule is the primary cost con-
trol factor for the reason that it includes
approximately 90 percent of all em-
ployees covered under the Teachers'
Salary Act.

The minimum salaries cited above
would be the highest in the Washington
metropolitan area, and in fact the sal-
aries provided for District of Columbia
teachers in every step of this proposed
scale will exceed virtually all comparable
salaries in the nearby school jurisdic-
tions. Thus, the District will be in an
advantageous position in competing with
the outlying counties both as to recruit-
ment of young teachers and retention of
older, experienced teachers and related
personnel. Your committee hopes that
this will make it possible to reduce the
present 37 percent of the teachers of
the District who are on temporary status,
and also to increase the number of men
teachers in the city's school system.

These maximums compare very favor-
ably also with the salaries of classified
employees of the District and U.S. Gov-
ernments, when due consideration is
given to the fact that teachers work 184
days a year, while classified employees
work 239 days a year when they enter
and 226 days after 15 years of service.

It should also be borne in mind that
many teachers work in the adult educa-
tion and summer schools, serving as
teachers and sometimes as principals.
Thus, their salaries are supplemented by
those in section 13 of the Teachers' Sal-
ary Act which also will be increased sub-
stantially by this proposed legislation.
The situation of a teacher who receives
maximum pay in the regular day schools,
and in adult education or summer school,
thus compares very favorably when his
per diem rates are projected to a work
year of equal length with other govern-
ment employees.

Your committee realizes, however, that
the necessity of competing with other
school systems in the recruitment and
retention of qualified personnel dictates
the desirability of the salary increases
proposed in this bill. As the teacher
shortage continues and even increases,
the competition among school systems
for the eligible candidates will become

even stronger. Since salary is one of the
major factors in attracting and retaining
such qualified personnel, your committee
recognizes that the District's salaries
must be favorably competitive with those
being offered by school systems in other
large cities and the District of Columbia
metropolitan area or the quality of the
educational program in the Nation's
Capital will be adversely affected. For
this reason, your committee is pleased
to recommend the salary increases rep-
resented in this bill, which will place the
District of Columbia very near the top
among all major cities of the United
States in this respect.

The proposed maximum of $9,150 for
a teacher with a bachelor's degree, for
example, places the District second only
to New York City among the 21 cities
with populations in excess of 500,000 in
this respect.

Also, the proposed maximum of $9,680
for teachers with master's degree and
the proposed maximum of $9,880 for a
teacher with a master's degree plus 30
credit hours, will place the District third
in both these categories among these
same cities, only slightly below New York
City and San Francisco.

In addition to direct comparisons of
pay, two other facts should be remem-
bered in comparing annual salaries of
various school systems. First, that the
length of the work year varies by as
much as 4 weeks among the school sys-
tems. New York, for example, has a
190-195-day work year versus 184 in the
District. The second fact is that only
two other large cities provide both health
and life insurance benefits and these are
not as extensive as those provided by the
District of Columbia government.

In light of the foregoing, it is the
feeling of your committee that the pro-
posed maximum salaries for the three
qualification levels are the highest that
can be justified at this time.

Sections 3 and 4 of the bill as amend-
ed by your committee are technical in
nature and were requested by the Dis-
trict of Columbia Board of Commission-
ers who advised your committee as fol-
lows:

These proposed amendments are substan-
tially similar to provisions of H.R. 11049, the
Government Employees Salary Reform Act
of 1964, passed by the Senate and House of
Representatives on August 4, 1964. Similar
provisions were included in the act entitled
"An act to increase the salaries of officers
and members of the Metropolitan Police
force and the Fire Department of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, the U.S. Park Police, the
White House Police, and for other purposes,"
approved September 8, 1960 (Public Law
86-734), the act entitled "An act to amend
the District of Columbia Teachers' Salary
Act of 1955, as amended," approved Septem-
ber 13, 1960 (Public Law 86-773), and the
Police and Firemen's Salary Act of 1958 (Pub-
lic Law 85-584).

This bill would become effective on the
first day of the first pay period beginning
on or after July 1, 1964, which coincides
with the effective date of the recently
enacted salary increases for classified
and other Federal and District of Colum-
bia Government personnel.

The annual cost to the District of
Columbia which would result from the

enactment of this bill is estimated at ap.
proximately $2,524,000.

Mr. Speaker, I am very much inter-
ested in the school system here in the
District of Columbia and consider Mr.
Hansen, the Superintendent, one of our
leading educators.

I was successful in having Mr. Han-
sen's salary increased by adding his name
to the Federal service executive salary
increase bill. I have sponsored legisla.
tion calling for increase in the salary of
schoolteachers in Washington on numer-
ous occasions during the past 26 Years.
I have also sponsored legislation increas.
ing the retirement and compensation and
numerous of other inequities in teacher's
salaries since I have been chairman of
the House District Committee. In fact,
when I was first assigned to the House
District Committee the teachers and po-
licemen were receiving a beginning sal-
ary between $1,700 and $2,000 and pres-
ently teachers in the city of Washington
are among the highest paid teachers in
the United States and will be the high-
est paid teachers in any city in the
United States with a population between
500,000 and a million, if the present
5-percent salary increase passes.

I read an extremely unnecessary and
false statement in the Washington Post
dated Sunday, August 9, 1964, concern-
ing schoolteacher's pay in which the
reporter writing this article stated that
southern Members of Congress were
against salary increase for teachers.
Nothing could be more untrue than this
statement. Personally, I would be will-
ing to give schoolteachers in Washing-
ton a much higher salary increase if I
thought a salary increase would correct
the problems confronting the schools at
the present time. I have had at least
five schoolteachers during the past few
years who have resigned from the school
system tell me that they did not resign
because of salary and the only reason
they could not teach is the fact that they
could not properly perform their duties
as a teacher since they had no authority
to keep discipline during the time the
classes were in session. They advised me
that the majority of the students fully
realize that the teachers have no au-
thority to discipline them and naturally
they could not properly carry out their
duties and responsibilities as a teacher
under these circumstances.

The House of Representatives passed
a bill introduced by my colleague, the
gentleman from North Carolina, Con-
gressman WHITENER, giving authority to
the District of Columbia schoolteachers
to enforce discipline in the schools of the
District of Columbia; however, this bill
has had no consideration by the other
body.

The present bill certainly would not
have been called up before my commit-
tee if I had not called on the full com-
mittee to take action on the pending
teacher's pay bill, regardless of what you
may read in the Washington newspapers.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I move to strike out the last
two words.

Mr. Speaker, I wish to urge favorable
action on H.R. 12042, which I introduced
on July 23, as amended by the House
Committee on the District of Columbia.
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The principal purpose of the bill is to
provide salary increases for teachers and
other professional employees of the
Board of Education of the District of
Columbia. While I should prefer the
provisions of the bill as introduced,
which would have afforded an average in-
crease of 8 percent, I am happy to con-
cur with the action of my colleagues on
the District of Columbia Committee,
who reduced this to 5 percent.

The increase provided by H.R. 12042
as reported to this body will place the
teachers of the District of Columbia in
quite a favorable situation as compared
with those in the other 20 American
cities with populations in excess of 500,-
000. This is illustrated graphically by
the following figures which will prevail
if this bill is enacted:

Master's
Bachelor's Master's degree

degree degree plus 30
credit
hours

Minimum salary...... $5, 250 (7) $5, 750 (4) $5,950 (5)
Maximum salary ----- 9,150 (2) 9,680 (3) 9,880 (3)

NOTE.-The numbers In parentheses indicate the
comparative rank of the District in each category as
compared with the 21 major U.S. cities.

As for the District's competitive posi-
tion in regard to teachers' salaries in the
Washington Metropolitan area, this will
be strengthened very decidedly also by
the provisions of H.R. 12042, as reported.
In minimum salaries, for example, the
District of Columbia will be the highest
in all three teacher categories, among
the surrounding communities, and high-
est also in maximum salaries, except for
a very small difference in Montgomery
County, Md., in maximum salaries for
teachers with the master's and the mas-
ter's degree plus 30 credit hours. Thus,
the District will be in an excellent posi-
tion to compete for and to retain the
services of well-qualified teachers and
other professional school personnel,
which is so vitally important to the con-
tinued welfare of our Nation's Capital.

I wish to call attention also to the pro-
visions of paragraph 3 of section 1 of the
bill, which provides substantial increases
for teachers' salaries in the adult-eve-
ning-education courses and in summer
sessions. This also is highly important
as it affords the teachers and other
school personnel an opportunity to aug-
ment their regular salaries.

It is difficult for me to express ade-
quately my appreciation of and admira-
tion for the dedicated and highly skilled
teachers who serve the school system of
the District of Columbia so well. I real-

ize and appreciate the fact that their
work is beset with many difficulties and
problems inherent in all public service
in the Nation's Capital as in all large
cities; and I cannot urge too strongly
the support of my colleagues in this body
for this bill which will afford some meas-
ure of recognition for this wonderful
group of people.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike out the last three words.

Mr. Speaker, I am glad to hear the
gentleman from Virginia say that the
$21/2 million is available in the District
of Columbia to pay for this increase in
salaries. We will be getting a conference
report on the District of Columbia ap-
propriation bill I presume tomorrow. I
hope we do not find out at that time that
the Federal contribution to the District
of Columbia has been increased sub-
stantially because that would not square
very well with this proposed increase of
$2 /2 million for teachers' salaries in the
District.

In addition to the 5-percent increase,
according to the report, the work period
of teachers in the District of Columbia
is only 184 days as compared with 190 to
195 days in New York City. And a read-
ing of the report indicates that only two
other cities in the United States irrespec-
tive of population provide teachers with
health and life insurance benefits
such as are provided by the District of
Columbia.

It seems to me that teachers of the
District of Columbia are being very well
taken care of in this legislation. As a
matter of fact, the report indicates they
are being better taken care of in the Dis-
trict of Columbia than are the teachers
in the adjoining jurisdictions in Mary-
land and Virginia. In other words, the
pressure will be on the States of Vir-
ginia and Maryland to increase their
teachers' salaries because of the increase
here.

There must be an end sometime, some
place, to this business of salary increases.
I hope that the Treasury of the District
of Columbia is able to afford the $21/2
million annual increase involved in this
bill.

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, I
move to strike out the requisite number
of words.

Mr. Speaker, in view of the statements
of my good friend and colleague from
Iowa I think there ought to be at least
this explanation made. The teachers of
the District of Columbia as compared
with teachers in cities throughout the
country with a population of 500,000 to
one million are well paid. However,

SALARY SCHEDULE
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even with the salaries as they are now
it seems that it is extremely difficult to
recruit schoolteachers in the District for
the District of Columbia schools. We
do have some social conditions in Wash-
ington which are most unusual. Thirty-
seven percent, I believe, of the teachers
of the District of Columbia are not what
I would call fully qualified to teach.
They have a temporary status at the
present time. Many of them are here
because they do not have the qualifica-
tions that would enable them to teach in
other systems that have higher qualifica-
tions. Recruitment of teacher personnel
has been probably the most difficult
problem with which the District Super-
intendent of Schools has been faced.
Even with the good salary schedules
teachers are not attracted to the District
of Columbia schools. If any of my col-
leagues will visit the District of Colum-
bia schools they will get an understand-
ing of why teachers hesitate to come to
Washington.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to re-
consider was laid on the table.

AMEND DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
POLICE AND FIREMEN'S SALARY
ACT OF 1958
Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, at this

time I yield to the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. WHITENER], chairman of
Subcommittee No. 6 of the Committee on
the District of Columbia, to call up a
bill from his subcommittee.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Speaker, I call
up the bill (H.R. 12196) to amend the
District of Columbia Police and Fire-
men's Salary Act of 1958, as amended,
to increase salaries, to adjust pay aline-
ment, and for other purposes, and ask
unanimous consent that the bill be con-
sidered in the House as in Committee of
the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from North
Carolina?

There was no objection.
The Clerk read the bill, as follows:
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section
101 of the District of Columbia Police and
Firemen's Salary Act of 1958 (72 Stat. 481),
as amended, is amended to read as follows:

"SEc. 101. The annual rates of basic com-
pensation of the officers and members of the
Metropolitan Police force and the Fire De-
partment of the District of Columbia shall
be fixed in accordance with the following
schedule of rates:

Service Service Service Service Service Service Lon- Lon- Lon-
Salary class and title step 1 step 2 step 3 step 4 step 5 step 6 gevity gevity gevity

step 7 step 8 step 9
Class 1:

Subclass (a)-..--......--........................ --- --- ---
Fire private.
Police private.

Subclass (b) ...... ..................-- . ... ....... ............
Private assigned as:

Technician I.
Plainclothesman.l

Subclass (c) ------ .....---------......... .------------------....
Private assigned as:

Technician II.
Station clerk.
Motorcycle officer.

1 Service as such for over 60 consecutive calendar days.
CX-1191

$6,010

6,300

6,590

$6,330

6,620

6,910

$6,650

6,940

7,230

$6,970

7,620

7,550

$7,290

7,580

7,870

$7, 610

7,900

8,190

$7,930

8,220

8,510

$8,250

8,540

8,830

8,860
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SALARY SCHEDULE-Continued

Service Service Service Service Service Service Lon- Lon- Lon.
Salary class and title step 1 step 2 step 3 step 4 step 5 step 6 gevity gevity geity

step 7 step 8 tep

Class 2:
Subclass (a)-.----.. ..--..-...........--- - ------....--....--------- $7,290 $7,610 $7,930 $8,250 ------------------ ... $8,570 $8,890 $9,210Fire inspector.
Subclass (b)-....-- .......---.........--..--.. --... ............... 7,580 7,900 8,220 8,540 ..--..------------. . 8,860 9,180 9, 00

Fire inspector assigned as:
Technician I.

Subclass (c).------ ----- --------------------- ------ 7,870 8,190 8,510 8,830 ----------..-------- 9,150 9,470 ,790
Fire inspector assigned as:

Technician II.
Class 3.......................-- .... .--------................... 7,900 8,220 8,540 8,860 ...--.----.--------.. 9,180 9,500 9,820

Assistant marine engineer.
Assistant pilot.
Detective.

Class 4:
Subclass (a)............------------...... -------------------------- 8,185 8, 505 8, 825 9, 145 -..--.---. ------.--. 9, 465 9,785 10,105

Fire sergeant.
Police sergeant.

Subclass (b) ..---- ------ -------------------------------- 8,655 8, 975 9, 295 9, 615 ----------.-------. 9, 935 10, 255 10,67
Detective sergeant.

Subclass (c) ---------- --------........ ------------------- -- 8,765 9,085 9, 405 9,725 -- .. 10,045 10, 365 10, 68
Police sergeant assigned as:

Motorcycle officer.
Class 5-... ------................. .------------------------------- 10,000 10,400 10,800 11,200 .--------. -----. 11,600 12,000 ..........

Fire lieutenant.
Police lieutenant.
Detective lieutenant.

Class 6...-------.................................... 11,000 11,400 11,800 12,200 .----------.-------- 12,600 13,000 ..........
Marine engineer.
Pilot.

Class 7---------------------------------........................ 12,000 12, 500 13,000 13,500 ------------------ 14,000 14,500 ..........
Fire captain.
Police captain.
Detective captain.

Class8---- ------------------------------------------------ 14,000 14,500 16,000 15,500 -- -------------- 16,000 16,00 ..........
Assistant superintendent of machinery.
Battalion fire chief.
Deputy fire marshal.
Police inspector.

Class 9:
Subclass (a) ....-------- ----.............-------------.--------. 16,500 17, 000 17,500 18,600 ---------------. 18,500 19,000 ......

Deputy fire chief.
Deputy chief of police.
Fire marshal.
Superintendent of machinery.

Subclass (b) -------- ---- ----------.. --.-------... ------- 17, 500 18, 000 18, 500 19,000 ---------------- 19,500 20,000 ..........
Deputy chief assigned as the-

Assistant fire chief.
Police executive officer.
Commanding officer of the White House Police.
Commanding officer of the U.S. Park Police.

Class 10---.....---- ----------..--- ------------..-------.. ..--- 21,000 21,500 22, 000 22,500 .---------. . --.----- 23,000 23, 500 ......
Fire chief.
Chief of Police.

SEC. 2. The rates of basic compensation of
officers and members to whom the adjust-
ment made by the first section of this Act
apply shall be adjusted in accordance with
this section, and on and after the effective
date of this Act, section 2 of the Act ap-
proved October 24, 1962 (76 Stat. 1240), shall
not apply to any such officer or member
whose rate of basic compensation is so ad-
justed in accordance with this section. Such
rates of basic compensation shall be adjusted
as follows:

(1) Except as otherwise provided in para-
graph (2), each officer and member receiving
basic compensation immediately prior to the
effective date of this Act at one of the
scheduled service or longevity rates of a
class or subclass in the salary schedule in
the District of Columbia Police and Fire-
men's Salary Act of 1958, as amended, shall
receive a rate of basic compensation at the
corresponding scheduled service or longevity
rate in effect on and after the effective date
of this Act.

(2) Each private in service step 6, longevity
step 7, or longevity step 8 in any subclass in
class 1, upon completing a minimum of
twenty-one years of continuous service as a
private-including service in the Armed
Forces of the United States but excluding any
period of time determined not to have been
satisfactory service, shall be advanced to
longevity step 9 in class 1, and receive the
appropriate scheduled rate of basic com-
pensation for such step in the subclass in
which he is serving.

SEC. 3. Section 202(b) of such Act is
amended by striking "rescue squad or fire
department ambulance", and inserting in
lieu thereof "or rescue squad: Provided, That

on and after the effective date of this pro-
viso, privates in the Fire Department, while
assigned as ambulance drivers may, in the
discretion of the Commissioners, be placed in
subclass (b) or subclass (c) of class 1 in ac-
cordance with section 302: Provided further,
That any private assigned as an ambulance
driver who on the effective date of this pro-
viso is designated as technician 1 in sub-
class (b), class 1 shall continue in subclass
(b), class 1, until action is taken to change
his subclass placement in accordance with
the preceding proviso or such assignment is
terminated".

SEC. 4. Section 303(c) of such Act is
amended by striking "(c), (d), or (e)" and
inserting in lieu thereof "or (c)".

SEC. 5. Section 401 of the District of Co-
lumbia Police and Firemen's Salary Act of
1958 (D.C. Code sec. 4-832) is amended by
adding at the end thereof the following new
subsection:

"(c) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this or any other law, each officer and
each member of the Metropolitan Police
force and of the Fire Department of the Dis-
trict of Columbia shall, upon completion of
thirty years of continuous service on the
police force or fire department, as the case
may be, including service in the Armed Forces
of the United States, but excluding any
period of time determined not to have been
satisfactory service, be placed in, and receive
basic compensation at, the highest longevity
step in the class or subclass to which his posi-
tion is assigned in the schedule of rates
established by section 101 of this Act.
Nothing in this subsection shall be con-
strued to authorize the payment of any
retroactive compensation."

SEC. 6. This Act shall take effect as of the
first day of the first pay period beginning on
or after the date of enactment of this Act.

With the following committee amend-
ments:

Page 4, line 20, strike out "officer and each
member" and insert in lieu thereof "deputy
chief".

Page 5, strike out lines 7 through 9 and
insert in lieu thereof the following:

"SEC. 6(a) Retroactive compensation or
salary shall be paid by reason of this Act
only in the case of an individual in the
service of the District of Columbia Govern-
ment or of the United States (including
service in the Armed Forces of the United
States) on the date of enactment of this
Act, except that such retroactive compensa-
tion or salary shall be paid (1) to an officer
or member of the Metropolitan Police force,
the Fire Department of the District of Co-
lumbia, the United States Park Police force,
or the White House Police force, who retired
during the period beginning on the first day
of the first pay period which began on or
after July 1, 1964, and ending on the date of
enactment of this Act for services rendered
during such period, and (2) in accordance
with the provisions of the Act of August 3,
1950 (Public Law 636, 81st Congress), as
amended, for services rendered during the
period beginning on the first day of the first
pay period which began on or after July 1,
1964, and ending on the date of enactment
of this Act by an officer or member who dies
during such period.

"(b) For the purposes of this section,
service in the Armed Forces of the United
States, in the case of an individual relieved
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from training and service in the Armed
Forces of the United States or discharged
from hospitalization following such training
and service, shall Include the period provided
by law for the mandatory restoration of such
individual to a position in or under the Fed-
eral Government or the municipal govern-
ment of the District of Columbia.

"SEC. 7. For the purpose of determining the
amount of insurance for which an officer or
member is eligible under the Federal Em-
ployee's Group ife Insurance Act of 1954,
all changes in rates of compensation or salary
which result from the enactment of this Act
shall be held and considered to be effective
as of the date of enactment of this Act.

"SEC. 8. This Act shall take effect on the
first day of the first pay period beginning
on or after July 1, 1964."

The committee amendments were
agreed to.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my remarks
at this point in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
North Carolina?

There was no objection.
Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Speaker, the

principal purposes of this bill, H.R.
12196, are first, to provide an increase in
the salaries of policemen and firemen;
second, to accomplish several adjust-
ments which will provide more ade-
quately for recognition of the assigned
responsibilities of certain officers and
members of the several police forces and
the fire department of the District of
Columbia; third, to enable privates with
long years of service more nearly to
equalize such service with the time re-
quired for newly appointed privates to
reach the top salary; and fourth, to per-
mit better pay alinement among mem-
bers.

PROVISIONS OF THE BILL

This bill provides for an average sal-
ary increase for policemen and firemen
of the District of Columbia of 8.9 per-
cent. This increase will facilitate con-
siderably the recruitment and retention
of fully qualified members of the city's
police and fire department. For ex-
ample, the increase from $5,650 to $6,010
provided by the bill for the minimum
salaries of police privates would keep the
District in first place in comparison with
the nearby communities in this respect
and would raise the relative standing of
the District from eighth to sixth place
among the 20 other U.S. cities with pop-
ulation in excess of 500,000. Also, the
increase provided by this bill in the max-
imum salaries for police privates, from
$7,150 to $7,610, would maintain the
Districts' position of first place position
among nearby jurisdictions and would
retain also the relative standing of Wash-
ington, D.C., in fifth place in compari-
son with the same 20 major cities in this
regard. Furthermore, the increases pro-
vided in H.R. 12196 compare favorably
with increases given recently to other
District employees.

At a public hearing conducted by
Subcommittee No. 6 on August 5, 1964,
the necessity for this proposed legisla-
tion was pointed up by testimony from
an official of the Metropolitan Police
Department. This official revealed that
17 members of the Metropolitan Police
force have resigned since last January

to accept employment with other police
jurisdictions, and that during fiscal year
1964 a total of 140 men resigned from
the force for various reasons. Today,
there are 128 vacancies in the District of
Columbia Police Department and your
committee is informed that because of
the failure of a concentrated recruitment
drive in this area to fill these vacancies,
the Police Department has found it nec-
essary to send recruiting teams into sur-
rounding States with areas of substan-
tial unemployment in an effort to main-
tain the minimum strength of 3,000
members authorized by the Congress.

A further consideration is the fact that
the other communities in the Washing-
ton metropolitan area are actively con-
sidering substantial salary increases for
police and fire personnel. In nearby
Virginia, for example, Fairfax County is
considering an increase in their recruit-
ment rate for police privates from $4,980
to $5,496, and Arlington County is pro-
posing an increase in the recruitment
rate from $4,900 to $5,400. Such in-
creases, together with transportation
savings in time and money possible
through working in suburban communi-
ties, may well affect adversely the re-
cruitments and retention of policemen
and firemen in the District of Columbia.

In addition to changes in the present
salary rates for privates in the police and
fire forces, this bill proposes also to ad-
just the longevity rates for privates ap-
pointed to the force prior to the enact-
ment of the District of Columbia Police
and Firemen's Salary Act of 1958 (72
Stat. 481). Under the provisions of that
act, a private appointed after January
1958 can reach the maximum salary for
that rank in 19 years. However, a pri-
vate who may have had a number of
years of service prior to that date is re-
quired to serve more than 19 years to
reach the top longevity step. Public
Law 87-882, approved October 24, 1962
(76 Stat. 1239), attempted to correct this
inequity. However, after this act be-
came operative, it was found that a num-
ber of privates would still be required to
serve more than 24 years to reach the
top longevity step. A private appointed
in October 1945, for example, would pres-
ently have to serve a total of 24/2 years
to reach top salary. H.R. 12196 will cor-
rect this inequitable situation by provid-
ing that all privates will be placed in the
top salary step upon completion of 21
years of continuous service, including
creditable military service but excluding,
of course, any period of service deemed
not to have been satisfactory.

Another adjustment provided by this
bill will permit rating ambulance drivers
in two categories, as "technician I" or
"technician II," in recognition of differ-
ences in responsibilities, by administra-
tive action under the technician rating
procedure.

This bill also will provide for the first
time a salary differential for the Deputy
Chief in the Metropolitan Police force
who is assigned as the police department
executive officer, and for the Deputy
Chief in the District of Columbia Fire
Department who is assigned as the As-
sistant Fire Chief. Your committee is

of the opinion that these differentials
are justified in recognition of the fact
that each of these officers serves in a top
assistant capacity in directing the re-
spective Department's operations in the
absence of the respective chiefs and also
assists in the daily overall administra-
tion of his Department to a far greater
extent than is required of the other
deputy chiefs. This differentiation is
accomplished by changing class 9 in the
salary scale to include subclasses (a) and
(b). In addition to the two above-men-
tioned deputy chiefs of the Police and
Fire Departments, subclass (b) will also
include the commanding officers of the
White House Police force and the U.S.
Park Police force.

REASONS FOR AMENDMENTS

Section 5 of H.R. 12196, as introduced,
would have provided that all officers and
members of the Metropolitan Police
force and the District of Columbia Fire
Department, upon completion of 30
years of continuous and creditable serv-
ice, would be placed in the top longevity
salary step for their rank. After con-
sidering testimony adverse to this pro-
posal, however, your committee decided
to restrict this provision to the deputy
chiefs of the two departments. This
provision is in recognition of the fact
that a member of these forces achieving
rank as deputy chief after 30 years of
service is not likely to be able to remain
in service sufficiently long to advance
through the longevity steps to the top
salary, and that such long and distin-
guished service entitles these men to
that reward. Your committee is in-
formed that at present 15 deputy chiefs
would be affected by this provision.

A second amendment adopted by your
committee would make the act effective
on the first day of the first pay period
beginning after July 1, 1964. This is in
line with the effective date of the re-
cently approved salary increase for
classified workers in the Federal and
District of Columbia Governments.

The other amendments are purely
technical in nature and were recom-
mended by the District of Columbia
Board of Commissioners. Your com-
mittee is informed that these amend-
ments are substantially similar to pro-
visions of H.R. 11049, the Government
Employees Salary Reform Act of 1964,
passed by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives on August 4, 1964. Similar
provisions were included in the act en-
titled "An act to increase the salaries of
officers and members of the Metropoli-
tan Police force and the Fire Depart-
ment of the District of Columbia, the
U.S. Park Police, the White House
Police, and for other purposes," ap-
proved September 8, 1960-Public Law
86-734; the act entitled "An act to
amend the District of Columbia Teach-
ers Salary Act of 1955, as amended,"
approved September 13, 1960-Public
Law 86-773; and the Police and Fire-
men's Salary Act of 1958-Public Law
85-584.

The cost to the District of Columbia
government of this legislation, for the
first full year of operation, is estimated
at $3,790,000.
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Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my remarks
at this point in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
South Carolina?

There was no objection.
Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise

in support of the salary increase bill for
police now under consideration. The
police department in Washington works
under terriffc circumstances and deal
with all the top Government officials, all
the diplomats from approximately 100
countries who have embassies or consul-
ates located in Washington and they are
continuously confronted with obstruc-
tions from certain private organizations
who would like to dictate to the Chief of
Police.

They are subject to abuse from the
leftwing newspapers and their hands are
practically tied by certain Supreme
Court decisions. I realize that a high
salary cannot and will not make them
more efficient policemen; however, it will
assist in relieving some of the high living
conditions here in the Nation's Capital.

My committee accepted the bill as it
was drafted by the Commissioners and I
presume some of their advisers here in
the District of Columbia without making
any changes other than a slight change
in the longevity of the Deputy Chiefs
in the fire department and the police
department who may be compelled to re-
tire after their promotion to Deputy
Chief without having served sufficient
time as a Deputy Chief to be able to col-
lect their longevity even though they
have served more than 30 years as a
member of the Metropolitan Police De-
partment or the Washington Fire De-
partment.

I was of the opinion that this should
be applied to the lieutenants, captains,
and inspectors; however, the Commis-
sioners objected on the grounds that it
would cost several hundred thousand dol-
lars to take care of all the grades effect-
ed in the police department and the fire
department.

The committee amended the pending
bill so it will only effect the Deputy Chiefs
who may be required to retire before they
have served as Deputy Chief a sufficient
length of time to collect their longevity.
The unofficial ultraliberal press here in
Washington would make the citizens of
Washington think that the House Dis-
trict Committee wrote the bill since they
stated that the House District Commit-
tee reported a bill that would increase
the salaries from 61z percent to 50 per-
cent. The House District Committee did
not write the pay scales included in the
Police and Fire Department bill and if
the privates do not get what they justly
deserve it is because the Commissioners
and the persons responsible for this
piece of legislation did not recommend
a higher pay scale.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend my remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Virginia?

There was no objection.

Mr. BROYHILL of Virginia. Mr.
Speaker, on July 23, I introduced a bill
for the purpose of amending the District
of Columbia Police and Firemen's Salary
Act of 1958, as amended, so as to increase
salaries and adjust pay alinement for
members of these forces. More recently,
H.R. 12196, containing the provisions of
my bill with some additional features,
has been reported to this body.

This bill provides for an average salary
increase for members of the Metropoli-
tan Police Department and the District
of Columbia Fire Department of some
8.9 percent. The additional cost to the
District of Columbia government for the
first full year of operation is estimated
at approximately $3,730,000. It is my
conviction that this legislation is neces-
sary in order to maintain the salaries
of officers and members of these forces
in a competitive position with respect
to salaries of police and firemen in other
major cities, in nearby communities, and
of other District and Federal Govern-
ment employees.

I am informed that a recent study,
made as a supplement to a survey con-
ducted in August of 1962, reveals that
during this 2-year interim at least
18 of the 20 other American cities with
populations in excess of 500,000 have in-
creased the salaries of their police and
fire department employees. Police pri-
vates in these cities, for example, have
received increases averaging 6.4 percent
during these 2 years.

In addition to the increases granted
in these major cities, the other communi-
ties comprising the Washington metro-
politan area are also actively planning
increases for their police and fire person-
nel. In Virginia, for example, Fairfax
County is considering increasing the re-
cruiting rate for police privates from
$4,980 to $5,496; Arlington County is
proposing an increase in their recruit-
ment rate from $4,900 to $5,400; and
Alexandria is also studying the possi-
bility of an increase, although the
amount has not been disclosed at this
time. Such increases, if approved, to-
gether with certain other advantages
such as transportation savings in time
and money resulting from working in
these nearby communities, may well have
an adverse effect upon recruitment and
retention of police and fire personnel in
the District of Columbia.

At present, the District of Columbia
ranks eighth among the 20 major Ameri-
can cities with respect to minimum sal-
aries paid to police privates, and first in
the metropolitan area. The increase in
this figure, from $5,650 to $6,010, pro-
posed in this bill, would raise this stand-
ing to sixth among the major cities and
would retain the position of leadership
in the area. As for maximum salaries
for police privates, my bill would raise
this figure from $7,150 to $7,610, and thus
would maintain the District's present
rank of fifth place among the 20 major
cities and first in the metropolitan area.

In addition to increasing salaries, this
bill provides also for an adjustment in
pay alinement for certain privates in the
police and fire forces. This is necessary
because of certain inequities presently
existing in this area. Under the provi-

sions of the District of Columbia Police
and Firemen's Salary Act of 1958, a pri-
vate appointed subsequent to January
1958, can attain his maximum salary in
19 years. However, privates who had a
number of years of service prior to that
date were required to serve more than
19 years to reach the top longevity step.
Public Law 87-882, approved October 24,
1962, attempted to correct this inequita-
ble situation by providing a one-step ad-
vancement for all privates having 13 or
more years of service as of the first day of
the first pay period which began after
January 1, 1958. After this law became
operative, however, it was found that a
number of privates would still be re-
quired to serve more than 24 years to
attain longevity step 9. For example, a
private appointed in October 1945, now
in longevity step 7 with 181  years of
service and still needing 2 more years of
service for advancement to longevity
step 8, and 4 more years for advancement
to longevity step 9, would be required
to serve 241/ years in all, to reach the top
longevity step. Because of the date of
his appointment, he would not receive
the benefit of a step advancement under
the 1962 act which would thus have re-
duced his time to reach the top step.

This bill will correct this situation by
advancing all privates to longevity step
9 upon the completion of 21 years of
continuous services as a private, includ-
ing creditable military service but ex-
cluding any period of service determined
not to have been satisfactory.

This bill has been considered carefully
by the Metropolitan Police force, the
Fire Department of the District of Co-
lumbia, the White House Police force,
the U.S. Park Police force, and the Po-
lice and Firemen's Associations, all of
whom are in general agreement with its
provisions.

H.R. 12196 will provide also for a
higher pay rate for the Deputy Chief of
the Police Department and of the Fire
Department who acts in the capacity of
assistant chief. Also, it is provided that
all deputy chiefs in both services will at-
tain the top longevity pay step after 30
years' service. I heartily approve of these
additions to my bill, and urge the support
of my colleagues for this bill as reported
by the Committee on the District of Co-
lumbia.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

REGULATING LOCATION OF CHAN-
CERIES IN THE DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA
Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I

yield at this time to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. MULTERI to call up a
bill from this subcommittee.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I call
up the bill (S. 646) to prohibit the lo-
cation of chanceries and other business
offices of foreign governments in any
residential area in the District of Co-
lumbia.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:
Be it enacted by the Senate and House

of Representatives of the United States of
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America in Congress assembled, That the
Act entitled "An Act providing for the zon-
ing of the District of Columbia and the reg-
ulation of the location, height, bulk, and uses
of buildings and other structures and the
uses of land in the District of Columbia, and
for other purposes", approved June 20, 1938,
as amended, is amended by inserting "(a)"
after the section number in section 6 and
by adding at the end of such section the
following new subsection:

"(b) After the date of enactment of this
subsection, no foreign government shall be
permitted to construct, alter, repair, con-
vert, or occupy any buildings for use as a
chancery, chancery annex, or other business
office of such foreign government on any
land, regardless of the date of acquisition
thereof, within a residence district estab-
lished pursuant to this Act, except on the
same basis as in the case of the construc-
tion, alteration, repair, conversion, or oc-
cupancy of a similar building by a United
States citizen or entity. Nothing in this
subsection shall prohibit the continued use
as a chancery, chancery annex, or other
business office of any building lawfully
being used for that purpose on the date of
enactment of this subsection, or to prohibit
the making of ordinary repairs to any such
building. This subsection shall not be ad-
ministered in such a way as to discriminate
against any foreign government on the basis
of the race, color, or creed of any of its
citizens."

With the following committee amend-
ments:

Strike out all after the enacting clause and
Insert in lieu thereof the following: "That
section 6 of the Act entitled 'An Act provid-
ing for the zoning of the District of Colum-
bia and the regulation of the location,
height, bulk, and uses of buildings and other
structures and the uses of land in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, and for other purposes,'
approved June 20, 1938, as amended (D.C.
Code, sec. 5-418), is amended by inserting
'(a)' after 'SEC. 6.' and by adding at the
end of such section the following new sub-
sections:

"'(b) After the date of enactment of this
subsection a foreign government shall be
permitted to construct, alter, repair, convert,
or occupy a building anywhere in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, other than a district or
zone restricted in accordance with this Act
to use for industrial purposes, for use by
such government as an embassy.

"'(c) After the date of enactment of this
subsection, except as otherwise provided in
subsection (d) of this section, no foreign
government shall be permitted to construct,
alter, repair, convert, or occupy a building
for use as a chancery where official business
of such government is to be conducted by
more than six persons on any land, regard-
less of the date such land was acquired,
within any district or zone restricted in ac-
cordance with this Act to use for residential
purposes.

"'(d) After the date of enactment of this
subsection a foreign government shall be
permitted to construct, alter, repair, convert,
or occupy a building for use as a chancery
within any district or zone restricted in ac-
cordance with this Act to use for medium-
high density apartments or high-density
apartments if the Board of Zoning Adjust-
ment shall determine after a public hearing
that the proposed use and the building in
which the use is to be conducted are com-
patible with the present and proposed de-
velopment of the neighborhood. In deter-
mining compatibility the Board of Zoning
Adjustment must find that-

"'(1) in districts or zones restricted in
accordance with this Act to use for medium-
high density apartments, that off-street
parking spaces will be provided at a ratio
of not less than one such space for each one

thousand two hundred square feet of gross
floor area; and

"'(2) in districts or zones restricted in ac-
cordance with this Act to use for high dens-
ity apartments, that off-street park-
ing spaces will be provided at a ratio of not
less than one such space for each one thou-
sand eight hundred square feet of gross floor
area; and

"'(3) the height of the building does not
exceed the maximum permitted in the dis-
trict or zone in which it is located; and

"'(4) the architectural design and the ar-
rangement of all structures and off-street
parking spaces are in keeping with the char-
acter of the neighborhood.

"'(e) After the date of enactment of this
subsection a foreign government shall be
permitted to construct, alter, repair, convert,
or occupy a building for use as a chancery
where official business of such government
is to be conducted by not more than six
persons within any district or zone restricted
in accordance with this Act to use for resi-
dential purposes, other than for medium-
high density and high density apartments
as provided in subsection (a), if the Board
of Zoning Adjustment shall determine after
a public hearing that the proposed use and
the building in which the use is to be con-
ducted are compatible with the present and
proposed development of the neighborhood.
In determining compatibility, the Board of
Zoning Adjustment must find that-

"'(1) in districts or zones restricted in
accordance with this Act to use for single-
family residences, for low-density apart-
ments, or for medium-density apart-
ments, or for any combination thereof, that
off-street parking spaces will be provided at
a ratio of not less than one such space for
each six hundred square feet of gross floor
area; and

"'(2) the height of the building does not
exceed the maximum permitted in the dis-
trict or zone in which it is located; and

"'(3) in districts or zones restricted in ac-
cordance with this Act to use for single-
family residences, no new buildings or addi-
tions to existing buildings will be provided
on a site area of less than two acres; and
the total bulk of all such buildings (includ-
ing additions) will not exceed a floor area
ratio of 0.15; and

"'(4) in the case of an existing building
in a district or zone restricted in accordance
with this Act to single-family residences
which does not have a site area of two acres
or more, that the site upon which such
existing building is located is not less than
four hundred feet from the site of any exist-
ing chancery located in such district or zone;
and

"'(5) the architectural design and the ar-
rangement of all structures and off-street
parking spaces are in keeping with the char-
acter of the neighborhood; and

"'(6) the operation of the chancery is
properly screened from the neighborhood and
the anticipated volume of traffic is not likely
to change the general character of the neigh-
borhood.

"'(f) In the case of any building used
both as an official residence of a chief of a
diplomatic mission of a foreign government
and as a chancery where the official business
of such government is conducted by not more
than six persons, the Board of Zoning Ad-
justment is authorized to require that such
number of off-street parking spaces be pro-
vided as it determines necessary.

" '(g) As used in this section, the term-
"'(1) "embassy" means a building used as

the official residence of the chief of a diplo-
matic mission of a foreign government, and
such term shall include a building used both
as the official residence of the chief of a
diplomatic mission of a foreign government
and as a chancery where official business of
such government is conducted by not more
than six persons.

"'(2) "chancery" means a building con-
taining business offices of the chief of a
diplomatic mission of a foreign government
where official business of such government is
conducted, and such term shall include any
chancery annex, and the business officers of
attaches of a foreign government who are
under the personal direction and superin-
tendence of the chief of mission of such gov-
ernment. Such term shall not include busi-
ness offices of nondiplomatic missions of
foreign governments such as purchasing,
financial, educational, or other missions of
comparable nondiplomatic nature.

"'(3) "person" means any individual who
is subject to direction by the chief of mission
of a foreign government and is engaged in
diplomatic activities recognized as such by
the Secretary of State.'

"SEc. 2. Nothing in the amendments made
by the first section of this Act shall pro-
hibit-

"(1) the future or continued use of a
building as a chancery or the making of ordi-
nary repairs to any such building for which
lawful use as a chancery existed on the date
of enactment of this Act, or

"(2) the construction, reconstruction,
expansion, or alteration in accordance with
any permit issued by the Board of Com-
missioners of the District of Columbia on
or before February 18, 1964, of any building
used or to be used as a chancery.

"SEC. 3. The amendments made by the
first section of this Act shall apply only to
applications for special exemptions to the
zoning regulations filed with the Board of
Zoning Adjustment after May 1, 1964.

"SEC. 4. After the date of enactment of
this Act, no building or chancery being used
by a foreign government in the District
of Columbia shall be transferred to or used
by another foreign government unless such
use is in accordance with section 6 of the Act
of June 20, 1938, as amended (D.C. Code, sec.
5-418), or unless such use was in accordance
with applicable law at the time of this
enactment.

"SEC. 5. This Act and the amendments
made thereby shall not be administered in
such a way as to discriminate against any
foreign government on the basis of the race,
color, or creed of any of its citizens."

The committee amendments were
agreed to.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Speaker, the purpose of the bill-
S. 646-as amended, is to provide that
after its enactment, no building shall be
constructed, altered, repaired, converted,
or occupied or used by a foreign govern-
ment as a chancery, chancery annex, or
other business office in any residentially
zoned area within the District of Colum-
bia, unless it conforms to the limitations
provided by the bill.

Testimony and documents received by
your committee, as a result of its public
hearings and studies, revealed that a crit-
ical problem had developed in relation
to the location of chanceries of foreign
governments. The injection of such use
of property into residential areas brought
voluminous protests from citizens of the
District of Columbia. Chancery use, be-
ing a business use, brought into residen-
tial areas a type of activity for which no
citizen of the District of Columbia might
expect to be approved for him under the
zoning regulations. Further, the loca-
tion of new chanceries for new nations
and the enlargement of existing chan-
ceries presented many difficulties and the
situation became increasingly confused
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and unsatisfactory to all parties con-
cerned.

Prior to 1957, the location of chanceries
was not subject to regulation by any
agency of the District of Columbia. In
the course of revision of zoning regula-
tions of the District of Columbia during
that year, chanceries were determined to
be business uses. This precluded the lo-
cation of a chancery in any residential
district as a matter of right. However,
the zoning regulations permitted chan-
ceries to be established in residential
neighborhoods if a special exception un-
der the zoning regulations was obtained
after application to the District of Co-
lumbia Board of Zoning Adjustment.

The problem became increasingly
complicated because of the formation of
many new small nations needing chan-
ceries and because of the relocation of
chanceries of other nations by new con-
struction or enlargement of existing fa-
cilities. Approximately seven new na-
tions were without chancery locations
and preferred to establish themselves in
residential areas. More than 15 coun-
tries had indicated their intention to
build or enlarge their chancery facili-
ties. The latter presented a more seri-
ous problem than the former.

If the application of a foreign nation
was denied for a special exception under
zoning regulations, or if the citizens in
the neighborhood concerned militantly
objected to the commercial encroach-
ment on their residential area, such
action could be misinterpreted by for-
eign nations and become a source of
embarrassment to the Government of
the United States. The lack of a clear
law setting up criteria for the location of
chanceries made it extremely difficult to
explain the basis for a particular de-
cision which rejected in one case or ap-
proved in another case an application
for a special exception. Specific legisla-
tion such as is proposed in S. 646, as
amended, will enable the government of
the District of Columbia and the Depart-
ment of State to explain with precision
what locations are appropriate for the
establishment of a chancery.

Also, it is no less important that the
citizens of the District of Columbia be
protected from the disruptive effects of
the location of commercial enterprises
in residential areas. The location of new
chanceries, expansion of existing chan-
ceries, or the relocation of chanceries in
newly constructed buildings or at new
locations within residential areas, pro-
duces difficult parking problems, traffic
congestion and residential area deteri-
oration. Your committee believes there
is need, therefore, for a definitive state-
ment of legislative policy. As expressed
in S. 646, as amended, such legislative
policy is presented in a manner which
does not discriminate against any for-
eign government nor against the resi-
dents in any particular residential area
of the District.

PROVISIONS OF THE BILL

S. 646, as amended, amends existing
law providing for zoning in the District
of Columbia, approved June 20, 1938-
District of Columbia Code, section 5-418.
After the date of enactment, chanceries

would be permitted in residential zones
in the District of Columbia only in con-
formance with the provisions of the bill
in low-density residential zones such as
single-family rowhouse, the low-density
apartment, and medium-high-density
apartment zones, provided such chancery
is occupied by six or less accredited em-
ployees. Further, such chancery use
must be found compatible with the neigh-
borhood and meet the criteria as to off-
street parking spaces, building heights,
architectural design, and other require-
ments which would assure that the use
be in harmony with the residential
neighborhood.

In the case of single-family residential
areas, a chancery could not locate within
400 feet of another chancery, would be
required to have a minimum of 2 acres
for a site, and to conform to the neigh-
borhood in other respects as provided
in the bill. However, an application
must be filed with the Board of Zoning
Adjustment, a public hearing held, and
findings made by the Board that the ap-
plicant conforms to the requirements of
the bill.

Under provisions of the bill, chanceries
employing more than six accredited per-
sons could be located only in residential
areas which are zoned for high density
apartments. Likewise, in such cases, an
application must be filed with the Board
of Zoning Adjustment, and a public hear-
ing held, and a finding made by the
Board of Zoning Adjustment that the
applicant meets the requirements speci-
fied in the bill. Special purpose and
commercial zone districts would continue
to be open to chancery uses as at present.

The bill also provides, by redefinition
of the term "embassy," that small chan-
ceries employing six or less accredited
employees may be located in a residential
district. This will facilitate the provision
of chancery business offices for small
nations which have limited staffs or are
unable to afford separate chancery
quarters.

Section 2 of the bill preserves all exist-
ing rights of use of buildings for chan-
cery purposes. Lawful use of a structure
for chancery purpose exists on the date
of enactment of the bill. It is the spe-
cific intent that no existing lawful rights
of use shall be affected by any provision
of the bill. Where the lawful use of a
building as a chancery has been estab-
lished and exists on the date of enact-
ment, whether the property be vacant,
whether the use as a chancery be inter-
rupted at some future date, or whether
the use of the building be transferred
from one foreign government to another,
nothing in the act shall affect such right
of use. Such chancery we could be spe-
cifically abandoned by the owner of such
property or by demonstration that, as a
matter of fact, the use had been other-
wise abandoned.

Where lawful use as a chancery ex-
isted on the date of enactment, ordinary
repairs and maintenance would be per-
mitted. The transfer of use of a chan-
cery from one foreign government to an-
other would be subject to the provisions
of present law as amended by this bill to
prevent more intensive use of such prop-
erty in residential areas.

The bill, as amended, provides that
any building permit issued for the con-
struction, or reconstruction, expansion
or alteration of a chancery issued prior
to February 18, 1964, shall not be af-
fected. Also, amendments in the first
section are not applicable to applications
for special exceptions to zoning regula-
tions which were filed with the Board of
Zoning Adjustment prior to May 1, 1964.

Nothing in the bill is to be construed
or administered in any way which would
discriminate against any foreign govern-
ment on the basis of race, color, or creed
of any of its citizens.

Your committee is aware of the fact
that while this legislation meets an ur-
gent immediate need, it does not provide
a long-range, desirable solution of the
problem of the location of chanceries of
foreign governments in the District of
Columbia. Agencies of the District gov-
ernment and Federal Government are
studying this problem and exploring the
possibility of establishing some special
area which will be particularly suitable
for the location of chanceries in the Dis-
trict of Columbia. Your committee was
unanimously of the view that this bill
will be in the best public interest for
meeting the immediate problems, since it
is designed to provide the maximum
fairness to all parties concerned.

Mr. SICKLES. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle-
man from Maryland.

Mr. SICKLES. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I want to ask a ques-
tion at this time in order to be certain
that there is no confusion about the
matter of preserving existing chanceries.

The language of the bill, as amended
by the committee, seems to have cleared
up this point. As I understand the bill
as it is presently pending, when a build-
ing is now lawfully being used for chan-
cery purposes and if the government
presently occupying that building moves,
the owner of that building has an un-
disputed right to lease or transfer the
building as a chancery to another gov-
ernment; am I correct in my under-
standing?

Mr. MULTER. The committee be-
lieves that the language in the bill ac-
complishes that purpose. It was the
opinion of the committee that to do
otherwise would deprive, unconstitu-
tionally, the owners of their property
rights and we believe that the language
in the bill now preserves all of their
property rights to them.

The categorical answer to the gentle-
man's question is "Yes." The amend-
ment does preserve that right.

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. Speaker, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Speaker, I want to reiterate the
position taken by the distinguished
chairman of the subcommittee with re-
spect to the grandfather clause which is
involved in this amendment.

I concur fully with his answer. It is
necessary that we make it clear that we
are not invading any existing rights now
enjoyed by the owners of properties
which are presently being used by
chanceries. That is the understanding
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of the committee in bringing this bill,
as amended, to the floor of the House.
I assure the gentleman from Maryland
[Mr. SICKLES] that is the intention of
the committee in coming here and urg-
ing the passage of this bill as amended.

Mr. RYAN of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I move to strike out the requisite num-
ber of words.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to speak out of order.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.
Mr. RYAN of New York. Mr. Speaker,

I ask unanimous consent to revise and
extend my remarks and include extrane-
ous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.
THREE COURAGEOUS CIVIL RIGHTS WORKERS

Mr. RYAN of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I rise to express my deepest sympathy to
the parents of Andrew Goodman,
James Chancy, and Michael Schwerner
and to the widow of Michael Schwerner.
One week ago the haunting uncertainty
about the fate of the three young civil
rights workers, who disappeared on June
21 in Philadelphia, Miss., was ended.
Prejudice, inhumanity, and ruthless bru-
tality had taken their lives in the foulest
triple murder. The hours, days, and
weeks of waning hope were ended for the
distraught parents and an anxious na-
tion. The horrible knowledge of the
deed is shocking to people of decency
everywhere and makes it imperative that
the perpetrators be brought to justice.

On Sunday in New York City thou-
sands mourned James E. Chaney, An-
drew Goodman, and Michael Schwerner.
At the funeral service for Andrew Good-
man Rabbi Arthur J. Lelyveld spoke:

There are two levels to our grief today and
paradoxically the two are one.

First and foremost we grieve for a pre-
cious individual. A rare blend of tenderness
and manliness marked his unfolding years.

But the tragedy of Andy Goodman can-
not be separated from the tragedy of man-
kind. Along with James Chaney and Mi-
chael Schwerner he has become the eternal
evocation of all the host of beautiful young
men and women who are carrying forward
the struggle for which they gave their lives.

Three dedicated young men were bru-
tally murdered for helping fellow Amer-
icans to secure a precious political right
long denied-the right to vote-the cor-
nerstone of our democracy. They lived
and fought for democratic ideals in a so-
ciety which has yet to realize its dream of
equality for all. Because of their sacri-
fice the fulfillment of that dream is fur-
ther advanced, and future generations
will breathe inspiration from their cour-
age. The place in history of James
Chaney, Andrew Goodman, and Michael
Schwerner is honored and secure.

Mr. Speaker, during the long period
of uncertainty the two highest officials
of our Government, our President and
our Speaker, were deeply concerned and
determined that the case be solved.

From the moment I reported the dis-
appearance on the floor of the House,
the gentleman from Massachusetts,

Speaker JOHN MCCORMACK, revealed the
depth of compassion and understand-
ing for which he is beloved. I want to
acknowledge his constant concern and
sincerely thank him.

Despite the overwhelming burdens of
his office, President Lyndon B. Johnson
took a personal interest in the missing
young men. It was a deeply moving ex-
perience for me to see the President of
the United States put down the tele-
phone, turn to Carolyn and Robert
Goodman and Nathan Schwerner, and
quietly inform them that the FBI had
found the burning car.

The determination with which Presi-
dent Johnson then directed FBI Direc-
tor J. Edgar Hoover and Secretary of De-
fense Robert McNamara to conduct a
ceaseless search assured the parents that
every effort would be made. And it was.
The President himself called the fami-
lies last Tuesday to convey the grim
truth.

Mr. Speaker, I know the President's
sympathetic understanding and personal
involvement was a source of comfort to
the families. I am grateful to him.

Mr. Speaker, I want to also commend
Attorney General Robert F. Kennedy,
Deputy Attorney General Nicholas Kat-
zenbach, Assistant Attorney General
Burke Marshall, and the First Assistant
of the Civil Rights Division John Doar
for their diligence and sincere efforts.
The FBI, under J. Edgar Hoover, did a
thorough and good job which will surely
culminate in the apprehension of the
murderers.

And at the White House Jack J. Va-
lenti, Lee White, and Myer Feldman of
the President's staff must be singled out
for their understanding and assistance.

Throughout their anguished ordeal
Mr. and Mrs. Robert Goodman have
shown incredible courage. In a time of
great personal anxiety and sorrow their
deep concern for all the civil rights
workers in Mississippi and for the cause
of equality is a great testimony to them
and to the memory of their son. When
they knew for certain that Andrew
Goodman was dead, the Goodmans
wrote an eloquent message for the
American people, dedicating themselves
to continue to advance the ideals they
instilled in their son. Seeing the trag-
edy as "part of the public conscience" of
America, they called upon the Nation to
confront the social sickness which led to
such inhumanity. In the words of
Abraham Lincoln, they reminded us:

It is for us the living to dedicate ourselves
that these dead shall not have died in vain.

Mr. Speaker, at this point in the
RECORD I include the eloquent message
of two magnificent Americans, Carolyn
and Robert Goodman.
STATEMENT OF MR. AND MRS. ROBERT GOODMAN,

AUGUST 5, 1964

The passage of many weeks of uncertainty
has ended in the knowledge of the murder
of our son Andrew Goodman and his com-
panions James Chaney and Michael Sch-
werner. Hope, slim though it was, has
passed away and a painful certainty has
come.

Our grief, though personal, belongs to our
Nation. This tragedy is not private. It is
part of the public conscience of our country.

It is necessary, especially in such a time of
agony, to confront ourselves with our own
history and the social sickness that still re-
mains long after "the binding together of
our Nation's wounds" that was our Civil
War.

The values our son expressed in his simple
action of going to Mississippi are still the
bonds that bind this Nation together-its
Constitution, its law, its Bill of Rights.

Whenever and wherever part of a people
mock our heritage, as has now again been
done, we must respond with the full power
and strength of our heritage.

The solution of this crime and the punish-
ment of those who have committed it is
necessary as part of the process that will
enable this Nation to endure.

Throughout our history, countless Ameri-
cans have died in the continuing struggle for
equality. We shall continue to work for
this goal and we fervently hope that Ameri-
cans so engaged will be aided and protected
in this noble mission.

For ourselves, we wish to express our pride
in our son's commitment and that of his
companions now dead, and that of his com-
panions now alive, now in Mississippi acting
each hour to express those truths that are
self evident.

In Washington 4 weeks ago, my wife and
I in a sense made a pilgrimage to the Lin-
coln Memorial in the evening and stood in
that great shrine looking down past the
Washington Monument toward the soft glow
of the light around the White House. Full
of the awe of a great Nation that surrounded
us, we turned to read, emblazoned in black
letters on the white marble: "It is for us
the living to dedicate ourselves that these
dead shall not have died in vain."

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time, and passed.

The title was amended so as to read:
"To regulate the location of chanceries
and other business offices of foreign gov-
ernments in the District of Columbia."

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

PAYMENT OF RELOCATION COSTS
IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
Mr. McMILLAN. Mr. Speaker, I

yield to the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
DOWDY], to call up a bill.

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on the District of
Columbia, I call up the bill (S. 1024) to
authorize the Commissioners of the Dis-
trict of Columbia to pay relocation costs
made necessary by actions of the District
of Columbia government, and for other
purposes, and ask unanimous consent
that the bill be considered in the House
as in Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.
The Clerk read the bill, as follows:
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, That the Commis-
sioners of the District of Columbia are hereby
authorized to provide such relocation serv-
ices as they shall determine to be reasonable
and necessary to individuals, families, busi-
ness concerns, and nonprofit organizations
which may be or have been displaced from
real property by actions of the government
of the District of Columbia, such actions to
include, but not be limited to, acquisition of
property for public works projects, condem-
nation of unsafe and insanitary buildings

18941



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE August 11
and enforcement of the laws and regula-
tions relating to housing. The Commission-
ers are authorized to make housing surveys
in connection with furnishing of such relo-
cation services.

SEc 2. The Commissioners are hereby au-
thorized to make relocation payments to in-
dividuals, families, business concerns, and
nonprofit organizations for their reasonable
and necessary moving expenses caused by
their displacement from real property ac-
quired by the Commissioners after the ef-
fective date of this Act for public works proj-
ects of the District of Columbia: Provided,
That no such payment shall be made in any
case where a payment for a similar purpose
is authorized by a law other than this Act.
Such relocation payments shall be made in
accordance with regulations prescribed by
the Commissioners and shall not for any one
relocation exceed $200 in the case of an in-
dividual or family or $3,000 (or, if greater, the
total certified actual moving expense) in the
case of a business concern or nonprofit orga-
nization.

SEC. 3. The costs of the relocation services,
housing surveys and relocation payments au-
thorized by sections 1 and 2 of this Act shall
be charged to the District of Columbia gen-
eral fund, the highway fund, the water and
sanitary sewage works fund, or the motor ve-
hicle parking account as the Commissioners
shall determine appropriate, based on the ac-
tivities of the particular District of Columbia
governmental agency which resulted in any
particular displacement.

SEC. 4. Prior to the acquisition of real
property for any public works project of the
District of Columbia the Commissioners
shall satisfy themselves that there is a fea-
sible method for the temporary relocation of
families displaced from such property, and
that there are or within a reasonable period
will be provided in areas not generally less de-
sirable in regard to public utilities and pub-
lic and commercial facilities, and at rents
or prices within the financial means of the
families displaced from such property, de-
cent, safe, and sanitary dwellings equal in
number to the number of, and available to,
such displaced families, and reasonably ac-
cessible to their places of employment. The
determinations made by the Commissioners
in accordance with the requirements of this
section shall be indicated in the records re-
lating to the acquisition of such real prop-
erty, and upon being so recorded shall be
conclusive.

SEC. 5. The Commissioners and the Dis-
trict of Columbia Redevelopment Land
Agency established by section 4 of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Redevelopment Act of
1945 (60 Stat. 793), as amended (sec. 5-703,
D.C. Code, 1961 edition), are hereby author-
ized to enter into one or more agreements
providing for the furnishing of relocation
services and the making of relocation pay-
ments to individuals, families, business con-
cerns, and nonprofit organizations referred
to the Commissioners by the Agency or to
the Agency by the Commissioners. Any
such agreement shall provide for payment,
either in advance or on a prompt reimburse-
ment basis, for all relocation services fur-
nished or to be furnished and relocation pay-
ments made or to be made.

SEc. 6. Except as provided in section 5 of
this Act, nothing in this Act shall be con-
strued as modifying any provision of the
District of Columbia Redevelopment Act of
1945, as amended.

SEC. 7. The Commissioners are hereby au-
thorized to make regulations to carry out
the purpose of this Act, including, without
limitation, the establishing, from time to
time, of a limitation on the actual amount
of moving expenses over $3,000 which will
be paid by the District of Columbia to a
business concern or nonprofit organization
in accordance with the provision of section
2 of this act: Provided, That no regulation

affecting individuals, families, business con-
cerns, and nonprofit organizations displaced
by activities of the Redevelopment Land
Agency of the District of Columbia, shall be
promulgated which will conflict with regula-
tions of the Housing and Home Finance
Agency.

SEC. 8. Appropriations to carry out the
purposes of this Act are hereby authorized,
and there are hereby authorized to be ex-
pended from the appropriations payable
from the funds and account specified in sec-
tion 3 of this Act, for carrying out the pur-
poses of this Act, such currently appropri-
ated sums as may not otherwise be obligated.

SEC. 9. This act shall take effect sixty days
after the date of its approval.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert in lieu thereof the following:

"That the Commissioners of the District of
Columbia are hereby authorized to provide
such relocation services as they shall deter-
mine to be reasonable and necessary to indi-
viduals, families, business concerns, and non-
profit organizations which may be or have
been displaced from real property by actions
of the United States or of the government of
the District of Columbia, except the District
of Columbia Redevelopment Land Agency,
such actions to include, but not be limited to,
acquisition of property for public works proj-
ects, condemnation of unsafe and insanitary
buildings, and enforcement of the laws and
regulations relating to housing. The Com-
missioners shall provide that such individuals
and families so displaced shall be given the
same preference with respect to vacancies
occurring in housing owned or operated with-
in the District of Columbia by Federal or
District of Columbia governmental agencies
as is provided in section 8(b) of the District
of Columbia Redevelopment Act of 1945 (D.C.
Code, sec. 5-707(b)). The Commissioners
are authorized to make housing surveys in
order to carry out this Act.

"SEC. 2. The Commissioners are hereby au-
thorized to make relocation payments to in-
dividuals, families, business concerns, and
nonprofit organizations for their reasonable
and necessary moving expenses and any ac-
tual direct losses of property except goodwill
or profit caused by their displacement from
real property acquired by the Commissioners
after the effective date of this Act for public
works projects of the government of the Dis-
trict of Columbia, except the District of Co-
lumbia Redevelopment Land Agency. No
such payment shall be made in any case
where a payment for a similar purpose is au-
thorized by any other Act. Such reloca-
tion payments shall be made in accordance
with regulations prescribed by the Commis-
sioners and shall not for any one relocation
exceed $200 in the case of an individual or
family or $3,000 (or, if greater, the total cer-
tified actual moving expense not to exceed
$25,000) in the case of a business concern or
nonprofit organization.

"SEC. 3. Prior to the acquisition of real
property for any public works project of the
government of the District of Columbia the
Commissioners shall make the same deter-
minations with respect to the availability
of housing for displaced individuals and fam-
ilies as is required by section 8(a) of the
District of Columbia Redevelopment Act of
1945 (D.C. Code, sec. 5-707(a)).

"SEc. 4. There is hereby established within
the District of Columbia Redevelopment
Land Agency an office to be known as the Dis-
trict of Columbia Relocation Assistance Of-
fice (hereinafter referred to as the 'Office'.
The Office shall provide the relocation serv-
ices authorized by the first section of this Act,
administer the payments authorized by sec-
tion 2 of this Act, and provide the relocation
assistance which the District of Columbia
Redevelopment Land Agency is authorized

to provide by the District of Columbia Rede-
velopment Act of 1945 (D.C. Code sec. 5-701
et. seq.) and any other Act.

"SEC. 5. The Commissioners are hereby au-
thorized to make regulations to carry out the
purposes of this Act.

"SEC. 6. This Act shall take effect sixty days
after the date of its approval."

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Speaker, the pur-
pose of the bill is to authorize the Com-
missioners of the District of Columbia
to provide relocation service and to make
relocation payments for moving expenses
to persons, businesses, and nonprofit or-
ganizations which are displaced as a
result of actions by Government bodies
relating to real property. At the present
time the Commissioners have no author-
ity to provide relocation service or to
make relocation payments in connection
with displacements by Government ac-
tion even though Federal agencies may
provide funds on some matching basis
which would be available to the District
for such assistance.

Under the Redevelopment Act of 1945,
which is administered by the Redevelop-
ment Land Agency in the District of
Columbia, relocation service and pay-
ments are made to persons and busi-
nesses displaced from urban renewal
project areas. Under the terms of the
bill, persons and businesses displaced by
the actions of other agencies of Govern-
ment in the District would be provided
relocation assistance in a manner similar
to that present available in urban re-
newal areas.

To administer the relocation service
and to make relocation payments, one
central Office, known as the Relocation
Assistance Office, is to be established
within the Redevelopment Land Agency.
This Office will administer the relocation
service and make relocation payments
under regulations established by the
Commissioners of the District of Colum-
bia, for the provision of relocation serv-
ice to displacees forced to relocate be-
cause of Government actions other than
urban renewal. The Relocation As-
sistance Office would also continue to
provide the relocation service for the
Redevelopment Land Agency as such
service is presently provided by the Re-
development Land Agency.

Each year many individuals, families,
businesses, and some nonprofit organiza-
tions are displaced by actions of the gov-
ernment of the District of Columbia.
These actions include condemnation of
unsafe and insanitary buildings, enforce-
ment of housing regulations, highway
construction, and acquisition of land for
District of Columbia buildings and other
facilities. The Department of Public
Welfare maintains a limited relocation
service within the operations of the land-
lord and tenant court for persons dis-
placed by governmental and private ac-
tions.. This service is limited to referral
to available housing accommodations
which are in compliance with the provi-
sions of the Housing Code. Under the
terms of the bill such persons or busi-
nesses as are displaced by District of
Columbia government action would be
furnished relocation services under reg-
ulations established by the Commission-
ers pursuant to the terms of the bill.
In addition, relocation service (not in-
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cluding moving expenses) would be
made available to persons and businesses
displaced by actions of the Federal Gov-
ernment.

In addition to relocation service, as
above mentioned, the bill provides for
the payment of relocation expenses to
displacees in the case of acquisition of
real property for construction of high-
ways, buildings, and other public works
of the District of Columbia. The Fed-
eral-Aid Highway Act of 1962 provides
that relocation costs for persons and
businesses, displaced because of con-
struction of any Federal-aid highway,
may be included as a part of the cost of
such projects. The Federal Government
participates on a matching basis in the
payment of amounts up to $200 for an
individual or a family and up to $3,000
for a business or nonprofit organiza-
tion. Under the bill, the Commissioners
will be authorized to make such pay-
ments and receive from the Federal Gov-
ernment a reimbursement for the Fed-
eral share of such relocation costs.

The authority granted to the Commis-
sioners by the bill, as amended, is similar
to the relocation payment authority pro-
vided in the Housing Act of 1949 (42
U.S.C. 1546) as amended. Relocation
payments under that act may not exceed
$200 per family or $3,000 for a business,
unless, in the case of a business, a greater
amount of actual moving expense is cer-
tified. By regulation, the Housing and
Home Finance Agency has established a
maximum of $25,000 as payment for
actual moving expense of a displaced
business. The Housing Act also permits
the payments for direct property losses
not to exceed $3,000. Such payments are
now being made in the District of Co-
lumbia in connection with urban renewal
projects and the local Redevelopment
Land Agency is reimbursed for the Fed-
eral share of such payments.

The bill, as amended, requires that the
District of Columbia Commissioners,
prior to acquisition of private property,
must make the same determinations as
to the availability of suitable housing for
displaced persons as they are required to
make before approval of urban renewal
projects as provided in section 8(a) of
the Redevelopment Act of 1945 (District
of Columbia Code, sec. 5-707(a)). This
provides a single criterion under which
the Commissioners make their determi-
nations in connection with all types of
projects involving the acquisition of real
property by the government of the Dis-
trict of Columbia or the Redevelopment
Land Agency.

The Commissioners are also required
to provide to persons displaced by Dis-
trict of Columbia real property actions
the same priority for relocation in any
Government-owned housing as is pro-
vided for displacees in urban renewal
project areas under section 8(b) of the
Redevelopment Act of 1945 (District of
Columbia Code, sec. 5-707(b)).

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike out the last word.

Mr. Speaker, may I ask the gentleman:
How does this bill, if it does, differ from
the payment of relocation costs in other
municipalities over the country?

Mr. DOWDY. This will permit the
District Commissioners under our
amendment to pay up to $25,000 to pay
the cost of the moving. As I under-
stand, when there is highway construc-
tion, for instance, in other parts of the
country, they can pay up to $3,000. This
permits up to $25,000 here in the District
of Columbia. In other words, the Fed-
eral Government's contribution will go
up to $3,000. Here the District of Co-
lumbia would have to pay anything above
it.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. MULTER. It is my understand-
ing that the provision in this bill is the
same as for the cost of moving both for
an occupant of a dwelling or a business.
It does not go as far as the proposed
amendment in the new housing bill
which has not yet reached the floor, but
it is consistent with other statutes appli-
cable to other municipalities and States.

Mr. GROSS. This, then, conforms to
the payments made in other municipali-
ties throughout the country?

Mr. MULTER. Yes.
Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman.
Mr. DOWDY. Unless there is a Fed-

eral payment involved, each community
would have to pay what its local law
permitted it to pay. As I understand,
this brings all relocation payments up
equal to what they pay for urban renewal
relocation here.

Mr. GROSS. This bill deals only
with Federal funds; that is, the Federal
contribution?

Mr. DOWDY. No, this bill permits the
District of Columbia to pay greater
amounts than the Federal Government
will share in in such instances as they
do make a share payment.

Mr. GROSS. This permits the Dis-
trict of Columbia government to pay
more than the Federal allocation for re-
locations?

Mr. DOWDY. More than the Fed-
eral Government will share in; yes.

Mr. GROSS. More than the Federal
Government will share in? Then what
do other municipalities over the country
do in this respect?

Mr. DOWDY. They have to have
their own laws. Perhaps in your State
or mine they condemn land for a school-
house, for instance. Probably they
would only pay whatever the condemna-
tion of the land amounts to, without
any relocation. This permits in addition
to the condemnation payments for the
use under eminent domain.

Mr. GROSS. Does the gentleman
think that it will go to $25,000?

Mr. DOWDY. No. This is only for
actual moving costs and would apply to
businesses. I understand for some busi-
nesses it costs a great deal more than
that to move. The District Commission-
ers, or at least one of the District Com-
missioners, insisted that they needed it
very badly on account of some highway
construction that is going to be done.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the committee amendment.

The committee amendment was
agreed to.

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time and passed,
and a motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

AMENDING DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
CHARITABLE SOLICITATION ACT
Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Speaker, by direc-

tion of the Committee on the District of
Columbia, I call up the bill (H.R. 5990)
to amend the District of Columbia
Charitable Solicitation Act to require
certain findings before the issuance of a
solicitation permit thereunder, and for
other purposes.

The Clerk read the bill. as follows:
Be it enacted by the Senate and House

of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That sec-
tion 5 of the District of Columbia Charitable
Solicitation Act (D.C. Code, sec. 2-2104) is
amended by adding at the end thereof the
following new subsection:

"(d) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this Act, no such certificate of registra-
tion shall be issued after the date of the
enactment of this subsection unless the
Commissioners shall have affirmatively found
and publicly declared that the solicitation
which would be authorized by such certifi-
cate will benefit or assist in promoting the
health, welfare, and the morals of the Dis-
trict of Columbia."

SEC. 2. Notwithstanding the District of
Columbia Charitable Solicitation Act or any
other provision of law, the certificate of
registration heretofore issued to the Mat-
tachine Society of Washington under such
Act is revoked.

With the following committee amend-
ment:

On page 1, line 6, strike out all down to
and including page 2, line 6, and insert:

"(d) Notwithstanding any other provision
of this Act the Commissioners shall not issue
a certificate of registration after the date of
enactment of this Act unless the applicant
shall have furnished in connection with the
application for such certificate such informa-
tion as may be necessary to show to the satis-
faction of the Commissioners, in accordance
with regulations prescribed by the Commis-
sioners, that such solicitation will benefit or
assist in promoting the health, welfare, and
morals of the District of Columbia."

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DOWDY

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Speaker, I offer an
amendment to the committee amend-
ment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. DOWDY to the

committee amendment: Page 2, beginning in
line 14, strike out "health, welfare, and
morals of the District of Columbia" and in-
sert in lieu thereof the following: "public
health or welfare and will not offend the
public morals."

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Speaker, the pur-
pose of this proposed legislation as set
forth in the House report (H. Rept.
1222), is to amend the District of Co-
lumbia Charitable Solicitation Act (71
Stat. 278, D.C. Code title 2-2101 et seq.)
so as to require, as a condition prece-
dent to the issuance of a certificate of
registration or an exemption from such
certification to any applicant for per-
mission to solicit funds for charitable
purposes in the District of Columbia,
that the District of Columbia Board of
Commissioners make certain findings
that the proposed solicitation is in the
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public interest as benefiting or assisting
in promoting the health, or welfare.
This would require an affirmative show-
ing by each such applicant.

The District of Columbia Charitable
Solicitation Act presently requires all
persons or organizations who wish to
solicit funds for charitable purposes in
the District of Columbia, unless the so-
licitation is solely for the benefit of a
church or a religious corporation, to file
application with the District of Colum-
bia Department of Licenses and Inspec-
tions for a certificate of registration, or
permit, for this purpose. A fee of $25
is charged for this certificate, which
must be renewed annually.

In the case of applicants whose solici-
tations do not exceed $1,500 per year,
the Commissioners are authorized to
grant exemption from the requirement
of a certificate, and hence from the $25
fee.

We are informed that in the case of
neighborhood charitable activities, such
as a collection for the burial of an in-
digent person, or other relief for a dis-
tressed family, for boys' club activities,
etc., the Department of Licenses and In-
spections may require only that the
pastor of a church in that neighborhood
state in writing that the church ap-
proves of the purpose for which this
collection is to be made, and will in
effect accept responsibility for it. Then
permission is granted through that sec-
tion of the act which exempts the
soliciting of funds in connection with
church activities.

On August 14, 1962, the Mattachine
Society of Washington, an organization
formed allegedly to protect homosexuals
from discrimination, was granted a cer-
tificate of registration by the District of
Columbia Department of Licenses and
Inspections to solicit funds as a chari-
table organization in the District of Co-
lumbia. The application stated that the
organization wanted to raise funds to
help give the homosexual "equal status"
with his fellow men.

At a public hearing conducted by Sub-
committee No. 4 on August 8, 1963, the
president of the Mattachine Society of
Washington testified that the society's
"primary effort, thus far, has been an at-
tempt to alter present discriminatory
policy against the homosexual minority
and in altering the criminal law in regard
to private, consenting homosexual acts
by adults, and in assisting the members
of the homosexual community, individ-
ually and collectively, in every way pos-
sible. Finally, we are interested in in-
forming and educating the public in
regard to homosexuality, in order that
present prejudice may be dispelled."

In response to a request by the Super-
intendent of the License and Permit Di-
vision of the District of Columbia De-
partment of Licenses and Inspections, for
a ruling as to his authority to deny this
application, the District of Columbia
Corporation Counsel's Office advised him
that he had no such authority, inasmuch
as the applicant had answered all ques-
tions on the application form, and had
claimed that the society's aim was to "ed-
ucate the public." In this connection an
Assistant Corporation Counsel testified
before our subcommittee on January 10,

1964, that the District of Columbia Char-
itable Solicitation Act in its present form
is strictly a disclosure act, rather than a
regulatory one, and thus the District of
Columbia Commissioners have no au-
thority to deny any application for a cer-
tificate of registration, or an exemption
from the requirement of such a certifi-
cate, on the grounds of the merits of
the applicant's aims, purposes, or activi-
ties, as long as these latter may be con-
strued to come within the definition of
the word "charitable" as contained in
the act (D.C. Code, 2-2101(e)), which
states as follows:

"Charitable" means and includes philan-
thropic, social service, patriotic, welfare, be-
nevolent, or educational (except religious
education), either actual or purported.

On September 11, 1963, the District of
Columbia Commissioners submitted to
this committee a draft of language which
they recommended as a substitute for the
original language of H.R. 5990. This pro-
posal would have required only that true
names and correct addresses be used in
connection with all applications under
the Charitable Solicitation Act. The
reason for this request was that in the
course of our hearings of last August 8
and 9, testimony was elicited which made
it apparent that the officers of the Mat-
tachine Society, with the exception of the
president, had used fictitious names and
addresses in connection with their appli-
cation to District officials for certificate
of registration. This revelation had
caused the Commissioners to schedule a
hearing for the purpose of requiring the
Mattachine Society to show cause why
its certificate of registration should not
be revoked on the grounds of false infor-
mation having been given in the applica-
tion. The Mattachine Society thereupon
chose to relinquish its certificate, and
hence the Commissioners' hearing was
canceled. The Commissioners, however,
then proposed the above-mentioned pro-
viso as an amendment to the present act.

However, if this proposal alone were
incorporated as an amendment into the
present law, as the District of Columbia
Commissioners suggested, the Commis-
sioners would still be in a position of be-
ing unable to deny a certificate of regis-
tration to the Mattachine Society of
Washington or any other organization,
however undesirable, if they chose to use
their true names and correct addresses
in the application. Moreover, it is the
opinion of this committee that section 11
of the present act (D.C. Code, 2-2110)
provides ample authority for the Com-
missioners to require by regulation that
all such applications include the true
names and correct addresses of the prin-
cipal officers of each corporation and as-
sociation filing such application, and that
legislation on this subject would there-
fore be superfluous and undesirable.
For these reasons, the language proposed
by the Commissioners was not included
in H.R. 5990 as amended by this com-
mittee and reported to this body.

This amending legislation seeks to
make the present law regulatory, by
clearly authorizing the District of Co-
lumbia Commissioners to reject any ap-
plication for a certificate of registration
under the Charitable Solicitation Act, or

an exemption from such certificate, when
the applicant fails to establish to the
satisfaction of the Commissioners that
the solicitation contemplated would be
in the public interest as promoting the
health, welfare, and morals of the com.
munity. At the same time, however,
language in the bill to the effect that this
showing on the part of the applicant
shall be made "in accordance with reg.
ulations prescribed by the Commission.
ers" will obviate the necessity of a public
hearing or other elaborate procedure in
connection with applications by chari-
table organizations of recognized merit,
many of whom do apply every year for
permission to solicit funds in the District
of Columbia.

Your committee feels that this pro-
posed legislation will serve an important
need in authorizing the District of Co.
lumbia Commissioners to refuse govern.
mental sanction of any kind to organi-
zations whose activities are not deserving
of such recognition and encouragement.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike out the last word.

Mr. Speaker, in the opinion of many
members on the Committee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia who joined with me
in signing the minority views to be found
in Report No. 1222, part 2, this bill, H.R.
5990, even as amended is unconstitu-
tional and should be recommitted to the
Committee on the District of Columbia
or in any event the bill should be de-
feated.

The bill attempts to regulate the solic-
itation of funds in the District of Co-
lumbia. It goes much further than was
intended.

As I understand it, the bill was in-
tended to proscribe a small group in the
District of Columbia from soliciting
funds in the District. In attempting to
do that, however, the existing statute
was overlooked and they did not touch
the organization at which the bill was
aimed. The bill does, however, restrict
and attempt to prohibit every bona fide
charitable and religious organization
from attempting to solicit funds in the
District of Columbia.

The mere statement of the facts, I
believe will indicate that this bill is un-
constitutional.

In my opinion, this bill would prevent
organizations like the American Red
Cross, the United Jewish Appeal, CARE,
and any number of presently existing,
reputable charitable organizations from
soliciting funds in the District of Colum-
bia unless they could first show that the
funds to be collected in the District of
Columbia were going to be used within
the District of Columbia for the im-
provement of the health, welfare, and
morals of the District of Columbia or
the people thereof.

The bill is badly drawn. The amend-
ments do not cure any of the defects.

I urge the defeat of the bill.
Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Speaker, will the

gentleman yield?
Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle-

man from Texas.
Mr. DOWDY. The gentleman ob-

viously did not listen to the reading of
the amendment which I sent to the desk,
which changed the words relating to
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public health or welfare, and provides
for not offending the public morals.

The District of Columbia is not men-
tioned at all.

Mr. MULTER. The new words, the
gentleman adds to the bill, are "not to
offend the public morals." There still
remains the language "public health and
welfare." They must prove, under the
amendment, as adopted, exactly what I
said. In order to get a permit they would
have to establish that the funds would
be used for the public health or welfare
and that this would not offend the public
morals.

Mr. DOWDY. But the gentleman
limited it to the District of Columbia. It
is not limited to the District of Colum-
bia.

Mr. MULTER. If it is not limited to
the District of Columbia, what right
does the District of Columbia Committee
have to bring in a bill of such great
magnitude?

Mr. DOWDY. It is because they are
asking for solicitation of funds in the
District of Columbia. This is the pur-
pose which is involved.

Incidentally, the bill does not apply
to religious institutions and so on.

Mr. MULTER. I beg to differ with
the gentleman. It covers almost every
kind of institution which attempts to
solicit funds.

If this is not limited to the District
of Columbia, then it will have national
application and will affect the whole
country. You have made the bill worse
Instead of better, because you have made
it of national application instead of ap-
plying just to the District of Columbia.

Mr. DOWDY. This is the code which
we are seeking to amend.

It is the District of Columbia Code.
Obviously the gentleman has not read it.

The provisions of this chapter shall not
apply to any person making solicitations,
including solicitations for educational pur-
poses, solely for a church or a religious cor-
poration or a corporation or an unincorpo-
rated association under the supervision and
control of any such church or religious
corporation.

The bill we are here considering does
not change that wording at all. I sug-
gest to the gentleman that he read the
committee report. He will find out that
what I have just stated is accurate.

The gentleman certainly misunder-
stands the bill and its purpose.

Mr. MULTER. Is it not a fact that
the bill does apply to other than reli-
gious organizations?

Mr. DOWDY. The gentleman said it
did apply to religious organizations.

Mr. MULTER. And the gentleman
from Texas says it does not. Suppose
it does not.

Mr. DOWDY. We are amending the
law. We are adding another section to
a law which is already on the books.
It does not change that exemption of
religious institutions one iota.

Mr. ST GERMAIN. Mr. Speaker, I
move to strike the requisite number of
Words.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ST GERMAIN. I yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. May I ask the
gentleman from New York [Mr. MULTER]
whether in his opinion, even though
strictly religious organizations are ex-
empt, an organization such as the United
Jewish Appeal, which is not necessarily
a religious organization, would be pro-
hibited from soliciting in the District of
Columbia under the amendment? I do
not see how we can say it necessarily
operates for public health purposes.

Mr. MULTER. It would apply in that
instance. It would apply to CARE. It
would apply to the Red Cross, which cer-
tainly is not a religious organization. It
would apply to charitable activities of
the Salvation Army, which may be
deemed a religious organization but also
does charitable work. It would certainly
apply to the Salvation Army.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I thank the gen-
tleman, and I must agree with him.

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield to me?

Mr. ST GERMAIN. I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. DOWDY. To correct the state-
ment that this bill would apply to the
Red Cross. If you will read the law, you
will find that the American Red Cross is
specifically exempted from the license
requirement.

Mr. ST GERMAIN. I will ask the
gentleman from Texas if that be the case,
are the CARE project, UNICEF, and
HOPE exempted?

Mr. DOWDY. They are not specifi-
cally exempted.

Mr. ST GERMAIN. They are not spe-
cifically exempted, and therefore this
amendment would apply to these organi-
zations, would it not?

Mr. DOWDY. Yes. And if they are
offensive to the public morals or the
public health or welfare, they should not
be here.

Mr. ST GERMAIN. I think you are
giving it a different twist, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. DOWDY. No, I am not. You are
the one who is giving it a different
twist.

Mr. ST GERMAIN. No. You are
twisting it the other way around. First
they have to promote, or these organiza-
tions, according to this particular
amendment, must promote the public
health, welfare, or morals. There is
nothing about being "offensive to" un-
less it was changed in the last half hour.

Mr. DOWDY. It has been changed.
Mr. ST GERMAIN. Will you read

it to me again?
Mr. DOWDY. "And will not offend

the public morals." This all came about
because the homosexuals were coming
down here, and the District government
gave them a permit to solicit charitable
contributions in the District of Colum-
bia. When I asked the District officials
about it, they said under the law Con-
gress passed they did not have any op-
tion except to give them a permit. The
man who issued the permit apologized
for having to do it and said the law
ought to be changed, and I agreed with
him.

Mr. ST GERMAIN. If that is the case,
why not change it in the proper manner
and specifically name this organization.
We exempt other organizations in the
beginning, so if we are going to exempt

some from coverage under this particu-
lar section of the code, why not specifi-
cally point to this particular organiza-
tion and say they will not be issued a
permit?

Mr. DOWDY. If I did that, the gen-
tlemen would be in here saying the
committee ought not to be doing it that
way.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ST GERMAIN. I yield to the
gentleman from New York.

Mr. MULTER. Under the statute be-
ing amended the Commissioner is au-
thorized to issue regulations and under
those regulations, among other things,
they have exempted, as they have a right
to under the statute, organizations that
do not collect more than $1,500 in money
or property in any one year. The or-
ganization at which this is aimed has
not collected anything like that sum.
However, this will affect every other or-
ganization, such as CARE and other
organizations doing the same kind of
work as the American Red Cross. They
would all be subject to this new amend-
ment unless they can come in and prove
to the satisfaction of the District of Co-
lumbia that they promote the health,
welfare, and morals of the community.

Mr. ST GERMAIN. Does the gentle-
man from New York agree with the dis-
tinguished gentleman from Texas [Mr.
DGWDY] that under this latest amend-
ment where he says these organizations
should be found inoffensive to the health,
welfare, and so forth, of the public laws
of the District of Columbia, this will do
the job? Does this do away with the pre-
vious status wherein the Commissioners
had to find this would promote the public
health, welfare, and morals?

Mr. MULTER. It is my considered
opinion that the amendment makes the
bill worse than when it was reported
from the committee. It does not im-
prove it, but it makes it worse.

Mr. ST GERMAIN. Mr. Speaker, I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. RYAN of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Speaker, I oppose this bill with or
without the amendment. The issue
really before the House is whether or not
the District of Columbia Commissioners
are to be set up as judges of public mo-
rality in the District of Columbia. Are
we going to make the District Commis-
sioners dictators of what is offensive mor-
ally? They are not even elected, so it
cannot be claimed that they represent
a community consensus.

Furthermore, there are no definitions
in this bill of public health and welfare
or what offends public morals. There
are absolutely no standards. It has been
pointed out amply by those who have
spoken before, the gentleman from New
York [Mr. MULTER], the gentleman from
California [Mr. ROOSEVELT], the gentle-
man from Rhode Island [Mr. ST GER-
MAIN], that this is a bad bill. The
amendment does not cure it. This bill
makes it possible to reject the applica-
tions of many fine, charitable organiza-
tions in the District of Columbia.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield to me?
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Mr. RYAN of New York. Yes, I will.
Mr. MULTER. One of the very bad

things about this bill is just this: If an
organization goes in and gets a certifi-
cate from the District Commissioners,
in effect they are giving government
approval as District Commissioners to
this. Then many of the people from
whom funds will be solicited will assume
that this must be all right because the
District Commissioners say so. We do
not want to give them the right to say
which is a good organization and which
is a bad organization.

Mr. RYAN of New York. I certainly
agree with the gentleman. I think there
is a basic issue here of constitutionality.
The wording is so vague, and the lan-
guage is so broad, and the power con-
ferred so discretionary that it is clearly
unconstitutional. I urge that it be de-
feated.

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RYAN of New York. I yield.
Mr. DOWDY. That was one of the

very things I had in mind at the time
I introduced this bill in the first place,
that the District of Columbia was placing
its brand of approval upon this organi-
zation of homosexuals by issuing to them
a permit to solicit charitable contribu-
tions, to go around to people's homes and
say, "Look here, the District of Colum-
bia is approving what we are doing, they
gave us a permit to solicit." That is
what I am trying to cut down.

Mr. RYAN of New York. What you
are doing is placing an affirmative duty
on the Commissioners to make a find-
ing that any organization which gets a
permit from it is promoting the public
health and welfare and that it will not
offend public morals. This is not a power
that should be vested in the Commis-
sioners.

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Speaker, may I ask
the gentleman, where would he put the
burden?

Mr. RYAN of New York. This kind of
discretionary censorship should not be
exercised by a governmental agency.
This is another example of the reason
why we need home rule for the District
of Columbia. Let the District of Colum-
bia through its own representatives enact
specific laws to deal with specific prob-
lems. Certainly this is not the place, in
the Halls of Congress, to legislate on
this matter.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield to me?

Mr. RYAN of New York. I yield to
the gentleman.

Mr. MULTER. Another point to be
made against the bill as presently of-
fered with the amendment is, the present
statute is merely a registration statute.
It gives the District Commissioners no
right to approve or disapprove. But this
bill will now give them the right to ap-
prove or disapprove instead of merely
registering them.

Mr. RYAN of New York. That is ex-
actly right; and I thank the gentleman.
The bill would make the District Com-
missioners censors.

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RYAN of New York. I yield.
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Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, I want
to see if I understand the gentleman cor-
rectly; perhaps I am confused. I have
just read pages 2 and 3 of the report. Do
I understand that the gentleman con-
dones what this Mattachine Society has
been doing?

Mr. RYAN of New York. The purpose
of that society is not before the House at
all. If the committee wants to legislate
against a particular group, let it bring
such legislation before the house.

Mr. SNYDER. Does the gentleman
refuse to say that he does not condone
what they are doing ?

Mr. RYAN of New York. That is not
the issue.

Mr. SNYDER. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RYAN of New York. I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. MULTER. I will answer the gen-
tleman's question categorically. On be-
half of all of those who signed the mi-
nority report we do not condone the Mat-
tachine Society. As the gentleman has
said, it is not before us. But whether we
do condone or not, this bill does not reach
them, and I again say categorically that
we do not condone anything that they
are doing.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Speaker, I
move to strike out the requisite number
of words.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation has been
of interest to all of us who serve on the
subcommittee. I am a member of the
subcommittee under the chairmanship
of the gentleman from Texas [Mr. Dow-
DY]. I must say in candor equal to that
of my friend, the gentleman from New
York [Mr. MULTER] that the organiza-
tion which brought this to the attention
of the committee was an organization
known as the Mattachine Society which
seems to be operating in various parts
of this country and abroad. The so-
ciety, according to the testimony of the
president of the organization, has as a
part of its purpose the following:

Our primary effort, thus far, has been
an attempt, by lawful means, to alter present
discriminatory policy against the homosexual
minority-a minority perhaps almost as large
as the Negro minority.

I hope to goodness he is wrong in his
estimate on that. He went on to say
this:

We are also interested in altering the
criminal law in regard to private, consenting
homosexual acts by adults. We are not
interested in promoting violations of that
law as it stands, but in altering it, and in
assisting the members of the homosexual
community, individually and collectively, in
every way possible.

Now, at the time we were taking testi-
mony, even though there seemed to be
some unwillingness on the part of the
officials of the District of Columbia to
have the Director of the licensing agency,
Mr. Nottingham, testify, we did through
the questions of the gentleman from
California [Mr. SISK] obtain some testi-
mony from Mr. Nottingham. He said:

These, of course, would be my own feelings
and not the Commissioners', but I was
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against this type legislation when it was fat
enacted-

And there he was referring to the ex-
isting Charitable Solicitations Act-

I thought that it should follow the normal
licensing procedures and that we should have
the authority that is contained in Code sec.
tion 47-2345; that is, the right to deny a
license when it is in the interest of the pub-
lic decency, the peace and quiet of the com.
munity, general welfare or for any reason,
deemed sufficient.

Now, that is what the gentleman in
charge of the Licensing Bureau said. I
believe that is what the committee is
presenting to us here today. This is a
bill which merely would not have the
licensing agency of the District of Co-
lumbia sitting down at the District
Building issuing licenses as a ministerial
act upon the application of any immoral
group that might be in existence.

Mr. Speaker, whatever the opponents
may say about this bill, the bill does ex-
actly what Mr. Nottingham says should
be done.

Mr. Speaker, I know that many Mem-
bers of the House come from States
which have charitable solicitation acts.
In my own State of North Carolina no
organization can solicit funds from the
general public unless they have filed an
application and been approved by the
State Board of Public Welfare. There
must be a finding by that board that it
is in the public interest to permit the
solicitations.

Therefore, whatever your view may be
about this matter, it seems to me to be
unconscionable, as was suggested by the
gentleman from California [Mr. SISK]
in the hearings, to have an arm of the
Government having to place the hand
of approval upon an organization such
as the Mattachine Society of America,
or any other organization that is in op-
eration for an improper purpose.

Mr. Speaker, as I view the present
Solicitations Act, the Communist Party
or any other organization could go down
to Mr. Nottingham's office and file an
application and he would be powerless to
deny them the right to solicit funds in
the District of Columbia.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITENER. I yield to the gen-
telman from California.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Am I correctly in-
formed that the Mattachine Society un-
der the existing act, which would not be
changed by this law, would be exempt
anyway because they do not raise $1,500
or more and that, therefore, what we are
doing here in no way strikes at the Mat-
tachine Society at all? So, what are we
trying to do?

Mr. WHITENER. I will say to the
gentleman from California that if they
do not raise that much they will be dis-
appointed because it will take a great
deal more than that to ever get this Con-
gress to pass a law legalizing marriage
between two males, as they testified they
are interested in doing.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. The record shows
that they do not propose that; is that
not correct?

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from North Carolina has expired.
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Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, I
move to strike out the requisite number
of words.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. MULTER. In view of the facts
and the questions asked as to whether or
not the Members of the House approve
of what the Mattachine Society stands
for, I would like to make it perfectly
clear that the Commissioners in the Dis-
trict of Columbia in recommending
against the enactment of this bill also
made it perfectly clear that they are op-
posed to the activities of this association
and individuals such as are in the associ-
ation.

They indicated very clearly in the
testimony before the committee they
would continue to enforce all of the laws
of the District of Columbia, and the Fed-
eral Government, against homosexuality
in the District of Columbia, but at the
same time must recommend against the
enactment of this bill.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Does the gentle-
man know this Mattachine Society in the
District and all over the country has
never raised the $1,500 and therefore this
Commission in the District of Columbia,
even if we pass this bill, would have no
right to require them to register?

Mr. MULTER. In the District of Co-
lumbia, your statement is absolutely
correct.

Mr. DOWDY. These regulations are
promulgated by the District Commis-
sioners of the District of Columbia, which
they have a right to do under the law.
The law itself does not exempt them.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. They are going to
lower the $1,500 limitation to reach
them?

Mr. DOWDY. When we enact this bill
the Corporation Counsel will no longer
advise Mr. Nottingham, who issued these
permits, that he cannot do anything ex-
cept issue the solicitation permit when
requested.

Mr. Nottingham testified he was in-
structed by the Corporation Counsel
when the Mattachines asked for this per-
mit that he had to give it to them under
the law. Mr. Nottingham said if the
Communists had applied he would have
to give them a similar permit to solicit
and put the stamp of approval of the
District of Columbia on the activities of
this society.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Is it not true Mr.
Nottingham does not have to go to the
Commissioners at all and that the Com-
missioners, therefore, would have to
change their standards in order to af-
fect this particular case in any way
whatsoever? There is nothing I have
seen in the hearings which indicate Mr.
Nottingham has any present intention of
doing that at all.

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Nottingham did not
want to issue this permit to these homo-
sexuals. I do not want to be a party
to the law that requires the District of
Columbia to put its stamp of approval
upon the solicitation of funds by any
such organization.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Why do you not
have the courage enough to say so?

Mr. DOWDY. I have the courage to
say so, I am saying it right now, and have
been saying it. Why do you think the
Washington Post editorialist has been
belaboring me for the last 2 years? It
is purely because of this bill to curb the
homosexuals.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. But it is not in this
law.

Mr. DOWDY. I think it is.
Mr. ST GERMAIN. Mr. Speaker, will

the gentleman yield?
Mr. ROOSEVELT. I yield to the gen-

tleman from Rhode Island.
Mr. ST GERMAIN. I would like to en-

lighten the gentleman from Texas that if
the society does not raise the $1,500 it
does need any permit, it does not have
to go to Mr. Nottingham and request a
permit, it does not have to register in
point of fact, and the society did not
when they found that out. Is that true?

Mr. DOWDY. The Commissioners
prescribed certain terms and conditions
under which permits would be issued.
The Congress provided the Commission-
ers with authority to issue regulations
under which exemptions might be grant-
ed, with a limitation that the exemption
shall not be granted for any calendar
year if they collect more than $1,500 in
money or property. That is not an ex-
emption that was given to them by Con-
gress. It was given to them by the Dis-
trict Commissioners. Maybe you have no
trust in the Commissioners.

Mr. ST GERMAIN. I assure the gen-
tleman that we are going to change the
regulation if this particular piece of leg-
islation is passed.

Mr. DOWDY. They have not given
me any such assurance.

Mr. ST GERMAIN. Has the gentle-
man asked the Commissioners if they
would?

Mr. DOWDY. We have no assurance
one way or the other. If they keep on
granting licenses to homosexuals after
this law is enacted, if they keep on grant-
ing permits of this kind, we will certainly
call them to task about it.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. May I say, when
the gentleman does that we will have
something to vote on. In the meantime
we have a piece of legislation that can
be misinterpreted and hurt a lot of other
proper and good organizations. If the
gentleman wants to do what he has in
mind I hope he will have the courage to
come back and do it.

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike out the last word.

Mr. Speaker, when this thing came up
Mr. Kneipp came over and testified that
the Commissioners were against the pur-
pose of the bill. Of course he was talk-
ing about the bill before it was amended.
I would suggest that the Members who
are opposing this bill, and being misled
by these queer ideas should get a copy
of the hearings and read it. They will
find out some things are going on here in
the District of Columbia they did not
know about. This Kameny fellow claims
10 percent of the employees in all the
departments of Government are quali-
fied for membership in his society. I had
statements made to me that nothing
could or would be done about this prob-
lem because of the power of the homo-

sexuals in Washington. I do not believe
that. The people who came before us
and opposed this bill were very few in
number. The president of this Mat-
tachine Society was there; he was
very proud of an editorial the Wash-
ington Post had written supporting his
group. He read it into the hearing
record; and there was a man sent over
by ACLU, named Freedman, who refused
to divulge whether he was a member of
the society or eligible for membership
therein. Mr. Kneipp, from the District
Government testified that the Commis-
sioners were opposed to the purpose of
the bill, namely, to prohibit licenses to
such organizations. I asked each of the
Commissioners separately whether they
are opposed to keeping homosexuals
from having this license, and from go-
ing into homes and soliciting contribu-
tions with the authority of the District
Government. The Engineering Commis-
sioner, General Duke, told me he cer-
tainly supported the purpose of the bill.
He did not think the homosexuals should
have such a license. I talked to Mr.
Tobriner. I could not get a definite an-
swer out of him, but you cannot get any
definite answer out of him on anything.
He will not say he is for it or against it.
I think his statement should be con-
strued to mean that he does not want to
assume his responsibility in these
matters.

Commissioner Duncan was talked to
by one of the staff. He said he certainly
is in favor of the purpose of this bill.
He does not want this thing going on in
the District of Columbia; there should
not be such approval under the seal of
the District of Columbia for such organi-
zations to go into homes and solicit for
purposes such as this.

Mr. ST GERMAIN. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOWDY. I yield to the gentleman
from Rhode Island.

Mr. ST GERMAIN. I do not think
there is any quarrel in what the gentle-
man was saying. The purpose of the bill
is laudable, that being that the society is
not being allowed to solicit.

Mr. DOWDY. Or any similar organi-
zation. This came up about the same
time of the Profumo affair in Great Brit-
ain. There was an editorial about it on
Mutual Network on July 26 of last year.
I think our Nation became great because
we do have moral strength in our peo-
ple, and we ought not let it be destroyed
by allowing this sort of thing.

This editorial says, referring to the
Profumo scandal-

The current mess being aired in the Lon-
don courtroom is more than just that. It is
not just the development of a few immoral
or amoral individuals.

Then it goes on to say this:
What is happening is the inevitable re-

sult of a liberal attitude toward social ab-
normalities. More than once in recent years
this attitude has menaced the diplomatic
and military security of Britain. The mess
in London has significance for us here in
the United States. Like Britain, we have
been caught with a scandal or two. It is
something the people of any nation can
continue to tolerate only at their own peril.
The lowering of moral standards will even-
tually rule out the conscious and systematic
teaching of moral concepts to our children.

1964 18947



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE

For my part, I will continue to resist
all these efforts to loose these homosex-
uals on decent people.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOWDY. I yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina.

Mr. WHITENER. I think there has
been some misunderstanding about the
$1,500 proposition. I read the District of
Columbia Code, section 2-2103, which
provides that no person shall solicit in
the District of Columbia unless he holds
a valid certificate of registration author-
izing such solicitation. That means any
amount of money, and no person may
solicit without a certificate of registra-
tion. In subsection (d) of section 2-
2103 it says that the Commissioners may
by regulation prescribe the terms and
conditions under which solicitations in
addition to those enumerated in sub-
section (b) may be exempted from the
provisions of subsection (a) and section
2-2105 and 2-2106.

Then this subsection (d) goes on to
say:

That no exemption granted under the
authority of this subsection (d) shall exceed
in any calendar year $1,500 in money or
property.

So under the law there must be a per-
mit to solicit funds, but the Commission-
ers have authority to exempt churches
and others up to $1,500.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I move
to strike out the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Speaker, what the gentleman has
just said about the exemption is quite
right. He read the law accurately. Un-
der that law the District of Columbia
Commissioners issued a regulation which
has never been challenged exempting
small solicitations totaling $1,500 or less
during any one calendar year. That ex-
empts the very society that they are try-
ing to get at.

But, Mr. Speaker, there is a much more
basic and fundamental reason why this
bill should be rejected and defeated.
That reason is stated very clearly in the
minority report wherein we have cited
any number of U.S. Supreme Court cases
dealing with precisely this kind of lan-
guage where an attempt was made to vest
the city officials-in this case the Dis-
trict of Columbia Commissioners-with
the discretion as to who will and who
will not get a permit, after proving cer-
tain things as required by the statute.
The courts have repeatedly held that lan-
guage such as this is unconstitutional in
that it vests with the city officials-in this
case the District of Columbia officials-
the right to consider the character of the
applicant, the nature of the business and
the nature of the organization and its
effects-and this is important-it permits
them to consider its effects upon the gen-
eral welfare of the citizens.

That is the very vice of this bill. The
bill changes a simple registration statute
into a statute vesting the District Com-
missioners with the right to exercise dis-
cretion as to who shall and who shall
not get a permit-taking into account
who they are and what they are and
whether it affects the general welfare of
the citizens of the community.

I would further point out that there is
not just one such decision by the Supreme
Court. There is a long line of decisions
by the U.S. Supreme Court and most of
them unanimous, condemning this very
type of language in a statute such as is
now being considered by the House in
this bill.

I very much hope that Members will
take the time to read the minority views
in full. In the minority views there is set
forth the report on this bill by the Dis-
trict Commissioners.

I want to impress my colleagues with
the extreme importance of this. In the
statement of the Commissioners, they
say:

The Commissioners take the position with
respect to section 2 that, regardless of the
nature of the organization against which it
is directed (and the position of the Commis-
sioners is not to be construed as approv-
ing homosexual practices), this portion of
the bill, by reason of its discriminatory effect,
raises grave questions concerning its consti-
tutionality (United States v. Lovett, 328 U.S.
303, 315-316).

Notwithstanding the fact that the Com-
missioners do not desire to encourage homo-
sexual practices, and will continue to en-
force all applicable laws which they are
charged with enforcing relating to criminal
offenses of a homosexual nature, they are,
nevertheless, constrained to recommend
against the enactment of such section.

Mr. WHITENER. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MULTER. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr. WHITENER. I believe the gen-
tleman will agree that the cases which
he has cited are cases in which an ordi-
nance undertook to forbid solicitation
of membership in organizations which
ran head on into the constitutional priv-
ilege of all of us to freely assemble and
did not involve cases in which the public
welfare or the solicitation of funds was
involved.

Mr. MULTER. On the contrary, most
of these cases involve the matter of dis-
cretion being vested in city officials, dis-
cretion to determine not whether the so-
licitation was good, bad or indifferent
but the question of whether or not the
general welfare of the community was
affected.

Mr. WHITENER. Solicitation is a
rather broad word and it is used in many
contexts. But in these cases the solici-
tation was the solicitation of members
of organizations.

Certainly, under our constitution, we
could not proscribe that by statute. But
under the basic principles of constitu-
tional law the legislative authority is not
only one which is with us but also we
have a duty to legislate in the interest of
the general welfare. Under the police
powers which the court has said exist, we
have a right to protect the welfare of
the people; their safety, health, and
morals. The District Commissioners
have been somewhat derelict in protect-
ing the morals of this community by a
blanket legislative edict which would
cause the licensing board to give a license
to any sort of offbrand organization
which comes in for it.

Mr. MULTER. The very point of
these cases is that such officials cannot
be vested with descretion to determine

who can or who cannot do these things
There are penal laws which are being
enforced by the criminal authorities, not
by the District Commissioners who
merely issue certificates of registration.

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question.

The previous question was ordered.
The SPEAKER. Without objection,

the Clerk will again report the amend.
ment of the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
DowDY] to the committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. DOWDY to the

committee amendment: On page 2, begin.
ning in line 14, strike out "health, welfare,
and morals of the District of Columbia" and
insert in lieu thereof the following: "public
health or welfare and will not offend the
public morals."

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the amendment to the committee
amendment.

The amendment to the committee
amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the committee amendment, as amended.

The committee amendment, as
amended, was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the engrossment and third reading of
the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and on a
division (demanded by Mr. MumTEB),
there were-ayes 71, noes 29.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently, a quorum
is not present.

The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent
Members and the Clerk will call the roll.

The question was taken; and there
were-yeas 301, nays 81, not voting 48,
as follows:

Abbitt
Abele
Abernethy
Adair
Addabbo
Albert
Anderson
Andrews, Ala.
Andrews,

N. Dak.
Arends
Ashbrook
Ashmore
Aspinall
Auchincloss
Avery
Ayres
Baldwin
Barry
Bass
Bates
Battin
Becker
Beckworth
Beermann
Belcher
Bell
Bennett, Fla.
Berry
Betts
Boggs
Bdlling
Bolton,

[Roll No. 218]

YEAS-301
Oliver P.

Bonner
Bow
Brademas
Bray
Bromwell
Brooks
Broomfleld
Brotzman
Brown, Ohio
Broyhill, N.O.
Broyhill, Va.
Bruce
Burleson
Burton, Utah
Byrnes, Wis.
Carey
Casey
Cederberg
Chamberlain
Chelf
Chenoweth
Clancy
Clark
Clausen,

Don H.
Clawson, Del
Cleveland
Collier
Colmer
Cooley
Corbett
Cramer

Cunningham
Curtin
Curtis
Dague
Daniels
Davis, Ga.
Denton
Delaney
Derounian
Derwinski
Devine
Dole
Donohue
Dorn
Dowdy
Downing
Dwyer
Edmondson
Elliott
Ellsworth
Everett
Evins
Fallon
Fascell
Feighan
Findley
Fino
Flood
Ford
Foreman
Forrester
Fountain
Fulton, Pa.
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Fulton, Tenn.
Fuqua
Garmatz
Gary
Gathings
Gibbons
Glenn
Ooodling
Grant
Griffin
Griffiths
Gross
Grover
Gubser
Gurney
Hagan, Ga.
Hagen, Calif.
Haley
Hall
Halleck
Halpern
Hansen
Harding
Hardy
Harris
Harrison
Harsha
Harvey, Ind.
Hays
HEbert
Hechler
Henderson
Herlong
Hoeven
Horan
Horton
Hosmer
Huddleston
Hull
Hutchinson
Ichord
Jarman
Jennings
Jensen
Johansen
Johnson, Calif
Johnson, Pa.
Johnson, Wis.
Jonas
Jones, Mo.
Karsten
Karth
Kelly
Kilburn
Kilgore
King, N.Y.
Knox
Kornegay
Kunkel
Kyl
Laird
Langen
Latta
Lennon
Lipscomb
Long, La.
McClory
McDade
McDowell

Ashley
Boland
Brown, Calif.
Burke
Burkhalter
Burton, Calif.
Byrne, Pa.
Cahill
Cameron
Celler
Conte
Corman
Daddarlo
Dawson
Dulski
Duncan
Edwards
Farbsteln
Fraser
Frelinghuysei
Friedel
Gallagher
Glaimo
Gilbert
Gonzalez
Goodell
Grabowski

Alger
Baker
Baring
Barrett

Mclntire Say
McLoskey Sel
McMillan Scl
Macdonald Sce
MacGregor Sc
Madden Sec
Mahon Sel
Marsh Sen
Martin, Calif. Sh
Martin, Mass. Sh
Martin, Nebr. Sh
Matthews Sit
May S11
Michel Ski
Milliken Sla
Mills Sm
Minshall S
Monagan Sm
Moore Sn:
Morgan Sp;
Morris Sta
Morton Sta
Murphy, Ill. St(
Murphy, N.Y. Sti
Murray Sti
Natcher Sti
Nelsen Su
Norblad Ta
O'Brien, N.Y. Ta
O'Nelll Ta
Ostertag Te
Patman Te
Pelly Th
Pepper Th
Perkins Th
Philbin To
Pickle Tr
Pike Tu
Pillion Tu
Pirnie T
Poage Ut*
Poff Va
Pool Va
Price Wi
Pucinski W(

f. Purcell Wt
Quie Wi
Quillen WE
Randall WE
Reid, Ill. We
Reid, N.Y. Wl
Relfel WI
Rhodes, Ariz. W
Rhodes, Pa. Wl
Rich WI
Riehlman Wi
Rivers, Alaska Wi
Rivers, S.C. Wi
Roberts, Ala. WI
Roberts, Tex. Wi
Robison
Rogers, Colo. Wi
Rogers, Fla. Wr
Rogers, Tex. WI
Rooney, Pa. WS
Roudebush Yo
Roush Yo
Rumsfeld Za
St. George

NAYS--81
Gray Mc
Green, Oreg. Mi
Green, Pa. Ne
Hanna Nt
Hawkins 0'1
Holifeld O']
Joelson O':
Kastenmeler 01
Keith Os
Keogh Pa
King, Calif. Re
Kirwan Rc
Kluczynski Re
Leggett Rc
Libonati Rc
Lindsay Re
Long, Md. Ry
McCulloch St
McFaU St,

n Mathias Sc
Matsunaga S11
Miller, Calif. Si
Minish Sli
Montoya St:
Moorhead Tk
Morse Ud
Mosher Va

NOT VOTING-48
Blatnik Bu
Bolton, Co

Frances P. D
Brock De

7lor
ladeberg
henck
neebell

iwelker
:rest
den
iner
ipley
ort
river
:es
er
ubitz
ack
ith, Calif.
ith, Iowa

lith, Va.
yder
ringer
ifford

aggers
ephens
nson
ratton
ubblefleld
livan
ft
lcott
ylor
ague, Calif.
ague, Tex.
omas
ompson, Tex.
omson, Wis.
llefson
Imble
uck
pper
ten
t
nik
n Pelt
aggonner
allhauser
atson
atts
saver
eltner
estland
lalley
harton
hite
iltener
hitten
.ckersham
dnall
lliams
llis
Ison,
Charles H.
Ison, Ind.
right
ydler
rman
lung
unger
blocki

1ss
Ilter
dzi

Hara, Ill.
Hara, Mich.
Konski
son, Minn.
mers
,tten
uss
odino
loney, N.Y.
Rosevelt
osenthal
>ybal
ran, N.Y.
Germain
SOnge
hwengel
bal
ckles
sk
aebler
lompson, N.J.
Lall
n Deerlin

ckley
helan
avis, Tenn.
nt

Diggs
Dingell
Finnegan
Fisher
Flynt
Fogarty
Gill
Harvey, Mich.
Healey
Hoffman
Holland
Jones, Ala.
Kee So the bill passed.

The Clerk announced
pairs:

Landrum
Lankford
Leslnski
Lloyd
Mailliard
Meader
Miller, N.Y.
Morrison
Olsen, Mont.
Passman
Pllcher
Powell
Rains

Mr. Toll with Mrs. Frances P. Bolton.
Mr. Cohelan with Mr. Bob Wilson.
Mr. Dingell with Mr. Meader.
Mr. Morrison with Mrs. Baker.
Mr. Thompson of Louisiana with Mr. Alger.
Mr. Lesinski with Mr. Harvey of Michigan.
Mr. Passman with Mr. Brock.
Mr. Jones of Alabama with Mr. Hoffman.
Mr. Ryan of Michigan with Mr. Mailliard.
Mr. Baring with Mr. Miller of New York.
Mr. Olsen of Montana with Mr. Diggs.
Mr. Pilcher with Mr. Davis of Tennessee.
Mr. Fogarty with Mr. Lankford.
Mr. Barrett with Mrs. Kee.
Mr. Rains with Mr. Blatnik.
Mr. Rostenkowski with Mr. Scott.
Mr. Dent with Mr. Healey.
Mr. Holland with Mr. Sheppard.
Mr. Finnegan with Mr. Powell.
Mr. Landrum with Mr. Buckley.
Mr. Flynt with Mr. Gill.
Mr. Steed with Mr. Vinson.
Mr. Ullman with Mr. Winstead.

Mr. ABERNETHY changed his vote
from "nay" to "yea."

Mr. OSMERS changed his vote from
"yea" to "nay."

Mr. JOELSON changed his vote from
"yea" to "nay."

Mr. HAGEN of California changed his
vote from "nay" to "yea."

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The doors were opened.
A motion to reconsider was laid on the

table.

PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT
Mr. CELLER. Mr. Speaker, when the

vote was taken on H.R. 1927 I was un-
avoidably absent. Had I been present
I would have voted in favor of the bill,
H.R. 1927, the veterans' non-service-con-
nected pension bill.

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS
Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that the Committee
on Foreign Affairs may have until mid-
night tonight to file a report on H.R.
12259.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.

PERSONAL ANNOUNCEMENT
Mr. BARRY. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall

No. 217 I was unable to get to the floor
in time. I appeared during debate on
the issue. I wish to be recorded in favor
of the bill.

TERMINATION OF COLUMBIA PLAZA
URBAN RENEWAL PROJECT

Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the bill (H.R. 9774) to terminate the Co-
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lumbia Plaza urban renewal project area
and plan, to restore certain property in
the District of Columbia to the former
owners thereof, and for other purposes,
and ask unanimous consent that the bill
be considered in the House as in Commit-
tee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, I should like to di-
rect a question or two to the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. DOWDY].

As I am certain the gentleman knows,
I am vigorously opposed to this Colum-
bia Plaza bill. I recognize that there is
room for a difference of opinion, but this
is a bill which has received a lot of pub-
licity here in the Washington area.
There have been a great many charges
with reference to the bill, as to what it
would or would not do. It is of vast
importance, it appears to me, to the peo-
ple of the District of Columbia, and has
overall implications most far reaching.

I realize the lateness of the hour and
the need to move along.

Under my reservation of objection I
should like to ask the gentleman from
Texas if he proposes tonight to call up
the bill, S. 628, the urban renewal bill,
and the order in which it might be called
up. I merely ask for information, not
only for myself but for other Members
who are also interested.

Mr. DOWDY. It is the last bill on the
list, and this is the next to the last one.
That is all the information I have. So
far as I know, there is nothing else.

Mr. SISK. Do I correctly understand
that the gentleman actually intends at
the present time to call up that bill after
we have completed action on this bill?

Mr. DOWDY. I would have to confer
with my chairman about that. I am
taking these one at a time.

Mr. SISK. It seems to me that this is
a reasonable question, in view of the late-
ness of the hour. I might say to my good
friend from Texas, I am inclined to ob-
ject to consideration of the Columbia
Plaza bill in the House, because I think
it is too important. I believe it needs
some discussion. A lot of light needs to
be shed on some of the things which are
happening.

I am curious to know to what bill we
will proceed afterward, in the event we
should be able to consider this bill in
the House.

I yield to the gentleman for a com-
ment.

Mr. DOWDY. The next bill would be
S. 628, if the hour is not too late.

Mr. Speaker, I move that the House
resolve itself into the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union
for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
9774) to terminate the Columbia Plaza
urban renewal project area and plan, to
restore certain property in the District
of Columbia to the former owners there-
of, and for other purposes; and pending
that motion, Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that general debate on the
bill be limited to 1 hour, the time to be
equally divided between both sides.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, I object.
The SPEAKER. Objection is heard.
Mr. DOWDY. Mr. Speaker, I have a

motion pending.
Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, a parlia-

mentary inquiry. May we have the mo-
tion restated, please? I did not under-
stand it.

The SPEAKER. The motion of the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. DOWDY] is
that we go into the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union
for the consideration of the bill H.R.
9774.

Mr. SISK. Mr. Speaker, another par-
liamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. SISK. Did I understand that
there was any time limitation included
in that motion?

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Texas [Mr. DOWDY] asked unanimous
consent that the time limit be confined
to 1 hour, to which the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. HAYs] objected.

The question is on the motion of the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. DOWDY]
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the considera-
tion of the bill H.R. 9774.

The question was taken, and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. HAYS. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand a division.

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. HAYS) there
were-ayes 69, noes 81.

So the motion was rejected.

OZARK NATIONAL SCENIC RIVER-
WAYS, MISSOURI

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 807 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read as follows:
Resolved, That upon the adoption of this

resolution it shall be in order to move that
the House resolve itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union for the consideration of the bill (H.R.
1803) to provide for the establishment of
the Ozark National Rivers in the State of
Missouri, and for other purposes. After gen-
eral debate, which shall be confined to the
bill and shall continue not to exceed one
hour, to be equally divided and controlled by
the chairman and ranking minority member
of the Committee on Interior and Insular
Affairs, the bill shall be read for amendment
under the five-minute rule. It shall be in
order to consider the substitute amendment
recommended by the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs now in the bill and
such substitute for the purpose of amend-
ment shall be considered under the five-
minute rule as an original bill. At the con-
clusion of such consideration the Committee
shall rise and report the bill to the House
with such amendments as may have been
adopted, and any Member may demand a
separate vote in the House on any of the
amendments adopted in the Committee of
the Whole to the bill or committee sub-
stitute. The previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the bill and amend-

ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to re-
commit with or without instructions. After
the passage of the bill H.R. 1803, it shall be
in order in the House to take from the
Speaker's table the bill S. 16 and to move to
strike out all after the enacting clause of
said Senate bill and to insert in lieu thereof
the provisions contained in H.R. 1803 as
passed by the House.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
30 minutes to the gentlelady from New
York [Mrs. ST. GEORGE]; pending that
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, as a reading of the reso-
lution makes clear, the resolution pro-
vides for the consideration of H.R. 1803
which would establish the Ozark Na-
tional Rivers in the State of Missouri.
In fact, it would preserve for the future
and for thousands of Americans in the
future two of the loveliest small rivers
in the United States, rivers which I have
had the pleasure of floating and fishing
in on many different occasions. They
happen to be in the district of my dis-
tinguished colleague from Missouri, the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. ICHORD].
They are the Current River and the
Jacks Fork River.

There is some slight controversy, as I
understand it, on the bill itself, but no
controversy on the rule. Therefore, Mr.
Speaker, I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman from Missouri is, of course,
extremely well informed on this bill. I
think it is a meritorious piece of legisla-
tion. It preserves, apparently, a very
beautiful, in fact a jewel of a river in his
State for the benefit of the people of the
State and of the Nation. I know of no
objection whatsoever to the rule.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. SPRINGER].

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks and to speak out of order.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA REDEVELOPMENT ACT OF

1945

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, I think
the House is entitled to some explanation
as to what took place with reference to
S. 628, to amend the District of Columbia
Redevelopment Act of 1945. We have
had this bill up before the House on a
previous occasion. The bill passed. This
year the Senate passed the version which
we passed 2 years ago. We have not
passed any act on this side or any amend-
ments to the act in order that the down-
town progress people could get started.

Now, Mr. Speaker, there has been a
division-may I say on honest division of
opinion-as to which ought to prevail.

May I say to the distinguished gentle-
man from Texas [Mr. DOWDY] that he
has one version, and I respect him for
the stand that he has taken in behalf of
his bill.

However, Mr. Speaker, there are many
of us-and I believe a majority of the
committee-who do support the Senate
version as a substitute for the Dowdy
version.

Mr. Speaker, what we have been trying
to do is to get the bill before the House
so something could be done about this
matter.

Mr. Speaker, I support the Senate ver-
sion, but I have said very frankly that if
the Senate version does not prevail, and
the House decides the Senate version is
not the one it wants, I shall support the
Dowdy bill, and we can go to conference
and come back with a bill.

I would hope that as a result of the
conference there will be some action un-
der which the people in the District of
Columbia can work.

Mr. Speaker, this is a matter on which
the people in the District of Columbia
have been working continuously for a
number of years. These people have
spent a lot of time in a great state of in-
decision as to what can be done for the
future of the District of Columbia.

Mr. Speaker, this is the reason I believe
S. 628 should have been brought up to-
day as planned.

May I say this is not in any way criti-
cal of anyone, and this includes the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Committee
on the District of Columbia, the gentle-
man from South Carolina [Mr. McMIL-
LAN], who has tried to work out the dif-
ferences in this bill. However, I believe
it is a mistake to continue postponing
this matter.

We ought to meet the issue straight on
and decide whether we want the Senate
version or the so-called Dowdy version
and come back and decide on the matter.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SPRINGER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. MULTER. Mr. Speaker, I believe
the House is going to be required to meet
this issue nevertheless. We will very
shortly have pending before the House a
housing bill. The housing bill as passed
in the other body does contain provisions
similar to those contained in S. 628. The
House will be considering the housing
bill and if such provision is not contained
in the housing bill the Senate will cer-
tainly insist that those provisions be con-
sidered in the conference.

Mr. Speaker, we had just as well meet
the issue on this matter now as when the
housing bill comes before us, with ap-
propriate amendments, so the entire
matter can go to conference.

Mr. SPRINGER. Mr. Speaker, I be-
lieve it is important that we bring the
bill to the floor of the House and decide
which course we are going to pursue.
That is the important thing, in order to
help the District of Columbia.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. ROBERTS].

Mr. ROBERTS of Alabama. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
speak out of order and to revise and
extend his remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Alabama?

There was no objection.
Mr. ROBERTS of Alabama. Mr.

Speaker, I do not want to burden the
Members of the House at this late hour,
except I would like to call to the atten-
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tion of the Members of the House some
of the acomplishments of the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,
particularly in the field of public health.

Mr. Speaker, I am very grateful to my
colleagues on the subcommittee for their
assistance in passing what I consider to
be many landmarks in the field of health
legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I want to take this time
to review briefly for Members of the
House the accomplishments of the House
Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce in the field of public health
and safety during this Congress. I be-
lieve we have accomplished more in this
field during this Congress than has been
accomplished during any other compara-
ble period in our Nation's history.

First, Mr. Speaker, we reported out,
and the Congress has passed, H.R. 12,
now Public Law 88-129, designed to pro-
vide assistance in the construction of
schools of medicine, dentistry, osteop-
athy, public health, and other health
professions, and to provide loans for stu-
dents of medicine, dentistry, and osteop-
athy. This vitally needed legislation is
intended to provide health personnel our
country will need in these fields in fu-
ture years.

We recently passed legislation, H.R.
10041, revising the Hill-Burton hospital
construction program designed to meet
the health needs of the Nation in another
area through providing hospitals and
other facilities, such as diagnostic and
treatment centers, public health centers,
rehabilitation facilities, and facilities for
long-term care.

The Hill-Burton program which
through its past operation has provided
289,489 beds for care of patients, is
further strengthened and improved by
H.R. 10041, which also provides funds
specifically designed to meet part of
the pressing needs of the Nation in the
field of modernization of many of our
hospitals.

The Subcommittee on Public Health
and Safety, of which I have the honor
to be chairman, has been extremely ac-
tive this Congress, and has submitted,
through our parent committee, to this
House a number of vitally needed and
important measures designed to meet the
health and safety needs of the Nation.

This subcommittee consists of myself,
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
O'BRIEN], the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. ROGERS], the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. PICKLE], the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. SCHENCK], the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. NELSON], and the gentle-
man from Colorado [Mr. BROTZMAN].
Each of these gentlemen has worked long
and hard on the business of your sub-
committee. We have our differences over
legislation, but we always resolve them,
and as a result, every bill we have re-
ported out of our subcommittee this
Congress has been ordered reported by
a unanimous vote of the subcommittee.

We have reported a number of bills
of major significance in the field of
public health and safety. We reported
to the full committee, and the Congress
passed S. 1576, now Public Law 88-164,
the Mental Retardation Facilities and
Community Mental Health Centers Con-
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struction Act of 1963. This bill will have
a major impact upon our national attack
on mental retardation and associated
problems, and if matters develop under
the portion of that bill dealing with men-
tal health as we anticipate that they will,
ultimately the treatment of mental ill-
ness in this Nation will be revolutionized
for the better.

In the field of health personnel, we
reported to the full committee, and the
House has passed H.R. 11241, the Nurse
Training Act of 1964, a new program
designed to supply the trained nursing
personnel this Nation will need by 1970.
This bill is currently pending in the
Senate and all indications are that that
body will act on the measure in the near
future.

In addition, we reported, and the
House has passed, H.R. 11083, the Grad-
uate Public Health Training Act, which
continues and expands the existing pro-
grams designed to assist in meeting the
needs of the States and localities across
the Nation, as well as the Federal Gov-
ernment, for trained personnel in the
field of public health. This bill is also
pending in the Senate with indications
of early action by that body.

We reported to the full committee, and
the Congress has passed H.R. 6518, the
Clean Air Act, now Public Law 88-206,
designed to improve, strengthen, and
accelerate programs for the prevention
and abatement of air pollution.

We have reported to the full com-
mittee H.R. 8546, a bill to extend to
qualified schools of optometry and stu-
dents of optometry student loans under
the provisions of the Health Professions
Educational Assistance Act.

We have reported to the full commit-
tee, and the House has passed, legisla-
tion, S. 978, designed to restore to self-
employed commercial fishermen the
right to medical care which they en-
joyed for over 150 years until an ad-
ministrative ruling took this right from
them. This measure is awaiting the sig-
nature of the President.

We reported to the full committee, and
the Congress has passed, H.R. 134, now
Public Law 88-201, requiring that seat
belts sold or shipped in interstate com-
merce for use in motor vehicles shall
meet certain safety standards. In addi-
tion, we have held hearings on H.R. 133,
to establish a National Accident Preven-
tion Center; we have held hearings to
receive a progress report on the opera-
tion of existing law relating to safety
latches on refrigerators; we have held
hearings on aviation safety, with partic-
ular reference to the problem of aircraft
structural design and aircraft opera-
tion under conditions of severe weather
disturbance; and we have held hearings
on the spaceometer, an automobile safe-
ty device.

We have reported legislation, H.R.
4731, amending the Federal Food, Drug,
and Cosmetic Act to eliminate an in-
equity facing candy manufacturers un-
der that act. This legislation is cur-
rently pending on the House Calendar.
A hearing has been held on legislation
to provide judicial review of orders of
the Public Health Service with respect to
biologicals; and have held hearings re-
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lating to the procedures followed by the
Food and Drug Administration in con-
sideration of applications for clearance
of new animal drugs and of animal feeds
containing new animal drugs.

We have held hearings on an admin-
istration proposal, H.R. 2410, designed
to permit the Surgeon General to put
into effect certain reorganizations in the
Public Health Service. As an outgrowth
of matter developed in that hearing, the
subcommittee has submitted a question-
naire to 19 selected institutions doing re-
search for the Federal Government.
The purpose of this questionnaire is to
determine the impact of Federal pro-
grams on these institutions, and to de-
termine what changes are necessary or
desirable in these programs. We intend
to look further into this subject during
the 89th Congress.

Mr. Speaker, I have briefly reviewed
the actions taken by the House Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce
in the field of public health and safety,
and of the Subcommittee on Public
Health and Safety, during this Congress.
The record of our achievements is one
of which every member of our commit-
tee can justifiably be proud. I want to
take this opportunity to thank each of
the members of my subcommittee for
their conscientious work during this
Congress. It has proved most fruitful.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Rhode
Island [Mr. ST GERMAIN].

Mr. ST GERMAIN. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to speak out of
order.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Rhode Island?

There was no objection.
Mr. ST GERMAIN. Mr. Speaker, I

merely would like to associate myself
with the remarks of the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. SPRINGER] and the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. MULTER] with
reference to S. 628.

Mr. Speaker, I do hope that we will be
able to get the Senate bill up for con-
sideration on the floor of the House in
the very near future.

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further request for time.

Mr. BOLLING. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question.

The previous question was ordered.
The SPEAKER. The question is on

the resolution.
The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on the

table.
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Mr. MORRIS. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 1803) to provide for the
establishment of the Ozark National Riv-
ers in the State of Missouri, and for
other purposes.

The motion was agreed to.
Accordingly, the House resolved itself

into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill H.R. 1803, with
Mr. CHELF in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
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By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

,Mr. MORRIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
7 minutes to the gentleman from Colo-
rado [Mr. ASPINALL], chairman of the
House Committee on Interior and Insu-
lar Affairs.

Mr. ASPINALL. Mr. Chairman, this
bill, H.R. 1803, is the first bill to estab-
lish a new major unit of the national
park system that the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs has brought
before the House during the 88th Con-
gress. We have had a few small bills so
far this year, but none that ranks as
major.

What H.R. 1803 proposes is to au-
thorize the Secretary of the Interior to
set up the Ozark National Scenic River-
ways in the State of Missouri. This will
be administered as, in effect, a national
recreation area under most of the laws
that are generally applicable to the Na-
tional Park Service.

Whenever a bill like this one comes
along, the question that arises in my own
mind and, I am sure, in the minds of
other Members of the House is this:
What criteria do we use and what stand-
ards ought we to use to determine
whether to include the new area in the
national park system?

Leaving aside those area which are
primarily of historical significance, I
answer this question for myself by apply-
ing two tests:

First. Is it an area of national out-
standing scenic or scientific value?

Second. Is it an area which has great
value for recreational purposes to a large
segment of the American public?

If you will think of Yellowstone Na-
tional Park or Cape Cod National Sea-
shore or the Blue Ridge Parkway or
Everglades National Park, the extent to
which the two tests I have just mentioned
are met is evident. I am convinced that
the Ozark National Scenic Riverways
will also meet them successfully.

First, as to the population that it will
serve. As we pointed out in our com-
mittee's report on this bill, the Ozark
National Scenic Riverways is so located
as to be readily accessible to almost 25
million people. It is within 175 miles of
St. Louis; 200 miles of Memphis and
Little Rock; 250 miles of Kansas City and
Nashville; 300 miles of Louisville; 350
miles of Des Moines, Indianapolis, and
Wichita: and 400 miles of Chicago, Lin-
coin, and Oklahoma City.

I emphasize this to show that this new
unit of the park system will be an area
of national, not merely local, signifi-
cance and that, therefore, the cost of
establishing it can properly be borne by
the United States and not left to the
people of Missouri alone.

The other test, "Is it an area of out-
standing scenic value?" is also met.
Too many of us have got so used to
dirty, polluted streams that we have for-
gotten that this is not the way nature
made them. We look at a Potomac or
a Mississippi and lament that things are
as they are. Here we have a chance to
preserve 140 miles of two streams that
are still as pure as they were in the days
of the Indians. The Current River and
the Jacks Fork. with which H.R. 1803

is concerned, are still in a pristine state.
They are spring-fed streams and the
greatest of all the attractions which
this new national recreation area will
offer will be a chance to float down them
in one of the long flat-bottom John-
boats that are used in the area.

Quiet enough to give us that sense of
peace that our city life denies us, remote
enough to give us solitude if we want it,
beautiful enough to invite us to return
time after time-this is the Current
River country. It is not rugged in the
sense in which the Grand Tetons are
rugged, it is not spectacular in the sense
in which the Grand Canyon is spectacu-
lar, it is not majestic in the sense in
which Mount Rainier is majestic, it is
not wilderness in the way in which the
back country of the Everglades is wilder-
ness, but its serenity and its simplicity
are qualities which make its preserva-
tion worthwhile. I know of no better
agency to undertake this work than the
National Park Service.

I could leave the matter with this,
but I know that sooner or later someone
will ask the mundane question, What
does the price tag say? And here is the
answer.

Development costs are estimated at
$2,100,000 and section 8 of the bill au-
thorizes the appropriation of $1 million
for land acquisition. This appears to
be a reasonable estimate at this time but,
if it should later turn out to be wrong,
the Interior Department will have to
come before the authorizing committees
to get additional legislation. I am sure,
in any event, that the expenditure of the
funds required to get the Ozark National
Scenic Riverways started will be more
amply repaid in the pleasure and enjoy-
ment that the area will afford the many
Americans who visit the area now and
the many, many more who will visit it in
years to come.

Mr. Chairman, I recommend passage
of H.R. 1803.

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I yield
10 minutes to the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. KYL].

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, I want to
be completely honest in expressing this
objection to the bill which is before us.
I do not object to the idea that an area
such as this should become part of the
national park preservation system. It is
an area which is famiilar to me. It is
an area which fits all of the criteria
which the chairman has spoken about in
his remarks a moment ago. I commend
the motives of those who introduced this
legislation and who have promoted it.

I have no delusions about the outcome
of the vote on this bill, but at least I hope
that by registering an objection the Park
Service, the State of Missouri, and every-
one who is concerned with the admin-
istration of this area will exercise extra
precaution which will prevent the
things from happening which I am afraid
will happen.

Let me tell you exactly what we are
doing in this bill. It is not a usual thing.

We propose in this legislation to set up
a park 140 miles long-I said 140 miles
long-and a half mile wide or less on
the average. It will be broken in two
places because the legislation calls for

leaving out of this preservation, 2 miles
on either side of two communities. This
is in deference to the desires of these two
small towns in Missouri.

There is no zoning law in the State of
Missouri. We are preserving a stream.
bed. There are no means whatsoever in
this legislation or in the laws of the great
State of Missouri to preserve anything
along the boundaries of this area which
we establish.

I am afraid what we are doing here is
creating a stream as a 140-mile-long
main street or a Coney Island develop.
ment.

I am afraid what we are doing here is
destroying the very things that we seek
to preserve.

I can envision, Mr. Chairman, that the
high banks on either side of this river,
and the lowlands too, will be filled from
one end of this preservation to the other
with commercial establishments seeking
to take advantage of some of the 25 mil-
lion people who, it has been said, will
visit the area; and that the banks of this
stream will be filled with permanent and
temporary residences, all of which will
detract from the beauty and all of which
will enhance the danger of polluting
these streams which absolutely are won-
derfully clear streams as they now exist.

Now let us look back a little at the his-
tory of this project.

The original idea for a preservation of
some kind in this area came about be-
cause the residents were afraid that the
Corps of Engineers would build a dam
on these rivers. At first it was thought
that the easiest way to prevent this ac-
tion would be to include the area in a
national forest or a national monument.
These ideas were forgotten.

The next proposal was that we make
it a national park. But the people in
this area do a lot of hunting, particularly
of small game which abounds in this
area. Since we do not permit hunting
in national park areas and, rightfully so,
it was decided that we could not call it a
national park and therefore we have this
new category established which is the
first of what will become a long list of
preservations of this kind. Of course, if
they are desirable, I do not oppose them.
But this is the first of a riverway pres-
ervation. It will be different from a
park largely in the fact that we will be
able to hunt in this area.

Now you can imagine what kind of an
administrative nightmare the Park Serv-
ice will have in trying to administer this
area 140 miles long and a half mile or
less in width, broken in two places. Ac-
cess, of course, will be at almost any
point along the line because there are
roads to this area and there are bridges.
I do not know how we could possibly ad-
minister this thing. This will be the job
of the Park Department and I hope they
can do the job properly.

It is true, as the chairman of the com-
mittee said, that I would have preferred
this area to be developed by the State
through the Land and Water Commis-
sion bill which has been passed by the
House and which is now being consid-
ered in the other body I believe this af-
ternoon or evening. Then the State of
Missouri could have proceeded with the
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zoning regulations or anything else that
the State deemed proper to make an ap-
propriate preservation of this area in all
of its parts. Lacking that the only way
this thing can be properly preserved is
to have the Federal Government come
back to this House and to the other body
repeatedly asking for additional funds
to buy up additional land along the banks
of this stream because of encroachments
of those things which would muddy the
waters and which would detract from
the pristine beauty of the area.

At this point, Mr. Chairman, I wish
to take a moment, not in the usual fash-
ion we do this job on the floor, but in a
most serious effort to express my very
great appreciation for and, incidentally,
my very great admiration for the gentle-
man who is the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

We have heard a lot on the floor in re-
cent months about the partisanship of
committee chairmen and about the un-
fairness of committee chairmen. I wish
to say before all Members on both sides
of the aisle of this House that no chair-
man could have been more fair to me
had he been a Member on my side of
the aisle than has been the gentleman
from Colorado [Mr. ASPINALL]. He is
expert in his field. He is fair. He is
always a gentleman. He is an individual
to be highly regarded and admired by all
who serve under him.

In summary, Mr. Chairman, I wish to
say that the motives which bring this
bill to the floor are pure enough. This
is a beautiful area. In my own mind I
am convinced that the thing we do in
respect to preservation of this area today
will in the near future-not too many
years-detract from that beauty and
bring to that area all the dangers and
all the pollutions we expect if we do not
take action at the Federal level.

The cost, as is true with respect to all
others of these bills, is an estimation. I
believe it is an underestimate. As the
chairman said, to obtain more money
they will have to come back to this House
and the other body to get appropriations.
After the original bill has been author-
ized, of course, this becomes a rather
"pat" proposition.

I would much have preferred the
Ozark Riverways as a State proposition,
using funds from the land and water
conservation fund bill.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. KYL. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. I thank the gentleman.
As I understand it, there are estimated

costs by the Departments of Interior and
Agriculture. The Department of Inte-
rior estimates land acquisition costs at
$7 million, and I believe the Secretary of
Agriculture had an estimated cost of $8.3
million.

Mr. KYL. The difference between the
figures, I say to the gentleman, partly is
caused by the fact that the first report,
which came from the Department of
Agriculture, was based on a park which
was considerably larger than that in-
cluded under the terms of this bill. The
original proposal called for a more exten-
sive park preservation than is asked for

in this legislation. That would explain
the difference between the figure of the
Department of Agriculture and the later
figure.

Mr. GROSS. They seek to acquire
some 78,000 or perhaps as much as 85,000
acres of land?

Mr. KYL. I say to the gentleman that
the nearest the committee could come to
estimating the cost of this project, after
all of the factors were taken into con-
sideration, after all the best estimates
had been made, was a cost of about $7
million.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman would
agree that this is what might be called
the foundation cost; that it will likely go
up from there?

Mr. KYL. There is one factor which
always enters into these cases. When-
ever the Federal Government proposes to
buy an area, the price tag usually jumps.
No one can estimate how much it will
jump. The committee was very diligent
in trying to arrive at the figure, which is
$7 million. At this time I believe that is
the best estimate which can be made.

Mr. GROSS. Why did the towns of
Eminence and Van Buren ask to be ex-
cepted from this park preservation?

Mr. KYL. I would say that was a nat-
ural request of those communities.
They are located right in the area which
would have been taken into the preserva-
tion system. They needed land for addi-
tional growth, for the expansion of the
communities in normal procedures. If
they had not made such a request the
preservation would have gone right into
the city limits, in all probability. There-
fore it was a natural request.

The gentleman does bring up another
point which is of concern to me. I be-
lieve every available spot which is left
out of the riverway and available to
these communities will be filled with
commercial ventures, with tourist ven-
tures, with residences of one kind or an-
other, usually of less permanent nature,
much as has been the case in the area of
the Lake of the Ozarks, which, sad to
relate, has become a less attractive area
than it was originally.

Mr. GROSS. Once again we are con-
fronted with this situation: We have
heard much about the tremendous land
holdings of the Federal Government
throughout the United States.

Now we are confronted again with a
bill which would add 78,000 or 85,000
acres to the public domain. Is this
correct?

Mr. KYL. This is correct. The acre-
age stated is not exactly correct, but it
would add land to the domain of the
Federal Government.

Mr. GROSS. Does the gentleman not
think this could go over until next year
so that we could take another look at it
and see what the Federal budget is going
to look like then?

Mr. KYL. Insofar as the budget is
concerned, I suppose you could go over
as many u, thas you like. Personally,
I Wiould [Mr. 4ve the matter disposed
of..vn to the Ozak that anything would
be gaimg at Wolding it over a long time,
and in the meantime, if there is any ap-
preciation of the area, it would be em-
phasized in the days ahead because the

longer you postpone these things after
you first talk about them, the higher the
price of the land becomes and the more
undesirable property is developed along
the stream.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. MORRIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
7 minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. ICHORD], the sponsor of the
bill.

Mr. ICHORD. Mr. Chairman, H.R.
1803 is the final result of many long and
hard hours of work by the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs over the last
4 years, spanning the 87th and the 88th
Congresses. It is a well-written bill, and
the members of the committee, under the
leadership of the gentleman from Colo-
rado, Chairman ASPmILL; the ranking
minority member, the gentleman from
Pennsylvania, Congressman SAYLOR;
and the subcommittee chairman, the
gentleman from New Mexico, Congress-
man MORRIS, are to be commended. The
present generations of Americans owe
and the future generations of Americans
will owe these three men and all of the
members of the committee a tremendous
debt of gratitude for their dedicated and
untiring efforts to preserve and protect
the beauty of our great country for the
use and enjoyment of all Americans, as
illustrated by their action on this bill
and many other measures already en-
acted into law.

Mr. Chairman, during recent years a
great deal of attention has been devoted
to the need for setting aside in public
ownership the unspoiled portions of our
rivers, lakes, and ocean shorelines. The
need, I might say, becomes more ap-
parent each year. This bill fulfills that
need and follows the example of the
Cape Cod and Point Reyes legislation.
The Current River and the Jacks Fork
River country in my district in southern
Missouri represent a striking opportunity
for the preservation of a beautiful area,
not only the interest of the Midwest but
of the entire Nation, for they are two of
the most outstanding free flowing
streams in the Nation-clear, cold, beau-
tiful, spring-fed streams but not assured
of remaining in that state unless some-
thing is done. The truth of the matter
is that if this bill is not passed, the
beauty of the rivers will be gone. I think
it was with that consideration in mind
that my colleague the gentleman from
Missouri, Congressman CuRTIS, back in
the 86th Congress first introduced legis-
lation pertaining to this subject even
though the area was not located within
his district.

If this bill is not passed the present
beauty of these rivers will be lost to all
of America.

I appreciate the concern of the gentle-
man from Iowa, but I have the exactly
opposite view. This legislation will not
result in the area becoming a Coney Is-
land. As a matter of fact if this legisla-
tion is not passed the area will be a
Coney Island for it is rapidly becoming
so with no legislation touching the
matter.

The bill as passed by the committee
is not as far reaching as the bill I origi-
nally introduced. The original bill I

18953



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE

introduced in the 87th Congress called
for 113,000 acres. This bill calls for the
acquisition of land not exceeding 65,000
acres. Thus the committee has acted
in the interest of economy. It has saved
money and still has perfected a measure
which will do the job.

In that respect I would like to point
out to the economy minded Members of
the Congress that $7 million which is
authorized for the purchase of the land
will not be a charge against the general
revenues of the United States but will
come out of the land and water conser-
vation fund. The money will be in that
fund and available only for expenditure
for that purpose. So it will not be a
charge against the general revenues of
the United States. This is an oppor-
tunity, Mr. Chairman, to preserve for
posterity an incomparably beautiful and
scenic area in a section of our Nation
where we have no national parks.

Mr. Chairman, I respectfully ask the
Committee to approve H.R. 1803.

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. CURTIS].

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Chairman, I am
happy to take the floor in support of this
bill and join my colleague, the gentle-
man from Missouri, Congressman ICHORD,
who represents this district in his sup-
port of the bill. This is in his district.
It is true that in the Congress that pre-
ceded the one in which he came down
here I had introduced a bill because of
the interest of some people in my district
in the St. Louis area in this very beau-
tiful scenic river area in the Ozarks. In
fact, many of my constituents actually
own property down there. This is one
of the great recreational areas. This is
indeed a beautiful spot.

I had originally introduced a bill to
have the Forestry Service take over be-
cause they are down there and there is
quite a bit of this land which is in the
U.S. Forestry Service. But there was a
disagreement with the Park Service over
the use of what are called scenic ease-
ments.

I am so pleased that the gentleman
from Missouri, Congressman ICHORD,
went ahead when he came down here to
the Congress, with this matter. I told
him very early that I was happy to co-
operate with him in any way to try to
develop this area in the proper way. I
believe this bill does that.

The use of scenic easements instead
of the actual acquisition of property is
very definitely in this bill. I want to
read for the RECORD a letter that I just
received from the Secretary of the Inte-
rior dated August 5, 1964:

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,

Washington, D.C., August 6, 1964.
Hon. THOMAS B. CURTIs,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR TOM: It was a pleasure indeed to talk
with you on August 5 concerning the pro-
posed Ozark National Scenic Riverways
(H.R. 1803).

We are pleased that the bill, as reported
by the committee, provides for the acquisi-
tion of scenic easements along the Current
and Jacks Fork Rivers, as you have urged
for a long time. We agree that scenic ease-

ments are an especially suitable means for
preserving portions of these rivers.

As we discussed, with the growing need
for preservation of our open space and the
providing of outdoor recreation to meet the
mounting demands of our people, we must
employ a broad range of techniques and de-
vices. In the case of the Ozarks, the bill
provides us with a range of authority which
will permit us to accomplish the job there,
namely: the acquisition of scenic easements;
the acquisition of fee simple title; and the
acquisition of title subject to leaseholds, life
estates, and other interests, as may be ap-
propriate. Of equal importance, the bill
authorizes flexibility in the use of these
techniques.

We appreciate your continuing interest in,
and support of, the efforts to preserve the
unique scenic and other natural and historic
values represented along the Current and
Jacks Fork Rivers of southeast Missouri.

With kind personal regards and best
wishes, I am,

Sincerely yours,
STEWART,

Secretary of the Interior.

Indeed, I believe this may well become
a prototype as to how we may develop
and really preserve other scenic areas
around the country.

Mr. Chairman, it is not necessary for
the Government to go in and take fee
simple title to all of these areas. If we
will just use the principle that we are
now experiencing, those of us in the
urban areas, of the setback law-of set-
ting buildings back a certain distance
from the street in mutually restrictive
covenants, then we come to this concept
of what can be done through scenic ease-
ments, particularly along streams.

Mr. Chairman, I am very pleased that
those who are in charge of the develop-
ment of these programs have caught this
concept.

Now, Mr. Chairman, let me say that I
want to commend the minority views of
the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. KYL].

The gentleman has pointed out some
very important aspects of this matter.

One thing that does disturb me as I
talk for this bill which in my own con-
science I would not feel right about if I
did not mention it is the fact that I am
distressed that the State of Missouri has
not shown more concern about this. I
have tried my best to alert my own
State-this is solely in the State of Mis-
souri-as to why the State cannot move
forward in these areas.

But today we are confronted with the
fact that this beautiful natural area will
not be preserved unless something is done
very shortly. Mr. Chairman, at least
this bill is an approach that has been
taken by the Federal Government. It
can become, as I said earlier, the proto-
type for the Government not buying up
all of this land in fee simple, but through
developing this concept of scenic ease-
ments or what might ultimately become
rural zoning.

So, Mr. Chairman, to the extent that
my words have meaning, I am happy to
support the bill at this time and I hope
that it moves forward. - wh. .

The CHAIRMAN. -St a usuafatLthe
gentleman from Missoslation tosetd.

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. ChnidaZt).wyield
the gentleman 3 additional minutes.

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CURTIS. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. KYL. With regard to the com-
ments of the gentleman concerning
scenic easements it would be my hope
that the gentleman's suggestion would
not lead the members of the committee
into thinking that this is the total an-
swer or anything near it to the problem.

As a matter of fact it is my under-
standing that in many State park bills
we have language which permits not only
the acquisition of lands but interest in
lands. However, scenic easements have
actually been acquired only in a few in-
stances such as Antietam and perhaps
at Mount Vernon. In these cases there
is a very great debate that the land-
holder asks so much money for the scenic
easement that the Government might as
well, as far as the economics of the mat-
ter are concerned, have asked for an
outright fee title.

Mr. CURTIS. May I say to the gen-
tleman that the kind of easement about
which he is talking represents a develop-
ment in the Park Service where they
actually bought a single easement along
a highway in order to preserve a vista;
but here there was no mutual benefit. I
am referring more I say again to the
setback law kind of easement where
there is a mutual benefit derived by all
people who grant these scenic easements
to each other, and such type operation
would particularly fit a river. Further,
I would not expect the Government
would have to pay anything for these
easements. In fact I know that in the
Ozark areas and in the Current River
area already landholders are offering to
submit their lands that border those
rivers to restrictive covenants against
buildings or whatever is necessary in
order to provide this kind of preserva-
tion of the beauty of the river banks.

So if this technique of scenic ease-
ment is developed, as I expect it will be
in light of the letter of the Secretary of
Interior, this should not cost the Federal
Government anything. I do not expect
the Federal Government to pay the peo-
ple for the scenic easement, and I expect
this mutual covenant concept to be car-
ried out. It is here that the people
granting the easement derive the benefit
of their mutually beneficial actions.

Mr. KYL. I am glad the gentleman
puts it in that context. However, in my
own mind I am not convinced this is go-
ing to be a very rapid operation for the
Government. I think the RECORD
should show that we are not encourag-
ing the Department of the Interior to go
out and purchase scenic areas at a price
lower than the acquisition price.

Mr. CURTIS. I hope they do not
purchase any scenic easements. I hope
what is going to happen is they will avail
themselves of the scenic easements that
have already been offered by many of
the riparian owners of the Current River,
as I say, which restricts their lands, and
convey it without cost. There is a
great benefit to the owners of the banks
of the river derived from mutually re-
stricting their lands in this manner.

Mr. MORRIS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 7 minutes.
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Mr. Chairman, I want to add my word
of commendation for H.R. 1803 and to
recommend to all Members of the House
a favorable vote on this bill.

I visited the Current and Jacks Fork
Rivers just a year ago with some of my
colleagues on the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs, so I can speak of
the value of the area as a unit of the
national park system from my own ex-
perience. I went there in doubt; I
came back convinced.

As H.R. 1803 is reported to the House,
it calls for the acquisition of 65,000 acres
of land. This, you will note, is consid-
erably less than the 78,000 acres which
the Department of the Interior recom-
mended for inclusion. In addition, it is
expected that the State of Missouri will
donate somewhere between 15,000 and
22,000 acres, and 800 acres will be trans-
ferred by the Forest Service to the Na-
tional Park Service. The total area
within the Ozark National Scenic River-
ways will thus be in the neighborhood
of 80,000 to 85,000 acres.

I can attest to the merits of this area
from firsthand inspection. I was, of
course, impressed with the the beauty of
the Ozark country itself. I thoroughly
enjoyed floating down the Current River
for the greater part of a day without
seeing much more than a quarter of the
stretch that is to be included in the
Federal area. I liked the people and I
enjoyed the fish that were taken directly
from the river to the grill. But-and
perhaps this is because I come from the
arid area I do-nothing impressed me
quite so much as the immense, never-
failing springs that keep the Current
and Jacks Fork Rivers fed day in and
day out. Big Spring, for example, has
gone as high, I am told, as 840 million
gallons per day and averages over 250
million. That is over 91 billion gallons
of water a year coming out of the ground
from this one spring alone or, to re-
duce it to terms I can understand better,
enough to irrigate 100,000 acres of land
in most parts of the West. Add to this
Welch Spring and its 100 million gallons
a day, and Blue Spring with another 80
million, and Round Spring with another
40, and 8 more with an average of
perhaps 10 million each, and at least 44
other smaller ones, and you can under-
stand why a New Mexican like me feels
more than a little envious of our good
friend DICK ICHORD and the district he
represents.

Now I have heard some criticism of
the committee for coming forth with a
proposal for a park that is 140 miles long
and only a mile wide most of its length.
I want to comment on this criticism. In
the first place, this picture is not alto-
gether true to life. We have allowed a
much greater width than this in the
middle of the area. Here we have pro-
vided for the inclusion of a block of land
that is about 9 miles by 6 where the Na-
tional Park Service will put in most of
its land-based facilities and where the
visitor can have a direct taste of the
wooded Ozark hills. In the second place
we could have proposed a considerably
bigger area all around if we had chosen
to do so but, of course, at an increased
price measured not only in dollars but

also in unnecessary disruption of the
normal farming operations of the people
who live there. In the third place, the
width we have provided for will accom-
plish the job we principally set out to ac-
complish-that is, protect the Current
and the Jacks Fork Rivers and the view
from them as far as the eye can see.
This, for the visitor, is the most impor-
tant thing. Fourth, no matter how wide
we had made the national area, there
would always be an uncontrolled zone
on the margin of the national area. That
is unavoidable. We all hope, of course,
that the State and the local political sub-
divisions will exercise their zoning au-
thority along the fringes but there is
nothing the Congress can properly do ex-
cept encourage this sort of action as fully
as possible. Finally, I want to point out
that, though the name-Ozark National
Scenic Riverways-is new and different,
the idea behind setting aside this 140-
mile long stretch as a unit of the national
park system is the same as the idea be-
hind the Blue Ridge National Parkway
and the Natchez Trace National Park-
way. Both of these are long and nar-
row-far longer and far narrower than
this. Yet they serve their purpose and
in serving it, serve the people of this
country.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Colorado who is chairman of the full
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs has already told the House about
the cost of this project, so I will not go
into it. And our friends from Missouri
will no doubt tell us in far more detail
than I can about the wonders of their
country and the willingness of the State
to cooperate, so I will not go into that,
either. I do want to mention, however,
the relation between this bill, H.R. 1803,
and the land and water conservation
fund bill which the House passed 2 weeks
ago. As you will remember, that bill pro-
vides that 40 percent of the appropria-
tions which come from the land and
water conservation fund will be avail-
able to such Federal agencies as the Na-
tional Park Service for land acquisition.
It was just such areas as this one that
we had in mind when we passed that bill.
I do not say that that bill is the answer
to all our problems, but I do say that it
will be a very worthwhile measure if it
helps us to establish such new national
recreational areas as the Ozark National
Scenic Riverways.

Mr. Chairman, I urge all Members to
support H.R. 1803.

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself 10 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, this bill, H.R. 1803, is
the first bill to establish a new major
unit of the national park system that the
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs has brought before the House dur-
ing the 88th Congress.

I might say to some of you who come
from the West you can understand the
enthusiasm of the chairman of the sub-
committee, the gentleman from New
Mexico [Mr. MORRIS], when he goes
down to the Ozarks and there finds one
spring that would furnish 800 acre-feet
of water a day and in a year would fur-
nish enough water to irrigate 100,000
acres of land in his State.

I should like to call attention to sev-
eral features of this bill which I think
show that the members of the House
Committee on Interior and Insular Af-
fairs are very cognizant of the people of
this area who are the present property
owners. Section 3 of the bill provides
that the Secretary of the Interior can
enter into agreements with the present
landowners which provide how long they
may continue to use their property and
to give them a life interest for either
themselves, their spouses or their sur-
vivors.

Features like this indicate that we do
not intend at the present time to dis-
possess every property owner and the
people who are there will have the op-
portunity to have their holdings phased
out properly.

Our colleague, the gentleman from
Iowa [Mr. KYL] was gravely concerned
about what might appear on the fringes
of this new riverway. He says he has
visions of a honkeytonk 140 miles long.
I might say to my colleagues that I do
not care how wide we would make this
riverway, the thing that our colleague
from Iowa fears could happen, but to
make sure that it does not happen, in
section 5 of the bill we provide that the
Secretary of the Interior shall cooperate
not only with the State of Missouri but
all of its political subdivisions and all
Federal agencies in the organization of
comprehensive plans. I can tell you
from the testimony given before our
committee this involves zoning in this
area which will eliminate the very things
that our colleague, the gentleman from
Iowa [Mr. KYL] fears.

What H.R. 1803 proposes is to author-
ize the Secretary of the Interior to set
up the Ozark National Scenic Riverways
in the State of Missouri. This will be
administered as, in effect, a national rec-
reation area under most of the laws gen-
erally applicable to the National Park
Service.

The land to be included in the Ozark
National Scenic Riverways is limited by
the bill to 65,000 acres plus whatever ad-
ditional acreage may be acquired by do-
nation from the State of Missouri or by
transfer to the Secretary of the Interior
for administration by other Federal
agencies. It is expected that the State
will donate somewhere between 15,000
and 22,000 acres and that 800 acres of
Forest Service lands will be included in
the area.

There are many scenic attractions in
this area that make it worthy of inclu-
sion in the national park system. The
Ozark Mountains themselves are one, the
colorful caves in the area are another,
the many very large springs-one flows
over 250 million gallons a day on the
average-are another, but most impor-
tant of all are the Current and Jacks
Fork Rivers which are the heart of the
new park.

The Current and Jacks Fork Rivers
are among the few in the country that
are, as one author has put it, "as pure
and undefiled as-on the first day the
white men saw it." One of the great
purposes of such a bill as this is to keep
these streams that way and to assure
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their continued accessibility to the gen-
eral public under controlled conditions.
My colleagues on the Committee on In-
terior and Insular Affairs who have
visited the area have given you firsthand
reports on its merits that I cannot give
but I know that both they and others
who are competent to evaluate it as com-
pared with other areas regard it very
highly.

Development costs are estimated at $2,-
100,000 and section 8 of the bill author-
izes the appropriation of $7 million for
land acquisition. This appears to be a
reasonable estimate at this time but, if
it should later turn out to be wrong, the
Interior Department will have to come
before the authorizing committees to get
additional legislation. I am sure, in any
event, that the expenditure of the funds
required to get the Ozark National Scenic
Riverways started will be more than
amply repaid in the pleasure and enjoy-
ment that the area will afford the many
Americans who visit the area now and
the many, many more who will visit it in
years to come.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. MORRIS. Mr. Chairman, we have
no further requests for time on this side.

Mr. SAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Iowa
[Mr. GROSS].

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I should
like to ask someone on the committee
about the estimated cost of this Ozark
National Scenic Riverways Commission.
I do not find any estimate of the cost in
the report. Perhaps, I overlooked it.

Mr. MORRIS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GROSS. I yield to the gentleman.
Mr. MORRIS. There would be no

compensation paid to the members of
this Commission. The only compensa-
tion they would receive would be the
Government per diem allowance when
the Commission is meeting.

Mr. GROSS. Do you mean the Com-
mission will not have an executive sec-
retary, or a plain secretary, or any kind
of staff?

Mr. MORRIS. We do not intend to
have a big bureaucracy built up in this
Commission. They have an advisory
staff.

Mr. GROSS. I am glad to hear that,
but who is going to carry the traveling
bags of the members of this Commission
when they go out to inspect the project?

Mr. MORRIS. As bad as it may
sound, they are just going to have to
carry their own bags.

Mr. GROSS. That does not seem rea-
sonable. Of course, I do not like to
doubt my friend.

Mr. MORRIS. That would be a ter-
rible thing to make somebody have to do,
but in the performance of their public
service, they are just going to have to do
it.

Mr. GROSS. I will accept the gentle-
man's word-and I will watch the appro-
priations with respect to this.

What is the understanding of the
gentleman from New Mexico as to the
scenic easements? Are the scenic ease-

ments to be purchased? How are they
to be acquired?

Mr. MORRIS. The language on page
9 of the bill says:

The Secretary may, within the area desig-
nated or altered pursuant to section 4, ac-
quire lands and interests therein, including
scenic easements, by such means as he may
deem to be in the public interest:

Mr. GROSS. I am asking the gentle-
man for his opinion as to how the
scenic easements will be acquired. Does
the gentleman believe they will be ob-
tained without compensation, as the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. CURTIS], sug-
gests, or will the Government have to
buy the scenic easements?

Mr. MORRIS. We are hoping they
will be acquired without cost to the Fed-
eral Government. We will give to the
Secretary, by this language, authority so
that if he deemed it in the public in-
terest he could purchase a scenic ease-
ment, or exchange some land for the
easement.

Mr. GROSS. I understand that. It
is a hope, and only a hope, on the part
of the gentleman, that the Federal Gov-
ernment will not have to buy the ease-
ments; is that correct?

Mr. MORRIS. It is a little more than
a hope. We have had some indications
from some of the people that they would
be willing to give the Secretary scenic
easements.

Mr. GROSS. The gentleman would
agree, I assume, that easements will be
quite important to this narrow, 140-
mile-long tract of land. It is a good deal
like the Powder River-a mile wide, an
inch deep, and never runs dry?

Mr. MORRIS. It is a little more than
an inch deep. You can float down it
on a boat. It is more than an inch.

Mr. GROSS. Very well. Let me say
to the gentleman that acquiring of ease-
ments seems to me to be particularly im-
portant in this sort of layout.

Mr. MORRIS. The easement is im-
portant. That is why we included the
language in the legislation.

Neither the committee nor the De-
partment wants to push people off this
land. We are hoping that the majority
of these people will-I believe a good
number of them will-agree to give
scenic easements. Then we will not have
to acquire them. The people can con-
tinue to live there as long as they desire.
In other words, they can have their cake
and eat it, too.

Mr. GROSS. What is proposed to be
established under the terms of this bill
is, I assume, on the order of the attempt
to do much the same thing with the old
C. & O. Canal up into Maryland. That
was attempted some time ago, but has
never gone through, has it?

Mr. MORRIS. I am not familiar with
that, I say to my friend.

Mr. GROSS. That has been stopped
for some time. I do not know whether
it is dead or alive in the committee.

Mr. MORRIS. It is not under active
consideration.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my remarks
at this point in the RECORD and include
extraneous matter.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.
Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, though I

have several reservations about the wis.
dom of this bill creating the Ozark Na.
tional Scenic Riverways in Missouri, I
will not actively oppose the bill today out
of deference to the hard work and spirit
of compromise that has prevailed among
my two Missouri colleagues most directly
concerned.

I am personally familiar with the area
to which this legislation pertains. I
have floated these Sringfleld rivers on
many occasions and grew up in the area.
It is a beautiful place, and I think it
should be noted that the only reason we
are even considering this legislation is
because it has already been preserved for
generations by the people most directly
concerned, and without the need for fur-
ther Federal acquisition of land. In one
sense, I only hope that the Federal re-
sponsibility resulting from this bill will
do as good a job as the private interests
which have prevailed until now.

Two years ago I suggested that our
own Missouri State Park Board take ac-
tion to preserve the scenic beauty of the
area because I still believe that the Fed-
eral Government should intrude only
where local and State interests cannot
act. But I regret to say that very little
has been done along these lines, and thus
the pressure that has developed for this
bill. I told the Governor I felt we should
preserve this rare source of pure, cold,
constant-temperatured water for Mis-
souri and industrial development, if not
for recreation. I do think that recogni-
tion should be given to the fact that this
is a much better bill than was originally
proposed. It has been greatly modified
and emphasis given to obtaining scenic
easements rather than purchasing an
enormous chunk of land in fee simple.

There has been recognition given to
private property rights to a far greater
degree than was originally proposed,
though we are deluding ourselves if we
believe that some property owners are
not going to be hurt through eventual
disposition of their land. One of the
three original rivers has been removed
by political amputation.

I have some further worries as to
whether we in Missouri are going to have
to pay to use our own in the event that
admission fees are subsequently author-
ized by the land and water conservation
fund bill which previously passed this
House.

I also think that the area should be
viewed from the standpoint of its entire
potential use, instead of attempting to
set up arbitrary management on a por-
tion of it for single use with the exclusion
of all others. This could have been done
better by the forestry service, in my
opinion.

So that all these factors will be under-
stood, and in the hope that the future
administrator of the area will be cogni-
zant of the objections that have been
raised, I submit for the RECORD, copies of
letters I have received on this issue from
Mrs. R. E. Vaughn of the Current Jack's
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Fork River Association and Mrs. Wayne
Blackwell of the Current Eleven Point
Rivers Association.
CURRENT & JACK'S FORK RIVER ASSN.,

INDIVIDUAL RIVER PRESERVATION,
Eminence, Mo., March 6,1964.

Hon. DURWARD G. HALL,
New House Office Building,
Washington 25, D.C.

DEAR SIR: It is probable that H.R. 1803
(Ozarks national rivers bill) will soon come
up for House consideration.

This bill concerns my home area and so,
of course, is of vital interest to me and my
neighbors. The park proposal appears as
a threat to our way of life and best interests.
From the start, we have studied this proposal
and now oppose it. Our grassroots organiza-
tion numbers some 1,000 landowners and citi-
zens, both resident and nonresident-deeply
concerned people.

It is our firm conviction that this is an
unwise and an unnecessary expenditure that
will not attain the professed objective of river
preservation. There is already adequate park
space in our State parks and National for-
ests, totaling more than 350,000 acres in this
area.

I appeal to you to vote against this bill
and to use your influence against it.

Sincerely yours,
Mrs. R. E. VAUGHN.

P.S. We have already submitted ample
testimony to substantiate our arguments on
this bill and companion 8-16, and their pred-
ecessors: H.R. 5712 and S. 1381. We feel that
a careful reading of this record will show the
strength of our position.

FACT SHEET
REFERENCE: H.R. 1803 OZARKS NATIONAL RIVERS

BILL

NOVEMBER 2, 1963.
1-A. Violation of U.S. Constitution.
1-B. Without precedent. See House hear-

ing on "Ozark National Rivers, Mo.," April 9,
1963, page 7, letter from Norman J. Small,
legislative attorney, to Hon. EDWARD V. LONG,
paragraph 2: "Insofar as scenic easements are
obtained solely through voluntary negotia-
tion with property owners, no legal question
is likely to arise. On the other hand, if Fed-
eral acquisitions of such property interests
is to be perfected by compulsory process, the
validity of such an approach might be chal-
lenged on the ground that condemnation of
private property rights to promote esthetic
purposes such as the preservation of scenic
beauty is not a taking for a public purpose:
that is, to foster public health, safety, or
morals such as is requisite to support exercise
of the power of eminent domain . . ."

1-C. Violation of Missouri Law (Revised
Statutes of Missouri, 1959, chapter 12, sec-
tion 12.010) and violations of individual right
to ownership and accomplishment. This bill
and its development plan call for power of
eminent domain for esthetic and recreational
purposes.

2. Over half of the rivers is already pledged
to the locally administered Current River
Preservation Association, Inc. Riparian land-
owners are offering voluntary deeds of re-
striction; and this movement is expected to
accelerate.

3. Much high cost of Government-and
taxes-results from people's request for more
services. This $6 million expenditure is not
wanted, not needed. The Ozark rivers plan
(1956) dates prior to multiple use program
authorized by Congress for U.S. Forest Serv-
ice, which is interested in entire watershed,
presently owns a great percentage of the
Ozarks, and is developing recreational areas
without the expense of an additional $6 mil-
lion. Example: voluntary local cooperation
on Eleven Point River.

4. The Park Service is a perpetual public
debt; the Forest Service is a continuing
source of income to the Government. Forest
Service-not Park Service-is already in
Ozarks.

5. Every thinking person is jolted by term
"national rivers"-and even if it is changed
to "monument" the bill will nationalize Mis-
souri's rivers: a precedent for the 'same fate
for the rivers of other States. The Current
and Jack's Fork Rivers in normal stages are
by case-tried law open for public use.

6. Multiple use of resources (one-third
farming, one-third forestry, one-third rec-
reation) permits us to have balanced econ-
omy. Exclusive tourism would be beneficial
only about 100 days out of the year.

7. Eighty-five percent of the Ozark region
is in timber. The forests themselves-hot,
humid, and infested with ticks and chiggers
in summer-have modest recreational poten-
tial. Present fine young forest, if left to
become decadent under Park Service, will
change to less desirable trees from esthetic
and commercial viewpoints. Some sites here
grow pine 85 feet tall at age 50. Area of
Current River drainage has long had reputa-
tion of producing finest white oak cooperage
in Midwest.

8. Carter and Shannon produce a lot of
Missouri's cattle and hogs which are raised
in the fertile valleys of these rivers. This
industry is compatible with preservation, or
conservation. Eight hundred thousand peo-
ple touring this area during a summer would
certainly be incompatible with preservation
of natural beauty.

9. Current and Jack's Fork Rivers flow
through proven mineral region. Before Con-
gress ties up the area for restricted recrea-
tional use, study should be made of total
resource potential.

10. The report of Senate passage of com-
panion bill S. 16 in CONGRESSIONAL RECORD
(Oct. 22, 1963) is biased because it indicates
none of the opposition registered at hearings
in Van Buren, Mo., or in Washington, D.C.
Whole days of testimony were apparently
ignored.

11. We saved this region from inundation
in early 1950's when Corps of Army Engineers
proposed dams at Doniphan and Blair Creek.
We saved the beauty the Government again
wants to take from us.

12. Though appropriate for outdoorsmen,
the Ozark rivers are swift and treacherous,
better suited to dispersed recreation than to
family groups such as national parks at-
tract. River travel is the only way to see
the scenery that this bill would acquire.

13. The near 600 farmers and other prop-
erty owners along these rivers, who would
be displaced and disrupted, now live unob-
trusively, screened by timber and bluffs. Life
residency under H.R. 1803 with intolerable
park regulations and without incentive for
maintenance of property has no appeal-even
though we would pay for privilege.

14. Of the polls made by Congressman
JONES (10th Dist. Eleven Point River) and
by Congressman ICHORD (8th Dist. Current-
Jack's Fork), the first was direct and valid
and resulted in deleting that area from park
plan-at least temporarily. The second was
sent to 24 counties and listed several ques-
tions on national and international affairs,
listing this issue last. More revealing was
result of primary election when Congressman
ICHORD was defeated in both Carter and
Shannon Counties.

CURRENT-ELEVEN PonNT
RIVERS ASSOCIATION,

(Signed) WAYNE BLACKWELL.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired. All time has ex-
pired.

Pursuant to the rule, the Clerk will
now read the substitute committee

amendment printed in the reported bill
as an original bill for the purpose of
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of

Representatives of the United States of Amer-
ica in Congress assembled, That for the pur-
pose of conserving and interpreting unique
scenic and other natural values and objects
of historic interest, including preservation of
portions of the Current River and the Jacks
Fork River in Missouri as free-flowing
streams, preservation of springs and caves,
management of wildlife, and provisions for
use and enjoyment of the outdoor recreation
resources thereof by the people of the United
States, the Secretary of the Interior (here-
inafter referred to as the "Secretary") shall
designate for establishment as the Ozark
National Scenic Riverways the area (herein-
after referred to as "such area") generally
depicted on map numbered NR OZA 7002 en-
titled "Proposed Ozark National Rivers"
dated December 1963 which map is on file
for public inspection in the office of the Na-
tional Park Service, Department of the In-
terior: Provided, That the area so designated
shall not include more than sixty-five thou-
sand acres of land now in private ownership
and that no lands shall be designated within
two miles of the present boundaries of the
municipalities of Eminence and Van Buren,
Missouri. The Secretary, with the concur-
rence of the State, shall designate for in-
clusion in the Ozark National Scenic River-
ways, the lands composing Big Springs, Alley
Springs, and Round Spring State Parks, and
the Secretary is hereby directed to negotiate
with the State for donation and the inclu-
sion of such park lands in the Ozark Na-
tional Scenic Riverways.

SEC. 2. The Secretary may, within the area
designated or altered pursuant to section 4,
acquire lands and interests therein, includ-
ing scenic easements, by such means as he
may deem to be in the public interest: Pro-
vided, That scenic easements may only be
acquired with the consent of the owner of
the lands or water thereof: And provided
further, That any parcel of land containing
not more than five hundred acres, which
borders either the Current River or the Jacks
Fork River, and which is being primarily
used for agricultural purposes, shall be ac-
quired by the Secretary in its entirety unless
the owner of any such parcel consents to the
acquisition of a part thereof. Property so
acquired which lies outside the boundary
generally depicted on the map referred to in
section 1 of this Act may be- exchanged by
the Secretary for any land of approximately
equal value within the boundaries. Lands
and waters owned by the State of Missouri
within such area may be acquired only with
the consent of the State. Federally owned
lands or waters lying within such area shall,
upon establishment of the area pursuant to
section 4 hereof, be transferred to the admin-
istrative jurisdiction of the Secretary, with-
out transfer of funds, for administration as
part of the Ozark National Scenic Riverways.

SEC. 3. Any owner or owners, including
beneficial owners (hereinafter in this sec-
tion referred to as "owner"), of improved
property on the date of its acquisition by the
Secretary may, as a condition to such ac-
quisition, retain the right of use and occu-
pancy of the improved property for noncom-
merical residential purposes for a term end-
ing at the death of such owner, or the death
of his spouse, or at the death of the survivor
of either of them. The owner shall elect the
term to be reserved. The Secretary shall
pay to the owner the fair market value of the
property on the date of such acquisition less
the fair market value on such date of the
right retained by the owner.

SEC. 4. When the Secretary determines
that lands and waters, or interests therein,
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have been acquired by the United States in
sufficient quantity to provide an administra-
ble unit, he shall declare establishment of
the Ozark National Scenic Riverways by pub-
lication of notice in the Federal Register.
The Secretary may thereafter alter such
boundaries from time to time, except that
the total acreage in the Ozark National
Scenic Riverways shall not exceed sixty-five
thousand acres, exclusive of land donated by
the State of Missouri or its political subdivi-
sions and of federally owned land trans-
ferred pursuant to section 2 of this Act.

SEC. 5. (a) In furtherance of the pur-
poses of this Act, the Secretary is authorized
to cooperate with the State of Missouri, its
political subdivisions, and other Federal
agencies and organizations in formulating
comprehensive plans for the Ozark National
Scenic Riverways and for the related water-
shed of the Current and Jacks Fork Rivers in
Missouri, and to enter into agreements for
the implementation of such plans. Such
plans may provide for land use and develop-
ment programs, for preservation and en-
hancement programs, for preservation and
enhancement of the natural beauty of the
landscape, and for conservation of outdoor
resources in the watersheds of the Current
and Jacks Fork Rivers.

(b) The Secretary shall permit hunting
and fishing on lands and waters under his
jurisdiction within the Ozark National
Scenic Riverways area in accordance with
applicable Federal and State laws. The Sec-
retary may designate zones where, and estab-
lish periods when, no hunting shall be per-
mitted, for reasons of public safety,
administration, or public use and enjoyment
and shall issue regulations after consulta-
tion with the Conservation Commission of
the State of Missouri.

SEc. 6. The Ozark National Scenic River-
ways shall be administered in accordance
with the provisions of the Act of August 25,
1916 (39 Stat. 535), as amended and supple-
mented, and in accordance with other laws
of general application relating to the areas
administered and supervised by the Secre-
tary through the National Park Service; ex-
cept that authority otherwise available to
the Secretary for the conservation and man-
agement of natural resources may be utilized
to the extent he finds such authority will
further the purposes of this Act.

SEC. 7. (a) There is hereby established an
Ozark National Scenic Riverways Commis-
sion. The Commission shall cease to exist
ten years after the date of establishment of
the area pursuant to section 4 of this Act.

(b) The Commission shall be composed of
seven members each appointed for a term
of two years by the Secretary as follows:

(1) Four members to be appointed from
recommendations made by the members of
the county court in each of the counties in
which the Ozark National Scenic Riverways
is situated (Carter, Dent, Shannon, and Tex-
as), one member from the recommendations
made by each such court;

(2) Two members to be appointed from
recommendations of the Governor of the
State of Missouri; and

(3) One member to be designated by the
Secretary.

(c) The Secretary shall designate one
member to be chairman. Any vacancy in
the Commission shall be filled in the same
manner in which the original appointment
was made.

(d) A member of the Commission shall
serve without compensation. The Secretary
shall reimburse members of the Commission
for travel, subsistence, and other necessary
expenses incurred by them in the perform-
ance of the duties vested in the Commis-
sion.

(e) The Secretary or his designee shall
from time to time consult with the mem-
bers of the Commission with respect to mat-
ters relating to the development of the Ozark

National Scenic Riverways, and shall consult
with the members with respect to carrying
out the provisions of this Act.

(f) It shall be the duty of the Commis-
sion to render advice to the Secretary from
time to time upon matters which the Sec-
retary may refer to it for its consideration.

SEC. 8. There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated such sums (but not more than
$7,000,000 for the acquisition of lands or
interests in lands) as are necessary to carry
out the purposes of this Act.

Mr. MORRIS (interrupting the read-
ing of the amendment). Mr. Chairman,
I ask unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be considered as read, be printed
in the RECORD, and be open to amend-
ment at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Mexico?

There was no objection.
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on

the Committee amendment.
The Committee amendment was agreed

to.
The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the

Committee rises.
Accordingly, the Committee rose; and

the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. CHELF, Chairman of the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union, reported that that Committee
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 1803) to provide for the establish-
ment of the Ozark National Rivers in
the State of Missouri, and for other pur-
poses, had directed him to report the bill
back to the House with an amendment
adopted by the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered. The ques-
tion is on the adoption of the amend-
ment.

The amendment was agreed to.
The SPEAKER. The question is on

the engrossment and third reading of the
bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the passage of the bill.

The bill was passed.
The title was amended so as to read:

"A bill to provide for the establishment
of the Ozark National Scenic Riverways
in the State of Missouri, and for other
purposes."

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

Mr. MORRIS. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to House Resolution 807 I ask unanimous
consent for the immediate consideration
of a similar Senate bill, S. 16.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
Mexico?

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the Senate bill, as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That, for the
purpose of conserving and interpreting
unique scenic and other natural values and
objects of historic interest, including preser-
vation of portions of the Current River and
the Jacks Fork River in Missouri as free-flow-
ing streams, preservation of springs and
caves, protection of wildlife, and provision
for use and enjoyment thereof by the people
of the United States, the Secretary of the
Interior (hereinafter referred to as the "Sec-

retary") shall designate for establishment as
the Ozark National Rivers an area (herein-
after referred to as "such area") not exceed.
ing 94,000 acres and being generally depicted
on map numbered NR-OZA-7000 entitled
"Proposed Ozark National Rivers" dated Jan.
uary 1963, which map is on file for public
inspection in the Office of the National Park
Service, Department of the Interior: Pro.
vided, That no lands shall be designated
within two miles of the municipalities of
Eminence and Van Buren, Missouri. Not-
withstanding any limitation herein, the
Secretary, with the concurrence of the State,
shall designate for inclusion in the Ozark
National Rivers, the lands composing Big
Springs, Alley Springs, and Round Spring
State Parks, and the Secretary of the In-
terior is hereby directed to negotiate with
the State for the donation and the inclusion
of such park lands in the Ozark National
Rivers.

SEc. 2. The Secretary of the Interior may,
within the area designated or altered pur-
suant to section 4, acquire lands and waters,
or interests therein, including scenic ease-
ments, by such means as he may deem to be
in the public interest; Provided, That scenic
easements may only be acquired with the
consent of the owner of the lands or waters
thereof: And provided further, That any
parcel of land containing not more than five
hundred acres, which borders either the
Current River or the Jacks Fork River, and
which is being primarily used for agricul-
tural purposes, shall be acquired by the Sec-
retary in its entirety unless the owner of
any such parcel consents to the acquisition
of a part thereof. Lands and waters owned
by the State of Missouri within such area
may be acquired only with the consent of
the State. Federally owned lands or waters
lying within such areas shall, upon estab-
lishment of the area pursuant to section 4
hereof, be transferred to the administrative
jurisdiction of the Secretary, without transfer
of funds, for administration as part of the
Ozark National Rivers.

SEc. 3. Any owner or owners, including
beneficial owners (hereinafter in this sec-
tion referred to as "owner"), of improved
property on the date of its acquisition by
the Secretary may, as a condition to such
acquisition, retain the right of use and oc-
cupancy of the improved property for non-
commercial residential purposes for a term
ending at the death of such owner, or the
death of his spouse, or at the death of the
survivor of either of them. The owner shall
elect the term to be reserved. The Secre-
tary shall pay to the owner the fair market
value of the property on the date of such
acquisition less the fair market value on
such date of the right retained by the owner.

SEC. 4. When the Secretary determines
that lands and waters, or interests therein,
have been acquired by the United States in
sufficient quantity to provide an administra-
ble unit, he shall declare establishment of
the Ozark National Rivers by publication
of notice in the Federal Register. The Sec-
retary may thereafter alter such boundaries
from time to time, except that the total
acreage in the Ozark National Rivers shall
not exceed ninety-four thousand acres, ex-
clusive of State park land to be donated by
the State of Missouri.

SEC. 5. (a) In furtherance of the purposes
of this Act, the Secretary is authorized to
cooperate with the State of Missouri, its
political subdivisions, and other Federal
agencies and organizations in formulating
comprehensive plans for the Ozark National
Rivers and for the related watersheds of the
Current and Jacks Fork Rivers in Missouri,
and to enter into agreements for the im-
plementation of such plans. Such plans
may provide for land use and development
programs, for preservation and enhancement
of the natural beauty of the landscape, and
for conservation of outdoor resources in the
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watersheds of the Current and Jacks Fork

Rivers.
(b) The Secretary shall permit hunting

and fishing on lands and waters under his
jurisdiction within the Ozark National
Rivers area in accordance with the laws of
Missouri. The Secretary may designate
zones where, and establish periods when, no
hunting shall be permitted, for reasons of
public safety, administration, or public use
and enjoyment and shall issue regulations
after consultation with the Conservation
commission of the State of Missouri.

SEC. 6. The Ozark National Rivers shall be
administered in accordance with the provi-
sions of the Act of August 25, 1916 (39 Stat.
535), as amended and supplemented, and in
accordance with other laws of general ap-
plication relating to the areas administered
and supervised by the Secretary through the
National Park Service; except that authority
otherwise available to the Secretary for the
conservation and management and natural
resources may be utilized to the extent he
finds such authority will further the pur-
poses of this Act.

SEC. 7. (a) There is hereby established an
Ozark National Rivers Commission. The
Commission shall cease to exist ten years
after the date of establishment of the area
pursuant to section 4 of this Act.

(b) The Commission shall be composed of
seven members each appointed for a term of
two years by the Secretary as follows:

(1) Four members to be appointed from
recommendations made by the members of
the county court in each of the counties in
which the Ozark National Rivers is situated
(Carter, Dent, Shannon, and Texas), one
member from the recommendations made by
each such court;

(2) Two members to be appointed from
recommendations of the Governor of the
State of Missouri; and

(3) One member to be designated by the
Secretary.

(c) The Secretary shall designate one
member to be chairman. Any vacancy in
the Commission shall be filled in the same
manner in which the original appointment
was made.

(d) A member of the Commission shall
serve without compensation as such. The
Secretary shall reimburse members of the
Commission for travel, subsistence, and
other necessary expenses incurred by them
in the performance of the duties vested in
the Commission.

(e) The Secretary or his designee shall
from time to time consult with the members
of the Commission with respect to matters
relating to the development of the Ozark
National Rivers, and shall consult with the
members with respect to carrying out the
provisions of this Act.

(f) It shall be the duty of the Commis-
sion to render advice to the Secretary from
time to time upon matters which the Secre-
tary may refer to it for its consideration.

SEc. 8. There are hereby authorized to be
appropriated such sums as are necessary to
carry out the purposes of this Act.

SEC. 9. If any provision of this Act or the
application of such provision to any person
or circumstance is held invalid, the re-
mainder of this Act or the application of
such provision to any person or circum-
stance other than that to which it is held
invalid, shall not be affected thereby.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. MORRIS

Mr. MORRIS. Mr. Speaker, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:
Amendment offered by Mr. MORRIS: Strike

out all after the enacting clause of S. 16
and insert in lieu thereof the provisions con-
tained in H.R. 1803 as passed by the House.

The amendment was agreed to.
CX- 1192

The bill was ordered to be read a third
time, was read the third time and passed,
and a motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

A similar House bill (H.R. 1803) was
laid on the table.

Mr. MORRIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the title of the
Senate bill, S. 16, be amended to conform
with the House bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
New Mexico?

There was no objection.

INDEPENDENT OFFICES APPRO-
PRIATION BILL

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, at the
request of the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. THOMAS], I ask unanimous consent
that the conferees on the disagreeing
votes on the bill, H.R. 11296, the inde-
pendent offices appropriation bill for
1964, may have until midnight tonight
to file a conference report.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Rhode
Island?

There was no objection.

VOLUNTARY PRAYER AND BIBLE
READING IN OUR SCHOOLS

Mr. JOHNSON of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
address the House for 1 minute and to
revise and extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.
Mr. JOHNSON of Pennsylvania. Mr.

Speaker, I was sworn in as a Congress-
man on November 27th and since that
time I have been amazed by the large
amount of mail, petitions and other de-
vices asking that this session of Congress
pass a constitutional amendment which
will permit voluntary prayer and Bible
reading in our schools.

I sent out a questionnaire to some
60,000 people in my district and they
voted 93 percent in favor of such a con-
stitutional amendment. I am sure that
the same situation prevails in practically
every congressional district in the Na-
tion.

As a veteran legislator from Pennsyl-
vania, it seems incredible to me that in
view of the demand of the people of this
country for some action on this matter,
that Members of this Congress will be
denied a vote on this important issue
during this session.

Instead of appearing before the House
Judiciary Committee to testify in favor
of the Becker amendment which would
permit voluntary prayer and Bible read-
ing in our schools, I elected to file a
statement with the committee to be in-
corporated with the record.

The statement dwells principally on
the question of whether it is proper and
right at this time to amend our Consti-
tution in the manner provided for in the
Becker amendment.

The statement filed June 10, 1964, was
particularly timely because of the state-
ment at that time filed with the com-
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mittee by 223 lawyers which stated in
effect that further amendments to the
U.S. Constitution must be blocked, leav-
ing the Supreme Court of the United
States free to rewrite the Constitution
at will. Many persons were shocked by
the statement filed by these attorneys.

My statement to the committee is as
follows:

On June 25, 1962, the U.S. Supreme Court
ruled invalid as violating the 1st and 14th
amendments of the Federal Constitution the
use in the public schools of New York of a
"denominationally neutral" prayer provided
by the State board of regents. Subsequently,
the Supreme Court ruled against Bible read-
ing in the schools of Pennsylvania and Balti-
more, Md.
EFFECT OF PRAYER AND BIBLE READING DECISIONS

The decisions of the Supreme Court ban-
ning schoolroom prayer and Bible reading
have caused widespread consternation in this
Nation. They have engendered one of the
greatest letter-writting and petition-sending
activities to Congressmen in the memory of
most Members. They have prompted men
like His Eminence Francis Cardinal Spellman
to say the Supreme Court's ruling is a "de-
cision which will be harmful to America."
Said Time magazine on June 28, 1963: "Many
religious Americans, while accepting the
Court's decision as law, regard it as a loss to
religion, to morality, and to the children."

HOW THE PRAYER AND BIBLE READING DECISIONS
CAME ABOUT

The decisions by the Court ruling school
prayers and Bible reading unlawful had be-
come inevitable as a result of a line of deci-
sions of the Court in other cases. The 1st
amendment, like the rest of the Bill of
Rights, originally was interpreted to apply
only as a restraint on Congress-"Congress
shall make no law respecting the establish-
ment of religion"-but over the years the Su-
preme Court has gradually ruled that though
the 14th amendment says "no State shall
deprive, etc."-it actually denies the power
of a State to abridge the rights in our 1st
10 Federal amendments known as the Bill of
Rights.

THE PROBLEM CREATED AND ITS SOLUTION

The question presented to the Nation to-
day is how best to correct the harm caused
by the decision of the Court and restore to
our schools on a voluntary basis the privileges
with respect to Bible reading and prayer
previously enjoyed. The most logical and
reasonable solution presented to date has
been the introduction of the Becker amend-
ment into the legislative hopper.

THERE IS PRECEDENT FOR THE BECKER
AMENDMENT

Amending our Federal Constitution so as
to correct or nullify the effects of a decision
of the Supreme Court of the United States
is not new in our long and successful history.

The decision of the Supreme Court in the
famous Dred Scott case (Dred Scott v. San-
ford, 19 How. 393) originated the amend-
ment of our Federal Constitution to nullify
a decision of the Supreme Court. This deci-
sion brought about two amendments.

THE 13TH AMENDMENT FREED THE SLAVES

The 1st such amendment was the 13th
amendment. The Dred Scott decision upheld
a plea in abatement and declared in effect
that a slave was a chattel, and not a person.
The 13th amendment abolished slavery and
involuntary servitude previously upheld by
the Supreme Court.
THE 14TH AMENDMENT MADE SLAVES CITIZENS

The 2d amendment made necessary by the
Dred Scott decision was the 14th amendment.
In this decision Chief Justice Taney also
ruled that only two classes of individuals
were citizens of the United States; namely:
(a) white persons born In the United States;
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(b) white persons naturalized by the United
States.

The 14th amendment corrected this ruling
by stating: "All persons born or naturalized
in the United States * * * are citizens of
the United States and of the State wherein
they reside."

THE 16TH AMENDMENT PERMITTED THE

PREVIOUSLY INVALID INCOME TAX

The next amendment to our Federal Con-
stitution made necessary by reason of a deci-
sion of the Supreme Court was the 16th
amendment; the amendment providing for
the Federal graduated income tax. In the
case of Pollock v. Farmers Loan & Trust Co.,
157 U.S. 429 (1895), the Court declared a tax
on income derived from property, was a di-
rect tax which Congress could only impose
by the rule of apportionment according to
population.

The 16th amendment said Congress can
levy taxes "on income without apportion-
ment * * * and without regard to any cen-
sus or enumeration."
THE 21ST AMENDMENT CORRECTED AN UNPOPULAR

DECISION OF CONGRESS AND THE PEOPLE AS
WELL

While the 13th, 14th, and 16th amend-
ments were adopted to nullify a decision of
the Supreme Court, the 21st amendment was
adopted to nullify an unpopular decision on
the part of Congress and the people in pass-
ing the 18th amendment which established
prohibition to sell, manufacture, etc., In-
toxicating liquor. The 21st amendment re-
pealed the 18th amendment.

WHAT ABOUT THE BECKER AMENDMENT

The purpose of the Becker amendment is
to nullify decisions of the Supreme Court
which in the opinion of the majority of the
people of the United States are decisions
not in the national interest. The Becker
amendment will permit voluntary Bible
reading and prayer in our schools, and per-
mits reference to a Supreme Being in a public
document.
AMENDMENT GRANTING FREEDOM NOT UNUSUAL

IN OUR CONSTITUTION

The first 10 amendments to our Federal
Constitution are known as the Bill of Rights.
They are well named. They set forth cer-
tain freedoms which we enjoy.

There are other so-called freedom amend-
ments added in later years to our Federal
Constitution:

The 13th amendment made men free.
The 14th amendment gave persons free-

dom from illegal State action.
The 19th amendment gave freedom of

franchise to women.
The Becker amendment is wholly consist-

ent with this concept of adding to the free-
dom of the individual as set out above. It
grants to persons the freedom of participat-
ing in voluntary Bible reading or prayer in
our schools as well as allows reference to a
Supreme Being in a public document.
THE BECKER AMENDMENT SHOULD BE ADOPTED

Since the early days of our existence as a
nation, there has been complete accord with
the view that our Government cannot estab-
lish a religion that must be recognized by
all citizens. But acknowledgment of a Su-
preme Being has also been a part of our
history. In 1953 the same Supreme Court
said in the case of Zorach v. Clauson, 343
U.S. 306, 313: "We are a religious people
whose institutions presuppose a Supreme
Being." Thus there must be an area in which
it is proper for Government to acknowledge
the existence of divine power, so long as there
is no governmental action tending to estab-
lish religion or to prohibit its free exercise.

Voluntary devotional exercises in public
schools will help to bring religion into chil-
dren's lives, and help youngsters to grow up

into more moral adults than they otherwise MEXICAN FARM LABOR IMPORTA.would have become. TION PROGRAM
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THE JOHNSON COMPROMISE

Mr. Speaker, since filing my statement
on June 10, 1964, it has become very ap-
parent that the House Judiciary Com-
mittee does not intend to take any steps
leading to the release of the Becker
amendment to the floor for a vote which
if adopted would permit voluntary Bible
reading and prayer in our schools. Those
against the Becker amendment base their
dissent against tampering with the first
amendment, even though the Supreme
Court has broadened the effect of the
amendment as never intended by the
Framers of the Constitution.

But the people back home want the
right to have voluntary prayer or Bible
reading in our schools.

As a compromise, on July 22, 1964, I
introduced a new proposed constitutional
amendment. It provides as follows:

Nothing in this Constitution or in any arti-
cle of amendment shall be deemed to relate
to the power of the several States to make
laws permitting the free exercise of religion.

It is intended by this resolution to per-
mit the States to provide for the recita-
tion of prayers, or the reading of the
Bible in our public schools on a volun-
tary basis.
EFFECT OF THE ADOPTION OF THE JOHNSON

COMPROMISE

The adoption of this resolution would
not mean that immediately any State
legislature could pass any law it wished
concerning an establishment of religion.
Quite the contrary. Inherent in our dual
system of government is the proposition
that each State shall have its own con-
stitution which restrains activities
thought undesirable by its people. Ac-
cordingly, each of the 50 States now has
in its constitution a provision respecting
freedom of religion, and the separation
of church and state.

This proposed joint resolution would
leave the determination as to whether
there would be religious activities in
public schools and similar places up to
the States. If such activities are pro-
hibited in the public schools of a State
by its constitution, nothing in this pro-
posed amendment would change that
situation in that State.

Each State should be free to establish
its own policy respecting religion, as it
did before the Supreme Court decision
of Engel against Vitale, dated June 25,
1962. Adoption of this amendment will
still leave the first amendment as a re-
straint on Congress, and will not solve
the Federal questions concerning chap-
lains in the Army, in Federal prisons,
or other Federal religious activities.
Whether these violate the first amend-
ment would be properly left to the Fed-
eral courts to decide.

CONCLUSION

Time still remains this session for the
Congress to adopt this proposed resolu-
tion, or the Becker amendment. It
seems incredible that this Congress, in
view of the huge percentage of citizens
who demand action on the Becker
amendment or its equivalent, will soon
adjourn sine die without the Members
being permitted to vote on the question.

Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my
remarks, and to include extraneous
matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.
Mr. ROSENTHAL. Mr. Speaker I

rise to question the statist attitudes of
some of my conservative colleagues. I
would warn them against seeking to in-
crease the power of the Central Govern-
ment. I wonder why they want to scuttle
the law of supply and demand, which is
the basis of the free enterprise system.

The reason for my expression of great
concern, Mr. Speaker, is the reported in-
troduction today of a bill to extend
the Mexican farm labor importation
program.

Most Members had thought that when
the House of Representatives reversed
itself last year and gave the corporate
growers 1 more year of the bracero pro-
gram as a transitional period, there
would be no more demands for renewal.
Although some of us warned to the con-
trary, most Members believed that the
growers would be satisfied with this extra
year of grace.

Now we see, Mr. Speaker, that some of
the stanchest conservatives of the land,
some of the greatest decriers of statism,
some of the biggest enemies of big gov-
ernment are demanding that this Fed-
eral Government program be continued.

Here is a program of the Central Gov-
ernment which runs counter to the free
enterprise system, which completely
blocks the laws of supply and demand
in the farm labor market.

Here is a program through which
growers simply call on the Federal Gov-
ernment to recruit and import foreign
workers if U.S. workers will not work for
the wages offered.

Here is a program which obviates the
need by an employer to raise wages and
improve working conditions in order to
obtain an adequate supply of labor, as he
must under the free market or free enter-
prise system.

Yet we are asked to continue that pro-
gram, and we are asked to do it by some
of those who usually see such immense
dangers in big government.

Mr. Speaker, I wish to save these con-
servatives from themselves. But per-
haps they will not listen to what they
may consider a politically "lost soul."
If that is the case, perhaps I can improve
my preachings by urging them to read a
magazine article which appeared in the
July 18 issue of the Packer, a trade mag-
azine of the vegetable growing and ship-
ping industry.

Under unanimous consent I include the
article, headlined "Says Public Law 78
Not Consistent With Free Enterprise," in
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD:
SAYS PUBLIC LAW 78 NOT CONSISTENT WITH

FREE ENTERPRISE

KANSAS CITY, July 17.-The following letter
taking issue with Palmer Mendelson and with
the Packer's editorial stand on the farm labor
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situation has been received by the editor of

the Packer from Richard Horner of Horner

Farms, Union Grove, Wis., vegetable grower
and shipper:

"I am sure that Palmer Mendelson and

most readers of the Packer are agreed that
Federal controls, subsidies, master plans, and
all the other claptrap of a reigmented econ-
omy are something we can do without.

"This being so then, is it 'commonsense' to
cry the blues over the passing of a Govern-
ment program? Not so, apparently; if the
program is Public Law 78. As a midwestern
vegetable farmer, and a staunch advocate of
free enterprise, I would like to ask Mr. Men-
delson a few questions.

"Is it the responsibility of the Govern-
ment to ball out any, or every, grower who
builds production capacity without any idea
where he is going to find the labor to run
the establishment?

"Is it necessary for any governmental agen-
cy to 'prove' that there is a labor pool avail-
able at the beck and call of the growers?

"Do you, Mr. Mendelson, while proclaim-
ing the merits of free enterprise, lack enough
faith in it to trust that enough lettuce will
be harvested to provide for milady's salad,
and the Mendelson household as well?

"You write of the 'sensational success' of
the fresh fruit and vegetable industry, a
success 'built on a once highly regarded law
of supply and demand.' I agree with you.

"In fact, I am such a believer in the law
of supply and demand, that I believe grow-
ers should work out their own problems in-
stead of howling to Washington that the
whole country is going down the drain if
we can't have a Federal program to import
foreign labor. (I might add if I wanted to be
nasty that Public Law 78 added to the regi-
mentation of the farmer.)

"I think all this howling is apt to spoil
that image of the rugged individualist. In
fact someone is liable to question your sin-
cerity about the law of supply and demand."

FOREIGN AID: PRIVATE ENTER-
PRISE STYLE

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my remarks
at this point in the RECORD and to include
extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Missouri?

There was no objection.
Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Speaker, I wish the

Federal administration would spend just
one-hundreth the amount of time and
money publicizing the fine accomplish-
ments which continually go on in the
private sector of our society that it spends
in propagandizing what the Federal
Government is doing in the same areas.

For some years I have followed the
annual reports of the various U.S. com-
panies doing business abroad. One re-
port I have followed with particular in-
terest has been that of the Arabian-
American Oil Co., Aramco.

The particular parts of the annual
reports which have interested me the
most have been those which discuss the
employees. "Men of Aramco" and
"Aramco and the Community" are the
titles given the sections of the 1963 re-
port. Of greatest interest to me has
been the bar charts [not printed in
the RECORD] which, over a period of
years, have shown the continued increase
in employment of Arabian nationals,
both in absolute numbers and in percent-
ages. Accompanying these charts are

other charts which show the increase in
the advancement of the Arabian nation-
als to a position of higher pay and higher
responsibility, again in absolute num-
bers and in percentages.

The record is one which would make
any American proud, as I am certain it
makes the Arabian nationals involved
proud.

The other area of progress is in the
development of what our governmental
bureaucracy chooses to call infrastruc-
ture, which means to most of us, schools,
roads, sewers, hospitals, et cetera, those
physical structures which are essential
to a continued uplift of the standard of
living of any society.

A few months back I was told by an
ardent believer in increased Government
activity as opposed to increasing the
activity in the private sector that of
course you could not expect private en-
terprise, operating for a profit, to build
schools, roads, sewers, hospitals, and
so forth. "Government, of course, must
do that," he said. My reply was, "Well,
maybe you could not expect people in
private enterprise to do all that but the
answer is that they do it."

Of course private enterprise will al-
ways do that which is necessary to de-
velop a resource which has economic
value. In modern technologies this re-
quires great emphasis to be placed on
educating and training people, seeing
that the incidence of absenteeism from
sickness and accident is reduced to a
minimum, providing short hours, recre-
ation and vacation time to improve hu-
man efficiency, seeing that the children
get education and that there is retire-
ment for old age and disability, because
all that is an important consideration in
building up and holding together a good
labor force.

Certainly, private enterprise can ex-
ploit rather than build soundly if it is
shortsighted. However, a look at what
American private enterprise has done
and is doing all around the world shows
that most of what has been done is not
shortsighted at all. It is a source of
great pride and satisfaction and should
be to all Americans who will look at it
objectively, with fair criticism because
it can be improved.

Here follows the two sections I re-
ferred to, "Men of Aramco" and "Aramco
and the Community":

MEN OF ARAMCO
Aramco's regular employees in Saudi

Arabia at the close of the year numbered
12,988, of whom 10,391, or 80 percent, were
Saudi Arabs. Americans numbered 1,521, or
11.7 percent, and others 1,076, or 8.3 percent.

Nearly three-fourths of the Saudi Arab
employees had at least 10 years of service
with the company. Average annual income
of all Saudi Arab employees was $2,187, more
than double the average income in 1955. For
each hour worked, the average employee re-
ceived more than $1.10. This average hourly
wage compares with payments to manufac-
turing workers in the Netherlands, the
United Kingdom, Italy, and West Germany
ranging from an average of $0.55 to $1 an
hour, according to data published by the
United Nations in 1963.

Saudi Arab employees continued to ad-
vance to positions of greater responsibility.
At yearend, Saudi Arabs held more than 90
percent of all craft, maintenance, oil pro-
ducing, and processing jobs. They held more

than 95 percent of the transportation, sup-
ply and service jobs, and more than 70 per-
cent of the clerical jobs. Saudi Arab ad-
vancement in these types of work has been
achieved through work experience and train-
ing programs.

Saudi Arabs filled 75 percent of the first-
line supervisory positions. They also held
an increasing number of positions requiring
technical, professional, and administrative
and management skills. At yearend 42 per-
cent of the technical positions and 8 percent
of the professional positions were filled by
Saudi Arabs. They held 20 percent of the
unit, section and division head positions,
which require administrative and manage-
ment skills. As more employees move into
these positions, the company Is continuing
to emphasize training designed to qualify
them for greater responsibilities.

At the close of 1963, two-thirds of the
company's Saudi Arab employees were being
supervised directly by other Saudis.

MANAGEMENT COURSES CONDUCTED

During 1963, more than a third of the com-
pany's Saudi Arab employees enrolled in one
or more of Aramco's training courses, either
as part of their workday or voluntary dur-
ing leisure hours. Instruction was provided
at three industrial training centers and three
industrial training shops. Special manage-
ment courses included seminars, lectures,
and field trips to company installations.

One hundred and ten Saudi Arab employ-
ees received educational and training assign-
ments in the Middle East, the United King-
dom, and the United States. Each
assignment was part of an individual pro-
gram designed to prepare the employee for
a specific job or type of work.

Of these trainees, 82 took courses in sec-
ondary schools or universities in such fields
as accounting, agriculture, business adminis-
tration, education, engineering, and person-
nel management. Some did postgraduate
work in education, geology, and medicine.

Twenty-three employees attended techni-
cal schools and received instruction in pro-
duction technology, industrial safety, drill-
ing, television production, and photography,
and various crafts. Others had practical
work assignments, studied o oil operations
techniques used in the United States or
worked with companies specializing in
equipment used by Aramco.

BENEFITS PAYMENTS TOTAL $2.9 MILLION

Saudi Arab employees received $2,937,000
during the year as a result of various com-
pany benefits plans. Payments were for re-
tirements, disabilities, thrift plan rewards,
severance, resignation, death, and special
benefits.

Ninety-eight percent of the Saudi Arab
employees participated in the thrift plan
and their savings reached $6,083,000. As a
reward for thrift, the company matches the
savings of employees with 15 years of service.
Employees with less service receive rewards
on a graduated scale.
Length of service of Saudi Arab employees

25 years or more-------------------- 105
20 to 24 years---------------------- 293
15 to 19 years--------.------------. 3,024
10 to 14 years-------------------- 4,161
5 to 9 years----------------------- 2,127
Up to 4 years------.-------------. 681

Total-------------------- 10,391

INDUSTRIAL INJURIES REDUCED

Safety and health programs produced en-
couraging results. The rate of all industrial
injuries was reduced for the seventh succes-
sive year, declining from 51 to 50 per million
man-hours worked. The industrial disabling
injury rate declined from 2.5 to 2.4 per mil-
lion man-hours worked, which compares with
a worldwide American petroleum industry
rate of 7.27 for 1962.

1964
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Family health was stressed. Seventy-five
percent of the employees' wives received pre-
natal, maternal or child care instruction;
about half of the employees' children were
brought to company health centers for pre-
ventive examination. Mothers and children
attending health instruction clinics regularly
had a low incidence of serious disease.

More than 260,000 immunizations against
12 diseases were given employees and de-
pendents, including 6,500 vaccinations
against tuberculosis. Since 1958, diagnosed
cases of tuberculosis, whooping cough,
typhoid, poliomyelitis, and smallpox have
dropped sharply as a result of the company's
inoculation programs.

Spread of tuberculosis among employees'
families continued to decline as a result of
intensified search for the disease among de-
pendents. Fifty-six new cases were found,
compared with 109 during 1962.

The company spent $6,097,000 on medical
treatment for employees and their eligible
dependents and $689,000 on the treatment of
other persons.

EMPLOYEES ACQUIRE HOMES

Seven hundred and twenty-three Saudi
Arab employees built or purchased homes
through the homeownership program dur-
ing the year, bringing to 4,686 the total
number of homes so acquired by employees.
Most are located in the communities of the
Eastern Province, from Jubail in the north
to Hofuf in the south.

The average interest-free home loan made
to employees by the company during the
year was $7,282. Employees repay through
monthly installments 80 percent of the to-
tal amounts loaned; the company absorbs
20 percent. During 1963, Aramco made indi-
vidual loans totaling $5,542,000, bringing the
total amount loaned under the program to
$34,866,000. At yearend, 1963, employees
had repaid a total of $7,920,000.

TELEVISION PROGRAMING EXPANDED

Aramco athletic programs, libraries and the
company's television station and motion pic-
ture theaters attracted employees during
their leisure hours. Weekend afternoon TV
programs were begun; a relay station south
of Dhahran improved reception in Hofuf,
where many employees reside.

Twenty soccer teams engaged in league
soccer play; basketball, swimming, volleyball,
tennis, table tennis and billiards also were
popular. Under the sports teams exchange
program, Aramco teams visited Jiddah, Ku-
wait and Qatar and entertained teams from
those areas.

ARAMCO AND THE COMMUNITY

TWO GIRLS' SCHOOLS BUILT

Two schools for girls, the first such to
be built in the Eastern Province, were nearly
completed at yearend. The new schools are
located in al-Khobar and Rahimah; each ac-
commodates 300 girls in grades 1 through
6. Aramco also provided portable buildings
accommodating 600 girl students in Dam-
mam and Madinat Abqaiq.

An intermediate school for boys accommo-
dating 150 students was nearly completed
at Madinat Abqaiq, bringing to 18 the total
number of schools built by the company un-
der an agreement with the Saudi Arabian
Government. These schools become part of
the government school system.

Aramco established 60 scholarships for
Saudi Arab men and women students for
the school year 1963-64 in such fields as ag-
riculture, the sciences, engineering, educa-
tion, medicine, nursing, and business admin-
istration. Final selection of students is made
by the participating schools: Alexandria Uni-
versity, the American University of Beirut,
American University in Cairo, Beirut College
for Women, American School for Girls (Bei-
rut) and Harvard School of Public Health.

Under the same program, the company es-
tablished 52 scholarships for the 1963 sum-

mer term. Forty-three were for Saudi Arab
women in teacher training at Beirut College
for Women, nine for Saudi Arab men in li-
brarian training at American University of
Beirut.

TRACHOMA VACCINE PROMISING

A vaccine developed under the Harvard
School of Public Health-Aramco Trachoma
Research program proved successful in di-
minishing the attack rate of trachoma.

With the approval of the Ministry of
Health, a test vaccination program was car-
ried out in selected Eastern Province com-
munities. Among a group of children who
did not receive the vaccine, 52 percent de-
veloped clinical trachoma over a 6-month pe-
riod. By contrast, only 20 perecnt of those
children who received two injections of the
vaccine developed the eye disease. The vac-
cine used was composed of chemically inac-
tivated virus from the two different types of
trachoma common in Saudi Arabia and the
Middle East.

Late in the year, a Harvard-Aramco re-
search team began a new series of vaccina-
tions that will test improved vaccines devel-
oped under the program.

Aramco began the research program in co-
operation with Harvard in 1955. Strains of
the virus were isolated in 1958 and a vaccine
first was developed in 1959. By yearend
1963, the company had spent $1,108,000 on
the program.

Progress was made toward implementing an
Eastern Provine health project jointly un-
dertaken late in 1962 by the Ministry of
Health, the World Health Organization
(WHO), and Aramco. The Government com-
pleted and opened the 250-bed King Sa'ud
Base Hospital in Dammam in December; con-
struction began on a model community
health center in Safwa and the Government
and WHO appointed several administrative
and medical experts to the advisory group
that will integrate preventive and curative
medical services in the Eastern Province. As
its part in the program, Aramco supplied
medical personnel in advisory capacities and
is paying the costs for 2 years of 14 experts
to be selected by WHO. The project is de-
signed to provide the communities with med-
ical services, improve community hygiene,
and also serve as a training center for similar
projects in other areas of Saudi Arabia.

DESERT FARM PROJECT BEGUN

The Government embarked upon a $13 mil-
lion project as the first half of a 10-year plan
to bring into cultivation 12,000 acres of vir-
gin, uninhabited desert in the Wadi as-
Sahba. The area lies along the southern tip
of the Ghawar oilfield. The project was sug-
gested by Aramco as the result of informa-
tion obtained on water resources in the
course of developing the oilfield.

Designed to provide homesteads for some
1,200 families, the project first calls for the
establishment of a 100-acre research, dem-
onstration, and training center. The com-
pany will drill two test waterwells and, if
earlier hydrological findings are confirmed,
building of the center will begin. As a meas-
ure of assistance, Aramco then will install the
pilot irrigation system and provide services,
technicians, and special equipment during
the first 5 years of the development at a cost
of about $400,000.

In the Qatif area, technical assistance was
given the Saudi Arabian Government and the
Food and Agricultural Organization (FAO)
of the United Nations in implementing an
experimental farm and training center pro-
posed by the company. An extensive survey
of irrigation and drainage needs of the Qatif
area was essentially completed and detailed
irrigation plans were being prepared for the
Ministry of Agriculture.

Fifty farms and poultry producers assisted
by Aramco produced 2.4 million pounds of
produce, a third more than in 1962, and 204,-

000 dozen eggs, more than half again the
previous year's output.

Export of shrimp to the United States and
other markets was begun by a fishing com,
pany assisted through a guaranteed loan.
Similar loans helped establish a modern off.
set printing shop and a clothing factory in
Dammam. In the Hofuf area, a million
trees were planted by the Government under
a long-range sand control program developed
and recommended by the company.

POWER COMPANIES ASSISTED

Aramco again participated in programs de-
signed to reduce the cost of electric power
throughout Saudi Arabia.

Under a Government plan, the company
agreed to refund to the Government approxi.
mately 31 percent of the proceeds from sales
of diesel fuels and crude oil to specified
power companies. Such funds went into the
Government subsidy to power companies.

In the Eastern Province, Aramco supplied
power companies with reserve power from
its own system and assisted in the planning,
obtaining and installation of new equipment,
which resulted in a reduction of electricity
rates to the public.

BECKER CHALLENGES CELLER

Mr. BECKER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute, to revise and extend my re-
marks, and to include an article.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.
Mr. BECKER. Mr. Speaker, I would

like to dispel some very unjustifiable
claims made by the chairman of the
House Judiciary Committee; namely, the
gentleman from New York, Congressman
EMANUEL CELLER.

In an Associated Press statement
Wednesday, August 5, the gentleman
said:

Mail received by the committee, and Con-
gressmen in general, had reversed and then
was running heavily against any change in
the first amendment.

Mr. CELLER also said:
There is not the slightest doubt now that

Congress will never approve this amend.
ment.

I would challenge the statements made
by the Congressman:

First. My amendment does not in any
way change or alter the first amendment.
The Supreme Court did that.

Second. I challange the gentleman
from New York [Mr. CELLER], to bring
an amendment to the floor of the House.
If it is contention that Congress will
never approve it, then he should have
no concern about bringing it to the floor
for debate and vote.

I know he is afraid to do this, and it
is a tragedy that one man in the Con-
gress can so block the will of the Ameri-
can people.

I further challenge the gentleman's
statement that mail is running heavily
against an amendment to permit prayer
and Bible reading in public schools. I
have made a personal check with many
Members of the House, and the results of
many questionnaires sent out by Mem-
bers indicate clearly that the American
people are overwhelmingly in favor of
such an amendment. The answers on
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Members' questionnaires run between 75
to 95 percent in the affirmative.

I am inserting this newspaper article
following my remarks, and I say to the
chairman of the House Committee on
the Judiciary that I am perfectly willing
to have this matter come before the
House and go to the people through their
various State legislatures to determine
the will of the American people.

I challenge the gentleman from New
York [Mr. CELLERI to do the same.

The article follows:
GOP PLATFORM MAY REVIVE DRIVE FOR PRAYER

AMENDMENT

(By W. B. Ragsdale, Jr.)

WASHINGTON.-The Republican platform
may pump new life into a bitter controversy
that was dying down in Congress-whether
to amend the Constitution to permit prayer
and Bible reading in public schools.

A total of 146 proposed constitutional
amendments have been offered to offset Su-
preme Court decisions which said that re-
quired prayers and Bible reading in public
schools conflicted with the first amendment,
and-some contend-implied that any form
of prayer or Bible reading also would be
objectionable.

After lengthy hearings this spring, how-
ever, Representative EMANUEL CELLER, Demo-
crat, of New York, chairman of the House
Judiciary Committee, reported that fervent
support of such bills appeared to be slipping.

CELLER said mail received by the commit-
tee, and Congressmen in general, had re-
versed and then was running heavily against
any changes in the first amendment.

"There is not the slightest doubt, now,
that Congress will never approve this amend-
ment," he said. "The people have had a
chance to learn what really is involved here
and in the light of mature reflection and
sober judgment they have made it clear
they do not want the first amendment tam-
pered with."

CELLER'S comment was challenged by Rep-
resentative FRANK J. BECKER, Lynbrook Re-
publican, who is a sponsor of the proposed
amendment which has received the most
serious consideration.

Other developments seemed to bear out
CELLER'S opinion until the Republican plat-
form was announced July 14 in San Fran-
cisco. It concluded support of:

"A constitutional amendment permitting
those individuals and groups who choose to
do so to exercise their religion freely in
public places, provided religious exercises
are not prepared or prescribed by the State
or political subdivision thereof and no per-
son's participation therein is coerced, thus
preserving the traditional separation of
church and State."

This falls short of an all-out backing for
the Becker amendment, but it may draw
support from the same fundamentalist reli-
gions and conservative political groups that
support the Becker amendment.

BECKER'S amendment is a compromise
drafted from a number of other proposals.
It would add to the first amendment these
Words:

"Nothing in this Constitution shall be
deemed to prohibit the offering, reading
from, or listening to prayers or Biblical
Scriptures, if participation therein is on a
voluntary basis, in any governmental or pub-
lic school, institution, or place."

It all began in June, 1962, when the Su-
preme Court ruled that a State-prescribed
prayer for use in New York State public
schools was unconstitutional.

Two months after the decision, Justice
Tom C. Clark, breaking custom by comment-
ing on a specific decision, said this decision
had been wrongly interpreted as broader
than it actually was, and that this resulted

in the heaviest volume of critical mail in
years. He stressed that it was limited to
the simple question of whether a State could
write a prayer and circulate it to State-
employed teachers with instructions that
their pupils recite in unison each morning.

But a year after the first prayer decision,
the High Court in ruling on Pennsylvania,
Maryland, and Florida cases, declared that
Bible reading and recitation of the Lord's
Prayer, as required exercises in public
schools, conflicted with the first amend-
ment.

The decision was worded so that there ap-
peared to be no room for a schoolteacher to
hold such exercises on his own, since public
school teachers are government employees.

At first, reaction among church leaders
and laymen alike was overwhelmingly criti-
cal. Gradually, however, the major church
groups endorsed the prayer decisions as a
necessary step to retain separation of church
and state.

The National Council of Churches and
most major Protestant groups have gone on
record against the Becker amendment. Ro-
man Catholic officials have divided on the
issue, but the churches' bishops in the
United States were advised by their legal
counsel to go slow regarding any changes in
the first amendment.

Historically, the Supreme Court has had
little to say on the subject of religious ob-
servances in schools.

In March 1948 the High Court ruled un-
constitutional religious instruction in pub-
lic schools on a voluntary basis.

But in April 1952 the Supreme Court ap-
proved New York's released-time program
which frees public schoolchildren from
school 1 hour a week for out-of-school reli-
gious instruction.

THE SITUATION IN CYPRUS

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, I asked
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Kentucky?

There was no objection.
Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, the situa-

tion in Cyprus remains critical as two of
our NATO allies, Greece and Turkey, at-
tempt to prevent open conflict between
themselves. As I pointed out in an arti-
cle appearing in the February 17, 1964,
issue of the Washington World, the So-
viet Union was the only nation, then, to
put itself openly and formally on record
with a formal note supporting the Greek
Cypriots and giving them assurances of
being safeguarded in their efforts to vio-
late the 1960 treaty which made possible
the independence of Cyprus. This arti-
cle also points out that most of the news
media now consider that the Commu-
nists, through such organizations as the
Greek Union of Farmers, the Small
Traders' Union, the Democratic Union
of Greek Women and the Pan-Cyprian
Peace Committee, now control 40 per-
cent of the Greek Cypriot population.

You may remember that in a speech
here on this House floor on February 5,
1964, Isuggested that President Makarios
was refusing to negotiate within the
framework of NATO-even though all of
the other interested parties had agreed
to do so-in order to have support from
the Soviet Union in the United Nations.
The activities in the United Nations on
Sunday would indicate that my supposi-

tion in this regard was true. The Cyprus
fighting, it seems clear to me, under-
lines the bankruptcy of this country's
foreign policy and the ineffectiveness of
the United Nations today.

I would now emphasize, Mr. Speaker,
that had the administration not re-
moved the U.S.-NATO rockets from
Turkey, the Russians would never have
dared try to get a base in the Mediter-
ranean at Cyprus. It is noteworthy
that, in the U.N. on last Sunday, the
Soviet Union and its stooge, Czechoslo-
vakia, abstained from the formal vote on
the cease-fire resolution and news re-
ports make clear that the Cypriot dele-
gation was vigorously supported by these
two Communist countries. It it very
interesting that Greece did not support
the Greek Cypriots in their effort to pre-
vent the passage of the cease-fire resolu-
tion. Nevertheless, the Cypriot delega-
tion, along with vigorous support of these
two Communist council members, was
successful in stalling the vote for over
3 hours. This we know comes on
the heels of the communique from Khru-
shchev to Turkey demanding a halt of
military operations against Cyprus.

The United Nations forces, so effec-
tive against defenseless African ele-
ments, has been unable to maintain
peace on Cyprus where the Greek Com-
munists have tried to massacre the
Turks. Turkey has thus been forced to
try to defend the anti-Communist Turks
living on the island only 40 miles off the
Turkish coast.

Today the administration has us in
this position. We are doing nothing
about Cuba on our very doorstep where
Soviet troops and weapons are poised,
but we are fighting a hot war right up
against China and much nearer to Rus-
sia-12,000 miles away from our shores
in Vietnam. At the same time, Com-
munists are whipping up racial disorders
and riots within our own country, de-
spite the admonitions of more responsi-
ble Negro leaders.

My question then is, quite frankly,
this: Is President Johnson and the ad-
ministration going to allow the Rus-
sians too, at long last, get into the Medi-
terranean through the instrumentality
of the United Nations? I notice he is
talking about Cyprus with Prime Min-
ister Lester "Wheat Sale" Pearson,
whose actions usually end up helping the
Soviets.

WATER, WATER, EVERYWHERE
Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent to extend my remarks
at this point in the RECORD and include
extraneous matter.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.
Mr. ROOSEVELT. Mr. Speaker, to-

day I have introduced a bill to authorize
investigations and reports on the water
resources and requirements of the Colo-
rado River Basin, and to protect existing
economies in the course of development
of such resources. This bill necessarily
encompasses every known aspect of this
field, and I should like to discuss for a
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