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CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by

the Senate July 25, 1962:
U.S. DISTRICT JUDGE

Noel P. Fox, of Michigan, to be U.S. district

judge for the western district for Michigan.
U.S. ATTORNEY

Donald A. Wine, of Iowa, to be U.S. attor-
ney for the southern district of Iowa for the
term of 4 years.

WITHDRAWAL

Executive nomination withdrawn from
the Senate July 25, 1962:
U.S. MARSHAL
John L. Di Benedetto, of New York, to be
U.8. marshal for the southern district of
New York, vice Thomas J. Lunney, term
expired, sent to the Senate March 20, 1962,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
WepNESDAY, JuLy 25, 1962

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Braskamp,
D.D., offered the following prayer:

Psalm 29: The Lord will give strength
unto His people. He will bless them with
peace.

O Thou God of all grace and goodness,
may nations everywhere abandon their
sordid scramble for prestige and power
and gain a new vision which is radiant
with the promise and assurance of jus-
tice and righteousness, of freedom and
fraternity.

Inspire us to give authentic and en-
thusiastic expression to the mind of the
Prince of Peace for we know that there
can be no security and blessedness for
mankind until we follow His ways of
mutual welfare.

Grant that as partners in a great and
glorious enterprise we may feel con-
strained to put forth a more heroic effort
in behalf of a nobler issue of personal
character and a finer social order.

Hear us in the name of the Prince of
Peace. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

CONTINUING APPROPRIATIONS
FOR THE MONTH OF AUGUST

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that it may be in
order tomorrow to take up for consider-
ation a House joint resolution to provide
continuing appropriations for the month
of August.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE APPRO-
PRIATION BILL, 1963

Mr. CANNON. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the managers
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on the part of the House have until mid-
night tonight to file a conference report
on H.R. 11289, the Department of De-
fense appropriation bill for the fiscal
vear 1963.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

DEPARTMENTS OF LABOR AND
HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WEL-
FARE, AND RELATED AGENCIES
APPROPRIATION BILL, 1963

Mr. FOGARTY. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 10904)
making appropriations for the Depart-
ments of Labor and Health, Education,
and Welfare, and related agencies for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1963, with
Senate amendments thereto, disagree to
the Senate amendments, and agree to
the conference requested by the Senate.

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

Mr. LAIRD. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. Speaker, and I shall not ob-
ject, may I state that the Senate has
added a considerable amount of money
to several sections of this bill over and
above President Kennedy's budget re-
quest. It is my hope that we can bring
back those Senate amendments which
add funds to this bill in disagreement.
In this way we can have separate votes
on these increases here on the floor of
the House. Many Members of the House
have contacted me hoping that they
would have an opportunity to have a sep-
arate vote on increases of the other body.
Certainly, if I am appointed as one of the
conferees, I shall try to give the House
the opportunity to have such a vote and
work its will.

Mr. Speaker, I assure this House that
if appointed to this conference commit-
tee, I will do everything in my power to
uphold the appropriation level estab-
lished in the House-passed bill.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. FounTain]
may extend his remarks at this point in
the RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the genfleman from
Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

Mr. FOUNTAIN. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to associate myself with the
views just expressed by the gentleman
from Wisconsin [(Mr. Lairp], relative to
bringing back to the House in disagree-
ment any items in the appropriations
for the National Institutes of Health
which the Senate conferees insist upon
increasing above the amounts approved
by the House. I take this position be-
cause the Committee on Government Op-
erations, in a unanimous report issued
last month—House Report No. 1958—
found serious deficiencies in the man-
agement of the National Institutes of
Health. The committee has made an
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intensive study during the past 3 years
of the administration of the NIH grant
programs. Although serious manage-
ment weaknesses were brought to the
agency's attention in April 1961—House
Report No. 321—relatively little effective
action has vet been taken by NIH to cor-
rect these shortcomings which it has
acknowledged.

I would remind my colleagues of the
tremendous growth of appropriations for
the Nationa] Institutes of Health in re-
cent years. Between 1950 and 1962, ap-
propriations for NIH have increased by
approximately 15 times, from a level of
around $50 million in 1950, to well over
$700 million last year. Appropriations
for research and training grants to non-
governmental scientists alone have in-
creased by more than 26 times. Few
public programs have grown at such a
rapid rate. It is not surprising, there-
fore, that officials of the agency have ex-
perienced organizational and manage-
ment problems in administering these
Programs.

The investigation made by the Com-
mittee on Government Operations has
demonstrated that the NIH grant pro-
grams are not being administered in an
efficient and economical manner. To
increase the appropriation for these pro-
grams in the absence of effective man-
agement can only result in greater waste
and inefficiency. It is my belief that
the funds which are now spent unnec-
essarily as a result of inadequate review
procedures would go a long way toward
financing those new projects which are
found to merit support during 1963.
Surely, with the additional $60.4 million
already voted by the House, there will
be more than enough money available
for support of all meritorious health re-
search and training. I can see no pos-
sible justification for inecreasing the NIH
appropriation still another $60 million
as proposed by the other body.

Mr. Speaker, I believe it would be a
serious mistake, and a disservice to the
cause of medical research and to the
taxpaying publie, if appropriations for-
the National Institutes of Health were
increased beyond the House amount be-
fore the agency has strengthened its
capability for administering these pro-
grams efficiently. I intend to bring to
the attention of the House in more
detail the reasons why the House con-
ferees should not agree to increasing
these appropriations above the $840,-
800,000—plus $50 million for health re-
search facilities—already authorized by
the House,

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object, will the gentleman
tell us when this bill passed the House
of Representatives, how long ago?

Mr. FOGARTY. It passed in the
month of March. I do not have the
exact date.

Mr. GROSS. The month of March,
4 or 5 months ago?

Mr. FOGARTY. Yes, it was just
passed in the other body last week.

Mr. GROSS. Maybe my memory is
failing me, but it was so long ago I could
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not remember how long the Senate has
been sitting on this bill.

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

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Rhode
Island? The Chair hears none and ap-
points the following conferees: Messrs.
FoGARTY, DENTON, CannoN, Lamp, and
TABER.

PUERTO RICO'S BIRTHDAY: COM-
MONWEALTH DAY

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, 10 years
ago today, July 25, the Commonwealth
of Puerto Rico was proclaimed in effect.
This was one of the most significant
dates in man’s entire colonial history.
Without the slightest violenee and with
the fondest expressions of esteem for the
parent country, the Puerto Rican people
became virtually autonomous in loeal
affairs, while happily accepting control
from Washington in foreign affairs as
well as in certain national objectives. It
was not so much a revolution as a com-
ing of age. The Federal Government and
the Puerto Rican people agreed that the
latter were well able to take care of
themselves.

The results of this friendliest of asso-
ciations have been sensational. Puerto
Rico truly is a showcase for democracy,
and has inspired oppressed and im-
poverished peoples the world over.

The Puerto Rican people who live in
the States take pride in the accomplish-
ments of their island brethern; but they
can also point to contributions and at
tributes of their own. Distinguished
mainland Puerto Ricans are found in
many and diverse fields. Rita Moreno,
Jose Ferrer, and Juano Hernandez have
long been among the more noted film
and stage stars. Graciela Rivera has
charmed Metropolitan Opera audiences.
Vie Power and Jim Rivera, among others,
have been major league baseball stars.
Puerto Ricans have risen to important
business and professional positions; and
have occupied posts in various branches
of National, State, and local government.

The Puerto Ricans who have settled
in my home city of Springfield, Mass.,
brought with them the Latin customs of
their island, their strong family ties and
strong religious feelings that have made
Puerto Ricans a stable, industrious and
productive people. Every summer the
Springfield Puerto Rican community
sponsors a San Juan Festival of music,
gaiety, and native dances largely at-
tended and greatly appreciated by their
neighbors and public officials. During
the festival the Puerto Ricans demon-
strate to us that they are wholesome, fun
loving and gay people, justifiably proud
of their past island traditions now
blended into the mores of the mainland.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Mr. Speaker, an editorial entitled
“Puerto Rico’s Birthday,” from today's
New York Times, follows:

PueERTO RICO'S BIRTHDAY

A generation ago Puerto Rico was one of
the problem children of the Caribbean, al-
though its problem was not violence or
revolutionary tendencies but poverty. If the
island had not been so poor, we would not
have so many Puerto Ricans in the city of
New York. We are having fewer such mi-
grants now and presumably will have fewer
still, for the little country is not so poor as
it used to be. When it became a common-
wealth 10 years ago, its per capita income
in current dollars was about $318. Today
it is about $621.

A great part of this progress can be
traced to the work of Gov. Luis Mufioz-
Marin, who has been continuously Gover-
nor since 1948, Governor Muifioz-Marin,
who got his higher education in New York
City, strikes those who know him as almost
an old-fashioned American Progressive. He
has drawn around him some of the most
gifted young people in his island and set
them to work In developing new housing,
new industries, better sanitation and a
higher level of education. The tragedy of
tyranny has never afflicted Puerto Rico as
it has at various times Cuba, the Domini-
can Republic and Haiti. There is no island
in the Caribbean that has a seemingly more
prosperous future, no island flag that flies
more proudly than the Lone Star of the
Puerto Rican Commonwealth.

As a political device the Commonwealth
experiment has worked out smoothly. The
Puerto Ricans are citizens of the United
States, although they do not vote for Presi-
dent unless they migrate to the mainland;
they rely on us for their protection, and
their citizens serve in our armed forces. On
this, the birthday of the Commonwealth, we
hopefully wish the island and its people
well.

TREASURY, POST OFFICE, EXECU-
TIVE OFFICE OF PRESIDENT, AND
CERTAIN INDEPENDENT AGEN-
CIES APPROPRIATIONS, 1963

Mr. GARY. Mr. Speaker, I call up
the conference report on the bill (H.R.
10526) making appropriations for the
Treasury and Post Office Departments,
the Executive Office of the President,
and certain independent agencies for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1963, and for
other purposes, and ask unanimous con-
sent that the statement of the managers
on the part of the House be read in lieu
of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from WVir-
ginia?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

The conference report and statement
are as follows:

ConrFeERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. NO. 2028)
‘The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
10526) making appropriations for the Treas-
ury and Post Office Departments, the Execu-
tive Office of the Presidemt, and certain
independent agencies for the fiscal year end-
ing June 380, 1063, and for other purposes,
having met, after full and free conference,
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have agreed to recommend and do recom-
mend to their respective Houses as follows:

That the Senate recede from its amend-
ments numbered 9, 16, and 18.

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendments of the Senate
numbered 6, 15, and 19, and agree to the
same.

Amendment mumbered 1: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 1, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert *“$4,510,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 2: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 2, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the matter proposed by said
amendment insert “sixty”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 3: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 3, and agree to
the same with an amendment, as follows: In
lieu of the matter proposed by said amend-
ment Insert “fifty”; and the Senate agree to
the same.

Amendment numbered 4: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 4, and agree to
the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the matter proposed by said
amendment insert “fifty”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 5: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 5, and agree to
the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert *“$64,776,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 7: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 7, and agree to
the same with an amendment, as follows:
In leu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert “$33,330,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 8: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 8, and agree to
the same with an amendment, as follows: In
lieu of the sum proposed by said amendment
insert ''$32,350,000”; and the Senate agree
to the same.

Amendment numbered 10: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 10, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the matter proposed by said amend-
ment insert “one hundred”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 11: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 11, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert “$12,800,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 12: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 12, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amencd-
ment insert $486,000,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 13: That the House
recede from 1ts disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 13, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the matter proposed by said
amendment insert “eighty-one”; and the
Senate agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 14: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate mumbered 14, and agree




1962

to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by sald amend-
ment insert “§5475,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 17: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 17, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “‘$594,500,000”; and the Senate
agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 20: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 20,.and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$5,650,000"; and the Senate
agree to the same.

J. VaveHAN Gary,

OTtTO E. PASSMAN,

CLARENCE CANNON,

JoEN R. PILLION,
Managers on the Part of the House.

A, WnrLizs ROBERTSON,

MixE MONRONEY,

ALAN BIBLE,

CarL HAYDEN,

Romax L. HRUSKA,

GoRrpON ALLOTT,

Orin D. JOHNSTON,

JouN L. MCCLELLAN,

Taomais H, KUCHEL,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

ETATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at
the conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendments of the
Senate to the bill (HR. 10526) making ap-
propriations for the and Post Office
Departments, the Executive Office of the
President, and certain independent agen-
cles for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1963,
and for other purposes, submit the following
statement in explanation of the effect of
the action agreed upon and recommended
in the accompanying conferemce report as
to each of such amendments, namely:

TITLE I—~TREASURY DEPARTMENT
Office of the Secretary

Amendment No. 1—Appropriates $4,510,000
for salaries and expenses instead of $4,480,000
as proposed by the House and $4,540,000
as proposed by the Senate.

Bureau of Customs

Amendments Nos. 2, 3, and 4—Allow pur-
chase of 60 passenger motor vehicles of which
50 shall be for replacement, including 50
police type.

Amendment No. 5—Appropriates #$64,-
775,000 for salaries and expenses, instead of
$64,600,000 as proposed by the House and
$65,300,000 as propesed by the Senate.

Coast Guard

Amendment No. 8—Appropriates $220,-
000,000 for operating expenses as propoesed
by the Senate instead of $217,500,000 as pro-
posed by the House.

Amendment WNo, T—Appropriates $33,-
230,000 for acquisition, construction, and im-

ents instead of $25000,000 as

posed by the House and 39,000,000 as

by the Senate. The increase over
the House allowance provides for replace-
ment of one patrol craft at $4,250,000, re-
placement of one coastal tender at $3,000,000,
and replacement of three harbor tugs at a
total of $1,080,000.

Amendment No. 8—Appropriates $32,350,~
00D for retired pay instead of $32,000,000 as
proposed by the House and $32,700,000 as
proposed by the Senate.

Internal Revenie Service

Amendments Nos. 9 and 10—Allow pur-
chase of 200 vehicles for replacement only,
of which 100 may be for police-type use.
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Amendment No. 11—Provides $12,300,000
for temporary employment instead of $12,-
000,000 as proposed by the House and $12,-
600,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No, 12—Appropriates $486,-
000,000 for salaries and expenses instead of
$480,000,000 as proposed by the House and
$402,000,000 as proposed by the Senate.

U.S. Secret Bervice

Amendment No. 13—Allows 81 vehicles in-
stead of 74 as proposed by the House and 89
as proposed by the Senate.

Amendment No, 14—Appropriates $5,475,~
000 for salaries and expenses instead of
$5,300,000 as proposed by the House and
$5,650,000 as proposed by the Senate.

TITLE II—POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT
Research, development, and engineering
Amendment No. 15—Appropriates $12,-

000,000 as proposed by the Senate instead
of $10,000,000 as proposed by the House,
Operations

Amendment No. 16—Appropriates $3,535,-
000,000 as proposed by the House instead of
$3,548,500,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Transportation

Amendment No. 17—Appropriates $504,-
500,000 instead of $590,000,000 as proposed by
the House and $599,000,000 as proposed by
the Senate.

Facilities

Amendment No. 18—Appropriates $167,-
000,000 as proposed by the House instead of
$173,000,000 as proposed by the Senate.

Plant and equipment

Amendment No. 19—Appropriates $120,-
000,000 as proposed by the Senate instead of
$116,000,000 as proposed by the House.

TITLE II—EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
Bureau of the Budget

Amendment No. 20—Appropriates $5,650,-
000 for salaries and e instead of 85,-
600,000 as proposed by the House and $5,677,-
000 as proposed by the Senate.

J. VaucHAN GARY,
OtT0o E. PASSMAN,
CLARENCE CANNON,
JorN R. PiLuiON,
Managers on the Part of the House.

The SPEAKER. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Virginia [Mr.
GARY.

Mr. GARY. Mr. Speaker, this is the
first regular appropriation bill to be re-
ported out of conference since the little
alterecation we have had with Members
of the other body. I will report to the
House that by unamimous request the
chairman of the House conferees pre-
sided over the conference. It wasa very
harmonious session and everybody was
in a good humor. We arrived at a very
fair and satisfactory settlement of the
differences between the two bodies.

The total amount agreed upon in con-
ference was $5,489,781,000. When the
bill first came before the House, the
House cut the reguests $113 million.
The Senate restored $65 million of that
amount. The conference figure is $28
million above the House figure, but $37
million below the Senate figure.

I might add that of the $28 million
that was added by the Senate, $11 mil-
lion was for the U.S. Coast Guard.

Of that amout, $2,500,000 was for
special expenditures incident fo the re-
cent terrific storm along the Atlentie
coast. That storm came after the
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House had passed its bill, and it was
an unanticipated expense at that time.
After the House had passed its bill the
Coast Guard found that the storm had
cost them $2,500,000, and they asked the
Senate to add that amount. The
Senate did add it. We thought it was
z.opixéoper addition and we readily agreed

The rest of the $11 million for the
Coast Guard was for shipbuilding. Our
committee had recommended that no al-
lowance be made for the shipbuilding
program in the House bill because of
the fact that we have, over a long period
of time, been trying to get a long-range
plan for maintenance of various Coast
Guard facilities such as airplanes, ships,
and shore installations. They have
been working on development of such
a plan for a long time. The report had
not been presented to our subcommittee.
The present long-range plan for air-
planes was submitted to the House some
5 years ago and we are now operating
under that plan.

I may say that the purpose of such
a plan is that we may take care of re-
placements in a more orderly way in-
stead of having them come in and agk-
ing for all the replacements in one year
and none the next. It would mean a
more uniform expenditure for replace-
ments in these three categories.

In an effort to force the report we
refused to put anything in our bill for
ship construction until that report was
submitted. The report has been com-
pleted now, and we agreed to a restora-
tion of part of the funds that had been
stricken by the House. We had stricken
$14 million. We agreed to a restoration
of $8.3 million.

Another $11 million was for the In-
ternal Revenue Service. Frankly, we
feel that the additional amount of $11
million for Internal Revenue is more
than was necessary, but the Senate was
very insistent on this item. They felt
that we needed more revenue agents in
order to raise the large sums of money
required at the present time to operate
the Government. We finally agreed to a
restoration of $11 million for that item
for which they had added $17 million.

There were very few restorations out-
side of those two items, which took up
$22 million of the $28 million that the
report shows over and above the House
bill,

I think you will want to know some-
thing about personnel. When this bill
was first presented to us 20,696 addi-
tional personnel were requested. Alarge
part of that was for the Post Office De-
partment. You understand that the per-
sonnel in the Post Office Department de-
pends on the volume of mail We
thought during World War II we had
reached the peak of volume in the Post
‘Office, but strange to say the volume
has increased every single year since
the war and it is now increasing steadily
each year.

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

Mr. GARY. I yield.
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Mr. GROSS. It is not only a question
of mail volume, it is also a problem of

expanded delivery areas. Is that not
correct?
Mr. GARY. That is correct, and in

addition to the increased volume, they
are increasing and extending their serv-
ices to areas that heretofore have not
enjoyed adequate postal services.

Mr. GROSS. Yes, the increased ap-
propriation is required for that reason as
well as the increase in volume of mail.

Mr. GARY. The gentleman is cor-
rect, and I thank him for his contribu-
tion.

As we did not feel the 20,696 employees
requested were necessary, in the House
bill that number was reduced to 11,213.
In the Senate bill it was raised to 16,300.

In this conference report there are
12,668 additional employees which we
think will adequately take care of the ex-
panding departments and the increased
volume of mail.

Mr. Speaker, I have given the high-
lights of this conference report. I shall
be glad to answer any questions. I feel
that we have arrived at a fair compro-
mise; and, as I say, this is not a 50-50
cut, but the House has an advantage.
Thirty-seven million dollars has been
cut from the Senate bill and only $28
million has been added to the House bill.
So it is a split of 3 to 2.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?
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Mr. GARY. I yield to the gentleman
from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. I note an increase in
both vehicles and in the appropriation
for the Secret Service over and above
the original House figure. It would be
my hope, I may say to the gentleman,
that some of the extracurricular activ-
ities we have noted of late with reference
to the Secret Service might be dispensed
with so that we can stop the steady in-
crease in the personnel and expenditures
for the Secret Service.

Mr. GARY. I may say to the gentle-
man this represents a very substantial
cut in the number of employees and in
the amount of money that the Secret
Service requested. We felt some in-
crease was necessary on account of the
counterfeiting activities. We are hav-
ing a great deal of trouble these days
with counterfeiting. Most of these ad-
ditional employees will be employed in
connection with the law enforcement
activities of the Secret Service which is
a very important activity.

Mr. GROSS. I hope that is the case,
but from some of the pictures and news
stories I have been reading, that is not
exactly the whole story.

Mr, GARY. I will say to the gentle-
man that our committee has never re-
duced any amount we felt necessary to
guard the life of the President of the
United States and his family.
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Mr. GROSS. I want the President of
the United States and his family to have
all the protection that is necessary, but
I do not know of any reason why Secret
Service operatives should be operating
speedboats to tow people around water
skiing and other activities along that
line, I will say to the gentleman.

Mr. GARY. I think that is a matter
we will have to leave up to the Secret
Service. They are charged with a speci-
fic duty, under the law. The manner of
performing that duty is an administra-
tive detail which they must determine.
The Congress of the United States can-
not undertake to handle the administra-
tive affairs of the Secret Service.

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

Mr. GARY. 1 yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr., PILLION. Mr. Speaker, I concur
fully in the statement of the gentleman
from Virginia. This conference report
represents a favorable and a most
equitable settlement of the differences
between the House and Senate bills.
The House was able to retain about
three-fourths of the original cuts made
by the House in the bill, and I recom-
mend that the conference report be
agreed to.

Mr. GARY. I thank the gentleman.

Mr, Speaker, in further explanation of
this conference report, I include as a
part of my remarks the following table:

Treasury, Post Office, and Executive Office appropriation bill, 1963 (H.R. 10526)

Conference action compared with—
Budget Passed Passed Conference i
Ttem estimates House Senate action
Budget House Benate
estimate
TITLE [—TREASURY DEPARTMENT
Offico of the Secretary. $4, 660, 000 $4, 480, 000 $4, 540, $4, 510, 000 —$150, 000 +$30, 000 —&30, 000
3 slilal:fe?coodunbs 3, 838, 000 3, 800, 000 3, 800, 000 3, 800, 000 38, 000
a and ex; s ] . 1 - “a 602
Salaries and (‘xg:lrllses, Division of Disbursement__ 26, 975, 000 ‘16,600: 26, 500, 000 2&:500.000 —475,000 |_.._. 3
Total, Burean of Accounts.. 30, 813, 000 30, 300, 000 30, 300, 000 30, 300, 000 —513,000 |..... =
Bureau of Customs. 66, 000, 000 64, 600, 000 65, 300, 000 64,775,000 | —1,225,000 175, 000 525, 000
Bureau of Engravmg and l’rluung, “air co
buildings 300, 000 300, 000 300, 000 300,000 |____
Burea of the Mint__ .. .Li._ . icimeemcmenmeen 6, 680, 000 6, 480, 000 o, 480, 000 6,480,000
BrvearpENareoles e - | L S aeeeseem—e 4, 580, 000 4, 580, 000 , 580, 4,580,000 |_______
Burean of the Public B e e : 48, 000, 000 47, 750, 00O 47, 750, 000 47, ?50,000
Coast Guard: i
Opcrutingespmw S I 220, 000, 000 217, 500, 000 220, 000, 000 220,000,000 | .. __.__._. 42,500,000 | ... . __
cté nisition, construction, and improvement 39, 000, 000 000, 000 38, 000, 000 33, 330, 000 5, 670, 000 +8, 330, 000 —35, 670, 000
Retired pay 32, 700, 000 32, 000, 000 32, 700, 000 32, 350, 000 —350, 000 -850, 000 —330, (00
Reserve training. - 16, 500, 000 16, 500, 000 16, 500, 000 16, 500,000 |_....... 5 =g s
Total, Coast Guard. . L e e R - 308, 200, 000 201, 000, 000 308, 200, 000 302, 180, 000 =8, 020, 000 <11, 180, 000 —, 020 (‘KB
Tnternal Revenue Se;vlu ________________________________ 513, 000, 000 480, 000, 000 492, 000, 000 486,000,000 |  —27, 000, 000 000, 000 —8, 000,
Office of the Treasurer. . 16, 675, 000 16, 450, 000 16, 450, 000 16, 450, 000 ool MR dcho M T, o bond
T Mt&gm 5, 850, 000 5, 300, 000 5, 650, 000 5, 475, 000
3 and ex i A h , 475, —375, 000 175, 000 —175
Balacies and xpensee, Whits House Pouoe ........... 1,216,000 1,216, 000 1, 216, 000 1,216,000 | . e B e, i
Sslarivs and expenses, guard force. ey 366, 000 369, 000 369, 000 369, 000 A AR PR ot SRR I
Total, U.8. Becret Serv. S 7, 435, 000 6, 885, 000 235, 000 =375, 000 175, 000 —175,
Fund for paymentol‘lossealnshipment .................. (525, 000) (525, 000) (525, 000) 000)|. . - ... - 3 i 7 ,00(_'
Total, title I. Treasury Department............... 1, 006, 343, 000 952, 825, 000 083, 135, 000 970, 385, 000 —36, 058,000 | <17, 560, 000 —12, 750, 000
TITLE [I—POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT
Pa; ml.\nt tur Public Bervices : (s 800, QD 1 o e e e e e e A7, 800, 0000 - - s b e s e
d’x'n ovn. operation and research._........ 91, 194, 000 S 194 -
regional opant[on-_-- 500,
Remoh. devalopment, PR T T T A S R
Opetl ons..... 3, 562, 000, 000
- 601, 500, 000
177, 000, 000
P]anl: audequlpmmt 000, 000
Total, title II, Post Office Department. ... --.- 4, 553, 604, 000
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Treasury, Post Office, and Executive Office appropriation bill, 1963 (H.R. 10526)—Continued
P P Conference action compared with—
Item estimates Honse Benate action
Budget Honse Senste
estimato
TITLE IH—EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE FEESIDENT
Compensation of the President $150, 000 $150,000 £130, 000
White House Office 2, 545, 000 2, 545, D00 2, 545, 000
1, 500, 000 1,500, 000 1, 500, 00O
“xecutive Mansionand grounds . _____ 658,000 | 58, 000 658, 000
Burean dﬂmm < 5,677,000 &, 600, 000 &, 677, 000
il of B 584,000 | 584, 000 584, 000
National Security cunnr-n . 530, 000 550, 000 50, 000
Total, title 111, Executive Office of the President... 11, 664, 000 11, 587, 000 11,4664, 000
TITLE TV—FUXDS APPROFEIATED TO THE PERSIDENT |
Emergency fund Tor the; ident 1, 000, 000 1, 000, D00 1,080, 000 1, 000, 000 . ST, [P S e =5
Expenses of p t , 000 ; 200, 200,000 |-._ S e
Total, title IV—Funds appropriated to the Presi-
dent 1, 200, 000 1,200, 000 1, 200, 000 1, 200, 000
TITLE V—INDEPENDENT AGENCIES
Tax Court of the United States__________________________. 1, VB4, 000 1, 784,000 1, VB4, 000 1,784,000 { . ______ % -
Advisery Commission on Intergovernmental Relations___ 375,000 875, 000 875,000 375, 000 Ly ey
President’s Advisory Committee on Labor-Management -
Palicy. 326, 000 300, 000 800, 000 300, 000 — 26, 000 a
Total, tifle V, independent agencies. ... 2, 485,000 | 2, 459,000 2,450,000 2, 459, 000 —26, 000 <
Grand total, titles T, IT, 11T, IV, and V... 5, 575,386,000 5,461,871, 000 | 5,526,558,000 | 5,489, 781,000 [ —85,605,000 | 28,110,000 |  —36,777 000
Mr. GARY. Mr. Speaker, I move the The resolution was agreed to. ants, experts, investigators, attorneys, and

previous question on the conference
report.
The previous guestion was ordered.
The SPEAEKER. The question is on
the conference report.
The conference report was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. GARY. Mr. Speaker, Iask unani-
mous consent to revise and extend my
remarks and to include a table with
reference to the conference report just
adopted. ’

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

There was no objection.

SPECIAL AND SELECT COMMITTEE
TO CONDUCT AN INVESTIGATION
AND STUDY OF THE ADMINISTRA-
TION OF THE EXPORT CONTROL
ACT OF 1949

Mr. FRIEDEL. Myr. Speaker, hy di-
rection of the Committee on House Ad-
ministration I call up House Resolution
704 and ask for its immediate consid-

eration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Resolved, That the further expenses of the
investigation and study to be conducted by
the select committee created by H. Res. 403,
not to exceed $10,000, including expenditures
for the employment of investigators, attor-
neys, and clerical, stenographic, and other
assistants, shall be paid out of the contin-
gent fund of the House on vouchers author-
ized by such committee, signed by the chair-
man thereof, and approved by the Committee
on House Administration.

The official stenographers to commitiees
may be used at all meetings held in the
District of Columbia unless otherwise offi-
clally engaged.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

COMMITTEE ON POST OFFICE AND
CIVIL SERVICE

Mr. FRIEDEL. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on House Ad-
ministration I call up House Resolution
705 and ask for its immediate considera-
tion.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Resolved, That the further expenses of
conducting the investigations and studies
authorized by H. Res. 75 of the Elghty-sev-
enth Congress, incurred by the Committee
on Post Office and Clvil Service, acting as a
whole or by subcommittee, not to exceed
$25,000, including expenditur»s for the em-
ployment of investigators, attorneys, and
clerical, stenographic, and other assistants,
shall be paid out of the contingent fund of
the House on vouchers authorized by such
committee or subcommittee, signed by the
chairman of such committee, and approved
by the Committee on House Adminlistration.

Srz. 2. The official committee reporters
may be used at all hearings held in the
District of Columbia if not otherwise offi-
cially engaged.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
tahle.

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE

Mr. FRIEDEL. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on House Ad-
ministration I call up House Resolution
728 and ask for its immediate considera-
tion.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Resolved, That the further expenses of con-
ducting the studies and investigations au-
thorized by H. Res. 86, Eighty-seventh
Congress, incurred by the Committee on
Agriculture, acting as a whole or by subcom-
mittee, not to exceed $25,000, including ex-
penditures for the employment of account-

clerical, stenographic, and other assistants,
shall be paid out of the contingent fund of
the House, on vouchers authorized by such
committee, signed by the chairman of such
committee, and approved by the Committee
on House Administration.

Sec. 2, The official committee Teporters
may be used at all hearings, if not otherwise
officially engaged.

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

MEMBERS' TELEPHONE AND TELE-
GRAPH ALLOWANCE

Mr. FRIEDEL. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on House Ad-
ministration I call up House Resolution
735 and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Resolved, That, until otherwise provided
by law, there shall be pald out of the con-
tingent fund of the House of Representa-
tives, in accordance with regulations
prescribed by the Committee on House Ad-
ministration, such amounts as may be nec-
essary to pay (1) toll charges om strictly of-
ficial long-distance telephone calls, and (2)
charges on strictly official telegrams, cable-
grams, and radiograms, made or sent by or
on behalf of each Member of the House of
Representatives (including the Resident
Commissioner from Puerto Rico), other than
the Speaker, the majority leader, the minor-
ity leader, the majority whip, and the minor-
ity whip, aggregating not to exceed ten
thousand wunits during a term. The units
authorized under this resclution shall be in
addition to the number of units te which
such Member otherwise may be entitled dur-
ing a term.

‘SEC. 2. As used in the first section of this
resolution, the words “unit” and “term™
shall have the meaning given such words by
section 2 of the Act of June 23, 1949 (2
U.S.C. 46g).

The resolution was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.
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CALL OF THE HOUSE

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I make the
point of order that a quorum is not pres-
ent.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
is not present.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I move
a call of the House.

A eall of the House was ordered.

The Clerk called the roll, and the fol-
lowing Members failed to answer to their

names:
[Roll No. 174]

Alford Green, Oreg. Powell

Anfuso Gubser Purcell

Baring Harrison, Va. Rains

Bass, NNH Hébert Rogers, Colo.

Blatnik Hoffman, Mich. Rogers, Tex.

Blitch Kilburn St. Germain
King, Utah Saund

Bolton Eowalski Scherer

Buckley Loser Smith, Miss.

Celler McSween Spence

Coad McVey Taber

Cramer Madden Teague, Calif.

Curtis, Mass. Merrow Thompson, La.

Davis, Tenn Moulder Willis

Diges Norblad Winstead

Flynt Peterson Yates

Frazier Pilcher

The SPEAKER. Three hundred and
eighty-five Members have answered to
their names, a quorum.

By unanimous consent, further pro-
ceedings under the call were dispensed
with.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATION BILL, 1963

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the further con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 12648) mak-
ing appropriations for the Department
of Agriculture and related agencies for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1963, 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. 12648), with
Mr. Harris in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Com-
mittee rose on yesterday the Clerk had
read through section 606 ending in line
23, page 31 of the bill. Are there fur-
ther amendments?

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, a parliamentary inquiry.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
will state it.

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. I
think the gentleman from Kansas [Mr,
DorLE]l was recognized yesterday before
we adjourned.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair was
about to recognize the gentleman.

For what purpose does the gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. DoLE] rise?

Mr. DOLE. Mr, Chairman, I offer an
~amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. DoLe: On page
31, after line 23, insert the following:

“Sec. 607. No part of any appropriation
contained in this Act or any funds available
for expenditures by corporation or agency in-
cluded in this Act, shall be used for propa-
ganda purposes designed to support or defeat
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legislation pending before the Congress in
violation of present law.”

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOLE, I yield to the genfleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. ANDERSEN of Minnesota. Mr.
Chairman, I have studied this amend-
ment and note that it simply prohibits
the use of any funds provided in this bill
for propaganda purposes designed to
support or defeat legislation pending in
the Congress. I see no opposition. So
far as I am personally concerned, it is
a good amendment. Would the gentle-
man from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN]
accept the amendment?

Mr. WHITTEN. I would not feel like
accepting it because I think the matter
is covered by law at the present time. I
call attention to section 1913, title 18 of
the United States Code. I will point
that out at the conelusion of the gentle-
man’s speech. I think the matter in
the amendment is already covered by
law.

Mr, DOLE. I might agree to a certain
extent so far as section 1913, title 18 of
the United States Code is concerned, but
I think it needs some clarification. My
amendment has particular reference to
the type of lobbying that has been car-
ried on in the past 6 or 8 months or 2
years by many, many Federal employees
connected with the U.S. Department of
Agriculture and other departments of
Government,

The purpose of the amendment is to
remind the executive branch that em-
ployees of the Federal Government can-
not be propagandists to be used to sup-
port or oppose pending legislation.

I agree that once legislation is enacted,
Federal employees, regardless of the par-
ty they belong to, have the right, duty,
and obligation to properly administer
the law.

It is wrong, however, to ask any Fed-
eral employee who has civil service sta-
tus to lobby for pending legislation. That
has been going on all over the country.
It has happened in my congressional
district. It is wrong to permit such ac-
tivity by any employee at public expense.

In March 1962, in Oberlin, Kans., a
member of Freeman’s Advisory Com-
mittee on Wheat made a speech in sup-
port of H.R. 10010. He made references
to Congress, which I did not think were
necessary. He was clearly lobbying for
pending legislation; namely, the admin-
istration’s farm bill.

There have been many examples of
abuses in this respect and if there is
such a law then perhaps a more active
approach by the Department of Justice
is needed. We have had the President
himself in April tell State ASCS directors
not to let their Congressman get lone-
some. It has been reported Secretary
Freeman suggested Federal-State Exten-
sion Service employees start participat-
ing in polities to help shape future farm
legislation.

It was some time in January of this
year that John Macy, Chairman of the
Civil Service Commission, issued what
was known as the Macy memorandum.
In that memorandum he indicated it was
proper for Department of Agriculture
and other Federal employees to go out
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and explain pending legislation. In
other words, to lobby for pending legis-
lation. After certain Members of the
Senate challenged the ruling, in April
1962, Macy revised his memorandum to
meet the objections raised. The revision,
if followed, would have prevented the
explaining of programs pending in Con-
gress.

I received a letter dated April 27, 1962,
from Mr. Freeman's Administrative As-
sistant Secretary, Joseph Robertson, in-
dicating USDA department heads were
notified of the Macy memorandum revi-
sion which would prevent further lobby-
ing, or promotion of pending legislation.

There is still considerable evidence that
in many areas of the country Federal
employees are still promoting pending
legislation. Some county ASCS offices
do it through newsletters to farmers, all
at taxpayers’ expense.

About a month ago we witnessed some
fine examples of lobbying off the House
floor Chamber by members of the De-
partment of Agriculture who were try-
ing to get certain farm legislation
passed.

Again let me state my amendment goes
further than section 1913 of title 18 of
the United States Code. It covers not
only that section but also provides that
department or other Federal employees
who are traveling around the country
cannot do so if the purpose of their
speaking engagement is to lobby, pro-
mote, or oppose pending legislation.

We have seen along the New Frontier
time after time, example after example
of Federal employees going out to pro-
mote pending legislation. When the
medicare issue was raised they did it
all over the country, mostly speaking
to empty houses, but they were there,
speaking about medical care for the aged
at the President’s request and the tax-
payer's expense. I think my amendment
will stop that and a lot of other un-
necessary expenditure of public funds.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOLE. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. MICHEL. I do not know whether
this would fall within the purview of
the gentleman’s amendment, but during
the course of the hearings I inquired of
the folks who testified before our com-
mittee what it cost to bring all the State
committeemen down here for that big
confab they had here in Washington
several years ago in which they were
all received on the White House lawn.
I was told that it amounted to $58,893.
I think that is the kind of thing that
ought to be stopped, and I think the
gentleman’s amendment should prevail.

Mr. DOLE. I thank the gentleman
and again state the amendment should
be adopted for the benefit of the publie,
of Congress, and for the benefit and
protection of Federal employees them-
selves. This is true regardless of party
or the administration in power. If such
activity is wrong then the amendment
should be adopfed.

Mr. ROONEY. Mr, Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, a few evenings ago I
came across a very interesting article
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published in the current Saturday Eve-
ning Post by Harold H. Martin entitled
“Farmer Khrushchev: He Has His
Troubles. While Mr. K. Rants and
Raves, Ideology and Climate Snarl
Russia’s Farm Program.” As a non-
farmer from Brooklyn, Mr. Chairman,
I should like to ask the distinguished
gentleman from Mississippi whether
these statements made by Mr. Martin
are correct:

The American farmer long ago learned
that the same cattle cannot economically
produce both milk and meat, and that good
egg layers are scrawny birds for the table.
Mr. Ehrushchev keeps 15 million more cows
than we do, but his dual purpose herds
produce only a third of the amount of meat
and 10 million pounds less milk. His 14
million more chickens yield only about a
quarter of the meat and less than half of
the eggs that American broller and layer
industries provide.

Now, I should like to ask my distin-
guished friend, the gentleman from
Mississippi [Mr. WHITTEN] who is inti-
mately experienced with the farm pro-
gram and considered an outstanding ex-
pert on this subject, if Mr. Martin’s are
correct statements.

Mr. WHITTEN. I thank the gentle-
man for his comment with reference to
me. I would say that several years ago
I had the privilege of visiting with our
agricultural attaché who had been in
Russia for 4 years and who had traveled
throughout much of Russia. We have in
this country become specialists. We pro-
duce highly specialized beef cattle, and
our dairy herds are strictly for dairying
purposes. And, we have done that in
practically every direction you can look.
In Russia it takes 50 percent of the peo-
ple working on the farms to feed the
people. Not only that, but the end result
is an inferior quality of meat. In our
country it takes about 20 percent. They
provide a superior quality with less than
;gogercent of our people to produce the

May I say another interesting thing,
since the gentleman raised the question.
We were told that for many years agri-
culture in Russia was dominated by a
line of scientists who thought that hered-
ity had very little to do with improving
dairy herds. And, that retarded Russia
greatly. Only in recent years have they
begun to select the finest specimens for
breeding purposes.

Mr. ROONEY. Then, I deduce from
what the distinguished gentleman has
said that Mr. Martin’s statements are
substantially correct.

Mr. WHITTEN. Certainly.

Mr. ROONEY. I thank the distin-
guished gentleman.

Mr. KYL. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROONEY. I yield to the distin-
guished gentleman from Iowa.

Mr. KYL. The gentleman has ap-
proached a most interesting and signifi-
cant point. In Russia today we are told
that about 5 percent of the agricultural
land is actually farmed under a special
program which permits a certain amount
of freedom to the farmer. These are
noncommunal farms. This 5 percent
free land apparently produces 50 percent
of the meat, eggs, milk, and vegetables
produced in the Soviet Union,
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Mr. ROONEY. I might say to the
distinguished gentleman that that sub-
ject is also discussed in Mr., Martin’s
article in the Saturday Evening Post,
and it appears that if it were not for
those Russian people in the free enter-
prise part of Soviet agriculture, they
could not produce enough to adequately
feed their population.

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Chairman, I
think the gentleman from New York
[Mr. RoonEY] can take a great deal of
pride in that article, because many of
the things mentioned in the article in-
sofar as American agriculture successes
are concerned came about because they
had the support of the gentleman from
New York [Mr. RooNEY].

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I wish to join with my
friend, the gentleman from Minnesota
[Mr. MarsHALL], and say that this entire
Nation is deeply indebted not only to our
good friend, the gentleman from New
York [Mr. RooNEY], who just addressed
the House, but to other Members from
the cities of this country. With only 10
percent of the people on the American
farms, more and more of the welfare of
American agriculture is in the hands of
these patriotic Members of Congress who
come from our cities, and I want to say
so for the RECORD.

Mr. ROONEY. Mr. Chairman, will
the distinguished gentleman yield?

Mr, WHITTEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. ROONEY. I should like to say
that I have never had any trouble with
regard to my votes on farm legislation
because I fully realize that if we do not
have successful, thriving farm communi-
ties, we do not have a market for the
refrigerators, the radio and television
sets, the automobiles and other items
manufactured in our cities.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, in
connection with the amendment which
has been read, I do not think any of us
approve the use of Federal employees in
any way to promote or defeat pending
Federal legislation. I, personally, do not
know whether this has existed or not. I
do know that in all the years I have been
in the Congress, whichever party has
been in charge of the Department of
Agriculture, the other party has felt that
various employees were taking an active
part. That has been true each and every
year under each and every administra-
tion.

Mr. Chairman, I do not approve of that
course of conduct, if it has existed. But
with respect to the immediate amend-
ment now pending I would call attention
to the fact that if this is going on, it is in
violation of section 1913 of title 18 of the
United States Code, which I shall read,
as follows:

1913. Lobbying with appropriated moneys.

No part of the money appropriated by any
enactment of Congress shall, in the absence
of express authorization by Congress, be
used directly or indirectly to pay for any per-
sonal service, advertisement, telegram, tele-
phone, letter, printed or written matter, or
other device, intended or designed to in-
fluence in any manner a Member of Con-
gress, to favor or oppose, by vote or other-
wise, any legislation or appropriation by
Congress, whether before or after the intro-
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duction of any bill or resolution proposing
such legislation or appropriation; but this
shall not prevent officers or employees of the
United States or of its departments or agen-
cies from communicating to Members of
Congress on the request of any Member or
to Congress, through the proper official chan-
nels, requests for legislation or appropria-
tlons which they deem necessary for the
efficient conduct of the public business.

Whoever, being an officer or employee of
the United States or of any department or
agency thereof, violates or attempts to violate
this section, shall be fined not more than
$500 or imprisoned not more than one year,
or both; and after notice and hearing by the
superior officer vested with the power of
removing him, shall be removed from office
or employment.

Mr. Chairman, the latter part of that
section provides for the penalty. May I
say that the gentleman’s amendment
provides no penalty and the matter, in
my judgment at least, is already covered
by substantive law. If these things have
been going on in this administration, or
in the preceding administration, or the
one that preceded that, and these reports
and rumors have always come to our at-
tention, the section which I have just
cited would cover it.

Mr. POFF. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITTEN. Ishall be glad to yield
to the gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. POFF. Mr. Chairman, in response
to an inquiry on the part of the gentle-
man from California [Mr. Lipscomsl,
the Attorney General recently has
rendered an informal opinion which casts
some doubt upon the content, the pur-
pose and the effect of section 1913, title
18 of the United States Code. In light
of that opinion does the gentleman not
agree that it would be prudent and wise
for this body to reaffirm its conviction
on this point?

Mr. WHITTEN. May I say if we did
it on all bills—I think it would probably
be better to reaffirm it that way than to
pick out one particular department.
However, in my own opinion the lan-
guage of the statute is sufficiently
broad to prohibit the use of employees
to promote or help defeat legislation. I
think it is quite clear. For that reason
I do not think the amendment is neces-

sary.
Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, this matter has been
discussed on the floor on several occa-
sions. I would like to make reference to
two instances when I referred to it and
called it to the attention of the House
membership. One instance refers to a
meeting in Springfield, Ill.,, the State
capital.

At this meeting of the ASC in Spring-
field, Ill., all the committeemen were
advised, with the Under Secretary of
Agriculture present, that while they
could not be denied voting as they saw
fit, they were expected to support the
President’s program or resign. In other
words, they were expected to be politi-
cally active in behalf of the Kennedy ad-
ministration.

I likewise called attention to a quota-
tion that I placed in the REcorp from the
New York Times which reads as follows:

The cooperative Federal-State Extension
Service is being asked to enter the political
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arena to help shape future farm policies and
program.
As the article continues:

[This] would impose on the service a role
it has studiously avoided in its long history.

Likewise, when President Kennedy in-
yvited ASC officials to the White House,
150 of them, this is what the wire services
reported.

President Kennedy today delicately sug-
gested to members of the State agriculture
stabilization and conservation committees
that although they are prohibited by law
from lobbying for specific farm legislation,
they should not permit Members of Congress
to be lonesome.

Very frankly, I said then that I never
thought that the President of the United
States would in effect condone such
action. Inever thought that a President
of the United States would tell employees
that they should not allow a legal pro-
hibition against lobbying for legislation
to deter them in such effort.

I think this is a good amendment that
has been offered by the gentleman from
Kansas TMr. Dorel. If the present re-
striction on lobbying by Government em-
ployees has been abused before during
other administrations, let us now take
care of the problems through the adop-
tion of this amendment,

Mr. DOLE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ARENDS. I yield to the gentle-
man from EKansas.

Mr. DOLE., Mr. Chairman, I asked
the gentleman from Illinois to yield so
that I might ask the chairman of the
subcommittee, the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi, & (question. He questions
whether my amendment is needed be-
cause of existing law. My interpretation
of the section the gentleman read indi-
cates it refers only to influencing Mem-
bers of Congress. I have here a com-
plete report which appeared in the
Oberlin, Kans., paper in my district.
Lud Strnad, who is a member of the Sec-
retary of Agriculture’s Advisory Commis-
sion on Wheat went into my district and
made a political speech on H.R. 16010 in
his official capacity. One statement he
made was:

I would like farmers in this community to
ask to vote this bill out so you can
have a choice.

To me he was clearly promoting pend-
ing legislation.

Perhaps this statute has been con-
strued too strictly but it seems to me it
applies only to influencing Members of
Congress. It should apply to members
of advisory committees and all Federal
employees and prevent them from going
around the country trying to sell a pro-
gram pending before Congress.

Mr, WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ARENDS. I yield.
~ Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman’s amendment merely says
that they shall not do what the gentle-
man says has been done. That is all it
amounts to. The statute says that it is
against the law to do it and if they do it
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they are subjeet to penalties. I say that
the statute which I gquoted is much
stronger than the gentleman’s amend-
ment, so that what the gentieman is
suggesting is unnecessary. That is the
way I see it.

Mr. DOLE. We do agree with the
basic premise that it should not be done.

Mr. WHITTEN. I think the statute
speaks for itself. I quoted it a while ago.
An employee may not use appropriated
funds either to promote or defeat leg-
islation, and, if he does, he is subject to
penalties provided in the section. That
goes much further than the gentleman’s
amendment, which is why I say that the
amendment is not necessary and does
not reach the problem that he points out.

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ARENDS. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. JENSEN. I simply wish to say
that everybody knows, every Member of
Congress knows that neither the gentle-
man from Mississippi nor any member
of the Subcommittee on Agricultural Ap-
propriations ever used political pressure
on anyone to be for or against any item
or for or against a bill. A reaffirmation
of the law which the gentleman from
Mississippi has just read I think is very
much in order.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. ARrReNDs]
has expired.

Mr. JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I know, as everyone
else knows, that every administration
does put some pressure on Members of
Congress to support its programs.
But never in all the 24 years I have been
in Congress have I seen as much pressure
brought on the Members of Congress to
support the administration’s position on
agriculture as I have seen during this
session and the last session of Congress.
There have been so many pressures
brought on Members of Congress relative
to the agricultural program that it is
becoming a national scandal. I hope the
gentleman from Mississippi will not op-
pose this amendment. As I understood
him he is only saying that the law is
already on the books to do the thing that
this amendment seeks to do. The facts
are that there are too many people in
the Department of Agriculture that are
paying no attention to the law. I hope
the amendment will be agreed to. I do
not condone such anti-American prac-
tice regardless of party.

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Chairman, I move {o
strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I think I can state quite
emphatically that the law on the books
now is being at least as diligently en-
forced under this administration as it
was under the previous one. It is nice
to play a little politics, but sometimes
the license used here in discussing in-
stances I think goes beyond the limits
we all know to be true.

I happened to serve on the Post Office
Committee back during the previous ad-
ministration. I am surprised that some
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of the distinguished gentlemen in the
minority have such short memories, be-
cause many of my colleagues on that
committee in the minority protested bit-
terly at the pressure being placed on
them. As a member of that committee,
not a part of the party then in the ma-
jority, I also experienced heavy pressure,
pressure clearly violative of the present
requirements of law, when the Post-
master General resorted to the use of
Government wires to his postmasters
telling them to phone us, yes, even to
come back here and tell us to vote for
his bills. He did not do that once, he
did it a number of times. He came into
this building and established a head-
guarters where he called in the Members,
cajoling or threatening or offering any
possible incentive to get their support.

I do not approve of this type of action
by this administration or the previous
one, but I deeply resent the implication
by some who have spoken today and who
know better that this is new and novel.
That it is not; and it has gone on under
others of very recent vintage.

Mr, JENSEN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MOSS. I yield fto the gentleman.

Mr. JENSEN. I think the gentleman
has just proved the point we are at-
tempting to bring out in this amendment.

I agree perfectly with the gentleman
that there have been pressures brought
on Members of Congress by every ad-
ministration. So let us remind the peo-
ple in this Government now, in this
administration, and in future adminis-
trations that there is a law on the books
which denies them the privilege of using
appropriated funds for such purposes
and for propaganda purposes.

Mr. MOSS. I agree with the gentle-
man, but the only thing that puzzles me
is why this great enthusiasm to alert and
remind people about this law develops on
the other side of the aisle only when a
Democrat occupies the White House.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MOSS. I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. ALBERT. May I say this: A lot cf
what has been said is true, but when the
charge is categorically made that during
the consideration of the farm bill this
year there was more so-called pressure
than ever before, I think we should call
for specifics. I do not know of a single
instance this year when a Cabinet officer
has come o the Capitol Building and
lobbied during the consideration of the
farm bill or on any other bill.

Mr. MOSS. The gentleman, however,
recalls the previous administration when
the Postmaster General came to the
Capitol.

Mr. ALBERT. I do. And I will say
that I have seen assistant Cabinet offi-
cers on the Hill during both adminis-
trations, but I have not objected to their
being up here.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. HOEVEN. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.
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Mr. ARENDS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOEVEN. I yield to the gentle-
man briefly.

Mr. ARENDS. I want to say to the
gentleman from California, who has just
spoken, and I say this in the utmost
sincerity, this is the first time in my
many years in the Congress—and I have
been here a few years longer than the
gentleman from California—that I have
ever heard of politics being injected into
the Extension Service of this country.
The gentleman will have to prove that
point differently if he thinks that it is
not true. We will forget about politics
in the Post Office Department, because
none of us is so naive as to believe that
it has not in the past or presently is not
going on, regardless of what administra-
tion is in power. But this is the first
time, I repeat, that I have ever heard pol-
ities being injected into the Extension
Service, and the gentleman, I feel sure,
cannot prove anything to the contrary.

Mr., MOSS. I have not injected pol-
itics with reference to any service.

Mr. HALLECK. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield for a brief state-
ment?

Mr. HOEVEN. I yield to the minority
leader.

Mr., HALLECK. The majority leader
referred to the fact that during this ad-
ministration no Cabinet members have
been in the Capitol. I recall when we
had a certain bill which was being hotly
contested, when the Secretary of Com-
merce—and I do not know whether he
realized the situation or not and, of
course, I have nothing but the highest
regard for him—I saw him right here in
the Speaker’'s lobby—not only here in
the Capitol, but in the Speaker’'s lobby,
within 15 feet of the Speaker’s desk, but-
tonholing Members as to how they should
vote on the legislation.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, HOEVEN. I yield to the majority
leader.

Mr. ALBERT. I can say specifically
that neither the Secretary of Commerce
nor any other Cabinet officer has but-
tonholed me or lobbied me during the
consideration of any bill in the House.

Mr. HOEVEN. This should not be a
matter of partisan politics. If the basic
law is sufficient, as is contended by the
gentleman from Mississippi, then cer-
tainly no harm will be done by adopting
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Kansas. Let us reiterate, re-
emphasize, and reexpress the will of Con-
gress in this regard.

It seems to me that all of my col-
leagues should welcome this kind of
amendment for their own protection,
and especially my good friends on my
right, who were under terrific pressure
during consideration of the late, la-
mented farm bill.

I do not condone what happened in
prior administrations; this type of prop-
aganda and pressure is wrong in any
administration—past, present, and fu-
ture. I firmly believe that the repre-
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sentatives of a free people have the duty
and the right to legislate and to exer-
cise their own good judgment on every
piece of legislation without high-pres-
sure tactics by Government departments
and agencies.

During consideration of the omnibus
farm bill a few weeks ago, the Secretary
of Agriculture and a representative of the
White House held court in the Speaker’s
room adjacent to the House Chamber,
and certain Members were called in to
be high pressured to vote for the farm
bill. I have never seen anything like
this during my long service in the Con-
gress. It should be stopped.

There is no reason in the world why
the representatives of the Federal Gov-
ernment should belabor themselves on
any piece of legislation. If we want their
advice we can ask for it. Such pressure
is not in the best interests of good leg-
islation.

In my own State of Iowa I was amazed
not too long ago when the new Iowa
administrator of the Federal Crop In-
surance Agency called his subordinates
together and told them in effect: “I ex-
pect you to go out and talk for the ad-
ministration’s farm program. And don't
let me hear you say anything against it.”

This story appeared on the front page
of the Des Moines Register. Many other
examples could be cited as to pressure
tactics used by the Department of Agri-
culture. We should welcome the at-
tempt to reemphasize the clear intent
of the Congress by adopting the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Kansas. We should do this for our own
protection.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I am not interested
in frying to prove who has violated the
intent of the law. I do not think any-
thing is gained by such an attempt. I
think perhaps it could be proven that
there has been pressure from both sides
of the political aisle depending upon
which administration may have been in
power. But I do agree with the gentle-
man from Illinois [Mr. Arenps] that
when the extension division of our Gov-
ernment becomes involved and are en-
couraged to participate, in the political
arena the Congress then should issue
some kind of directive that would pre-
vent that from happening regardless of
the administration.

I would like to refer to the statement
made by my friend the gentleman from
California [Mr. Moss] about short mem-
ories, and I would like to refer to the fact
that I served as an Administrator of
the Rural Electrification program. Just
to show you how meticulously this Hatch
Act is administered sometimes, in this
instance a Democrat-controlled House of
Representatives, which Mr. Moss should
recall, and one of the great ridiculous
charges leveled at me was that I was in
Duluth, Minn., and drank some coffee
with some Republicans, I called atten-
tion to the fact that if drinking coffee
was a violation of the Hatch Act, there
would be thousands and thousands of
Minnesota Scandinavians in jail. The
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charge was dropped attended by a good
deal of laughter from the gallery.

Getting back to the amendment before
us, I think if we adopt this amendment
it will be a notice served on certain ad-
ministrative officials in our Government
that we are against such tactics and are
all concerned regardless of party.

I hope the amendment is adopted.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, may I remind the
genfleman from California [Mr. Moss]
that we served on a Post Office and Civil
Service Committee together under the
Eisenhower administration. He well
knows that I, too, was subject to some
pressures at that time, but somehow or
other I was able to resist them.

Let me say that under the Eisenhower
administration I offered several amend-
ments to various bills providing practi-
cally what the gentleman’s amendment
suggests be done here. Those amend-
ments were accepted in some instances
by the Democrat chairmen of commit-
tees, or they were voted on and adopted,
I am pleased to say, with the help of
Democrats as well as Republicans,

As far as I am concerned, the past
record is clear on this matter. I rebelled
against these pressures and activities un-
der the Eisenhower administration and
tried to do something about it. I trust
that the same restrictions will be adopt-
ed now.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Kansas [Mr. DoLE].

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. DoLE) there
were—ayes 83, noes 96.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. Chairman, I demand
tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. DoLE and
Mr. WHITTEN.

The Committee again divided, and the
tellers reported that there were—ayes
118, noes 172.

So the amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will
read.

The Clerk read as follows:

This Act may be cited as the “Department
of Agriculture and Related Agencies Appro-
priation Act, 1963".

Mr, OLSEN. Mr. Chairman, I would
like at this time to extend my warmest
admiration and praise for the House
Subcommittee on Appropriations fto
Agriculture for its diligent work on be-
half of the farmers of the Nation. I am
aware of the long hours of tedious work
put in by the subcommittee members,
and commend them for their patience
and thoroughness in hearing out all sides
of the issues that came before them.

However, I would be remiss in my
duties as Congressman from the First
District of Montana if I did not express
my disappointment in the omission of
the proposed Soil Research Laboratory
at Sidney, Mont., for the Northern Great
Plains region. When this research lab-
oratory was first announced by the De-
partment of Agriculture in September
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of 1961, our distinguished Senate Major-
ity Leader Mixe MANSFIELD spoke to his
colleagues, expressing his delight at this
opportunity and recognition for the
State of Montana.

I am hopeful that when this legisla-
tion is considered in the Senate our
colleagues there will give favorable re-
consideration to the inclusion of this
well-merited and promising undertaking
for the people of the Northern Great
Plains region.

Mr. ROBISON., Mr. Chairman, I in-
tend to vote against H.R. 12648—the De-
partment of Agriculture and related
agencies appropriation bill for 1963—be-
cause, while it contains funds for a num-
ber of programs that I fully support, it
also contains money for other programs
and the advancement of policies that I
cannot support and the subjects, unfor-
tunately, are not divisible.

I also regret that the Michel amend-
ment did not carry on yesterday; how-
ever, I am hopeful that the debate there-
on may serve as an indication on the
part of many of us of growing concern
over the manner in which the ambitions
of some people in behalf of the rural
electrification program may have forced
it beyond the point that Congress in-
tended it should go.

1 have taken this time, therefore, to
call the committee’s specific attention to
a situation that has developed—at least
in my area—with respect to the tele-
phone-loan program under REA.

In reading the committee report, and
in listening to the debate, I note that
. telephone-loan funds for REA have been
reduced, in HR, 12648, from the origi-
nal budgetary request of $135 million
down to only $80 million.

Upon leafing through the hearings, in
order to try to find the reason for this
rather sharp reduction, I found only an
expression of dismay, you might say, or
at least certainly of disappointment, on
the part of a Mr. Richard Dell—Deputy
Administrator for the REA—over the
fact that the demand for telephone loans
has not developed, for some reason, to
the extent that had previously been an-
ticipated.

May I say, based on what has been
happening in my area, that I share Mr.
Dell’s surprise. Quite evidently, if more
people only knew it, here is a real fertile
field for anyone with any degree of enter-
prise and initiative, not to mention pub-
lic spirit. ’

Why do I say that? Well, in my sec-
tion of New York State, which is nowa-
days a lot more suburban in character
than it is rural, a small group of de-
velopers from outside the area have been
going about acquiring the controlling
stock interest in those few, remaining,
independent telephone companies of the
type that used fo provide the bulk of
telephone service for our rural people.
The gentlemen to whom I vefer, and I
will gladly provide specifics if the com-
mittee should want them, have so far
acquired three such companies in my
general area, and are in the process of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

acquiring three others at the present
time.

Of course, they are using REA funds
to aid them in the acquisition process,
and are using REA funds to extend and
improve the systems that they either
now own or are in the process of buying.

Now, all this is fine and no one would
object if their ambition was solely that
of bringing new and improved telephone
service to our rural subscribers. How-
ever, on ingquiring of the REA into one
of these ventures at the request of some
of those same subscribers who are not so
sure they like the way things are going,
I find that this group has so far received
a total of federally subsidized REA loan
funds amounting to $2,543,000 for an in-
vestment on their part of only $260,600,
and, if their pending applications go
through, will eventually receive a total
of $3,496,000 from the REA with an in-
vestment of only $385,060 on their part.

That is the equivalent of about a 10
percent margin, which is a pretty good
deal in anybody’s book—especially when
it is 2-percent, 35-year money we are
talking about—and would surely seem
like an open invitation for anyone to
build a telephone empire on a shoe-
stringe—or maybe I should say on a shoe-
string and a subsidy, since the general
taxpayers are underwriting a part of the
investment. And, after one got his em-
pire rebuilt, if he did not want to do any-
thing else with it he could always peddle
it to somebody else, taking back a mort-
gage for the sales price at, say, 5 or 6
percent, thus pocketing the difference in
interest charges, and “Hurrah for Uncle
Sam.”

Seriously, Mr. Chairman, I do believe
that this is a matter which ought to have
the committee’s further consideration, to
the end, at least, of determining whether
or not REA's loan-security requirements
ought to be revised so as to discourage the
possibility of speculation by absentee
promoters, and in favor of encouraging
local ownership and initiative within the
original infent of Congress when it estab-
lished this most important program.

Mr. PHILBIN. Mr. Chairman, this
bill contains many very important pro-
visions which are necessary for the gen-
eral prosperity and well-being of the
Nation and the American people,

These include support of vital research
activities, plant and animal disease and
pest control, meat inspection, essential
foreign currency purchases, State agri-
cultural experiment stations, the. wval-
uable Federal extension service, conser-
vation operations, watershed protection,
flood prevention, economic research
service, the essential school lunch pro-
gram, Farmers Home Administration,
foreign assistance programs, and other
constructive, helpful features.

For these reasons, I propose to sup-
port the bill in the House and hope it
may be enacted.

Mr. HALPERN, Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Michigan {Mr, BROOMFIELD] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to H.R. 12648, making
appropriations for the Department of
Agriculture for the current fiscal year.

I have noted with regret that efforts
to correct this bill, to remove its inequi-
ties, to eliminate its shortcomings, to
trim its waste, have not been successful.

For years, yes for decades, the city
dweller has been supporting the farmer
to the tune of some $1,500 per year per
farm. He is not only paying for these
subsidies in the form of higher taxes,
in the form of less money to spend for
his own family, but also in the form of
higher food prices.

In other words, he has been taxed to
raise prices for himself and his children.

If the folly stopped at this point, it
would be bad enough. But it does not.

Not only must he pay these higher
taxes. Not only must he pay these higher
prices, but if he is in the food business,
or in the clothing business, he also is, in
many cases, paying higher taxes and
higher prices to put himself out of
business.

Not too long ago, the House passed
the Trade Expansion Act of 1962. In
most respects, it was a good bill. It was
an effort to restore competition with the
rest of the world. It was an effort to
give our business and our industry a
freer rein in the world marketplace.

The Trade Expansion Act was passed
to encourage our businessmen to go out
into the world after new markets.
Coupled with realistic tax depreciation
schedules, and our industrial know-how,
I think we have the tools we need to
restore prosperity to our sagging econ-
omy, to raise our already high living
standards even higher, and to lick our
chronic, nagging problem of unemploy-
ment, which is not only causing misery
to many, but also is wasting the produc-
tive output of millions of our citizens.

So what do we do with this appropria-
tion bill. We throw out the arguments
we have heard in favor of the trade ex-
pansion bill. We reject the sound rea-
soning which prompted the House fo ap-
prove this attempt to increase frade
within the Free World, and instead we
substitute a bucket of hogwash,

We not only permit the farmer to col-
lect one Federal subsidy for the land he
takes out of production. We permit him
to take two subsidies on the same land.
He not only is permitted, under the terms
of this bill, to divert land under the feed
grains program to the tune of some $55
an acre, but we then turn around to this
farmer and tell him, “no, that isn't
enough.”

“Come over here to the Federal feed
trough,” we tell him, “and wallow in
some more of these dollar bills which
have been plucked from the Federal tax
tree. Don’t worry where this money
comes from. The supply is unlimited.
Don't worry about things like our bal-
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ance of payments, our national debt, or
the tax load on your city cousins. Just
come join our ACP program and live in
luxury with no work, no expenses, no
effort on your part.”

Frankly, I do not think the farmer
is going to fall for this latest brand of
hogwash, and I am certain that the city
dweller has had just about enough.

On the one hand, the Agriculture De-
partment is telling us that it is striving
valiantly, toiling heroically, to reduce the
output on our farms, to solve our prob-
lems of overproduction through reduc-
tions in acreage. On the other hand, we
have the Agriculture Department dis-
pensing fertilizers, chemicals, irrigation
projects, with an eye to the voting
machines and the ballot boxes, so that
our farmers can produce €Ven more sur-
plus farm goods on the acres the Federal
Government has deemed the farmer can
farm.

Of course, not all farmers can take
advantage of these double subsidies.
Only the chosen few will be permitted
to participate, the farmers who know
more about Washington and the Agri-
culture Department than they do about
farming.

We already have a clear indication of
exactly what is involved in this appro-
priation bill in one of the amendments
which was offered and rejected here
today.

The amendment would simply have
limited federally paid, federally em-
ployed Agriculture Department em-
ployees from becoming built-in rural
precinet workers for the Kennedy ad-
ministration.

What was the answer of the House?
What was its statesmanlike decision in
this important subject of using a per-
son’s tax dollars to elect candidates not
of his own choosing? The decision was
this: The taxpayer has no right to con-
trol the political actions of these em-
ployees. In fact, he has no right to stop
the practice of using his tax money to
keep people in office who have no busi-
ness being there in the first place.

This is a bit of a switch on the “no tax-
ation without representation” we heard
so much about in our history texts in
years past. Not only are the city dwel-
lers denied representation in the Agri-
culture Department, despite the fact that
90 percent or better of the costs of this
Department are paid by the urban dwel-
ler, but these funds we are asked to
appropriate today would be used against
the city dweller to bury him with higher
food prices, higher taxes, and higher sub-
sidies for those farm goods which go into
foreign trade.

Then we wonder why business is sick.
We wonder why our economy is not
marching forward as it should. We won-
der why we hear talk of new massive
Federal programs, new massive Federal
outlays, tax cuts for this reason and that
reason to head off financial disaster.

Does not the administration realize
that the only way to march forward is
to get the load off the backs of our peo-
ple? Does not this administration real-
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ize that only by hauling in the anchor
on waste can we hope to sail forward?
How can we even hope to move away
from the dock unless we cut this um-
bilical cord we have connected to the
farmer and let him start to live in free-
dom rather than inside the Federal
womb.

I agree with my colleagues that the
farmer is the backbone of our society,
but I resent, and I will resist, this latest
attempt to remove the farmer's back-
bone and make him a charity case sub-
ject to Federal annual handouts at the
taxpayers’ expense.

I have yet to meet a real dirt farmer
who believes in the folly we have before
us today. But then the Agriculture De-
partment experts, who have never been
closer to a farm than the supermarket,
would say “he really doesn’t know what
is good for him, anyway.”

Mr. Chairman, this bill is an utter dis-
grace, and I will vote against it.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the Recorp and
include extraneous matter.

The CHATIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Chairman, for the
benefit of the Members of the House, in
addition to the remarks I made yesterday
on my amendment, I would like to call
attention to some of the conservation
practices which are now being carried
on by the conservation program which I
feel are reason for questioning their
continuation. The list includes liming
materials, the rock or colloidal phos-
phates, gypsum, or sulphates. These
materials are used to permit the growth
of so-called conserving crops. However,
in most instances and in more than 14
of the States, these practices exceed 25
percent of the amount allocated to con-
servation and are repetitive practices on
the same land, which increases the fer-
tility of the soil and goes far beyond
the basic conservation program. Other
conservation practices are removal of
stone walls or hedgerows described as
necessary to permit contour and field
strip cropping and to permit the con-
struction of terracing. Other practices
listed under the agricultural and con-
servation program include fencing trees
or shrubs; digging wells for livestock
water; installation of storage tanks or
troughs in connection with wells for
livestock water; springs or seeps for live-
stock water; installation of water storage
tanks or troughs in connection with
springs or seeps, dams, pits or ponds for
livestock water; installation of tanks or
troughs in connection with livestock
water; and installation of storage tanks
and pipelines for livestock water. Also
included are the reservoirs for irrigation.
I am sure that all of these practices in
technical terms fit the definition, but
most of these practices I have listed in-
clude production in addition to conser-
vation. These practices I believe should
be reviewed and in many instances
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should be curtailed or even abolished.
I know of some instances where the Gov-
ernment agent has been so active in
stimulating the agricultural and conser-
vation program that he promoted de-
velopment on farms even though the
owner was hesitant to initiate such a
project.

These practices point up the trend
away from the intent of the basie legis-
lation, and I am sure departs consider-
ably from what was intended when Con-
gress enacted the original law.

Although this program is carried on
in every State of the Union, there is a
wide variation between the States in the
portion of the State which participates
in the program. For example, Hawaii
has only 6 percent of its total farmland
participating; whereas Vermont has 64
percent of its farmland participating in
the program. The other States range
all the way in between these extremes.
Techniecally such practices conserve the
resources of the land, but in actual prac-
tice during a period of rotation, would
increase the annual yield to the partici-
pant.

The amount of Federal funds flowing
into such States and into these farm
areas is a substantial addition to the
farm resources. For example, in Ohio
only 13 percent of the farms in the State
participate. However, the estimated
total gross assistance for the year 1960
was in excess of $6.25 million, and 66
percent of this allocation was used for
the establishment of covering crops, with
44 percent being spent for liming ma-
ferials.

In checking back over a previous re-
port, I find that in 1958, 14 percent of
the farms in Ohio participated in the
agricultural conservation program, with
42 percent of the funds being spent for
liming materials. In Indiana, 20 per-
cent of the farms in 1960 participated
in the agricultural conservation pro-
gram, with the estimated fotal gross
assistance in excess of $6 million, with
45 percent being spent for liming ma-
terials.

Although the total cost to the Federal
Government for the agricultural con-
servation program has remained at
about the same level since 1945, the num-
ber of participating farms has decreased.
Yet, at the same time, the average total
assistance per farm has more than
doubled. In 1945 there were 2,956,000
farms participating under the agricul-
tural conservation program; in 1960 this
decreased to 1,029,000. In 1945 this
represented 68 percent of the total crop-
land. Yet in 1960 this percentage has
decreased to 30.

Moreover, Mr. Chairman, last fall the
ASCS agent in Manassas, Va., along
with his committee blackmailed many of
the lime dealers in the area into paying
for a dinner to promote lime. The din-
ner was held in a church in Centerville,
Va., for the farmers in Prince William
and Fairfax Counties. The lime dealers
were asked to “cough up” $25 to $50 to
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finance the affair where the agent gave
a speech strictly for the purpose of pro-
moting the use of lime. If is my un-
derstanding that many of the lime ven-
dors and the farmers who attended were
disgusted with the entire operation.

I briefly mentioned yesterday an ad
from the New Castle Record, New Castle,
Va., showing the cost examples for some
conservation practices followed by a list
of agricultural conservation program
approved vendors. Under unanimous
consent, I include the entire ad at this
point in my remarks:

ATTENTION FARMERS OF CrRAIG COUNTY: FREE
FERTILIZER AND LIME

Yes, get a ton free for every ton you buy
through your local A.S.C.S. Office.

ACP initial signup now in progress.

Will run through January 15.

Farmers, are you participating in the agri-
cultural conservation program (ACP)?

All can participate.

If you are not participating, ask yourself:

1. Does your land need conservation im-
provement?

* 2, Is someone else getting your share of
assistance?

If your answers to these questions are
“Yes,” “Jump off your tractor and go to the
County ASCS Office.”

The following are cost examples for some
conservation practices:

Liming 5 acres of farmland at the
rate of 2 tons per acre (lime de-
livered and spread) :

10 tons lime at $4.76 - - .- $47. 50
ACP cost share assistance:
BAB X A0 LONB. o onGn et 23.560
Plus small cost share increase___ 8. 60
Total ACP assistance_______._. 32.10
Total cost to farmer__________ 15. 40
Fertilizing and liming 5 acres per-
manent pasture; lime at the rate
of 2 tons per acre and fertilizer
at the rate of 800 lbs. per acre
of 5-10-10:
10 tons lime at $4.76 . - - - e 47. 50
2 tons fertilizer at $50- oo 100. 00
Totaloost_ . cnenmcce e 147. 50
ACP cost share assistance:
10 tons lime at 235 _____ 23, 50
2 tons fertilizer at $22__________ 44, 00
Plus small cost share increase... 14.00
Total ACP assistance......._.. 81. 50
Total cost to farmer .. ... 66. 00
Seed winter cover on 10 acres crop-
land—Seeding 1 bushel rye per
acre and applying 400 lbs. per
acre of 65-10-10:
0bu.ryeat 8135 ______________ 13. 50
2 tons fertilizer at $50_ - _.- 100. 00
e kR e e LA C 113. 50
ACP cost share assistance:
10 bu. rye at $1.36 ... _______ 13. 50
2 tons fertilizer at $22. ... ____ 44,00
Plus small cost share increase___ 13.70
Total ACP assistance___.._.._. 71.20
—_—
Total cost to farmer_ ... ___._ 42.30
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Spray 10 acres of permanent pas-
ture for controlling competitive
shrubs:

Cost of material (24-D and
2,4,6-T) per acre at $6.25_ -
Estimated cost per acre for spray-

T R R R R T 20. 00
Total cost to farmer_ .. ... 82. 50
ACP cost share assistance:

Per acre for material __________ 23. 00

Per acre for spraying with power
eguipmeRt T o LSl 16. 50
Plus small cost share increase___ 11.80
Total ACP assistance.._...._...._.. 51.30
Total cost share to farmer____ 31.20

Purchase orders will be issued for lime
and fertilizer in 1962. When these orders
are requested by the farmer the cost share
assistance is paid direct to the approved
dealer. He in turn bills you for the differ-
ence.

This ad through the cooperation of your
ACP approved vendors listed below:

Economy Hardware & Farm Supply, Fer-
tilizer, New Castle, Va.; John H. Pul-
len, Fertilizer and Ground Limestone,
Clifton Forge, Va.; Richmond Guano
Co., Fertilizer, Richmond, Va.; Rocky-
dale Quarries Corp., Ground Lime-
stone, Roanoke, Va.; Catawba Mercan-
tile Co., Fertilizer, Catawba, Va.; W. R.
Estes, Fertilizer, New Castle, Va.; Wil-
lis Humphreys, Fertilizer, Paint Bank,
Va.; W. G. Matthews Jr., Inc,, Ground
Limestone, Clifton Forge, Va., Mont-
gomery Lime Corp., Ground Limestone,
Christiansburg, Va.; Christiansburg
Fuel & Supply, Inc., Fertilizer, Chris-
tlansburg, Va.; Rural Supply Co., Fer-
tilizer, Covington, Va.; Joe M. Sublett,
Fertllizer, New Castle, Va.; the Amer-
ican Agricultural Chemical Co., Fer-
tilizer, Greenshoro, N.C.

Now these are good examples of the
type of practice that is continuing
throughout the country and the elimina-
tion of these evils was the purpose of
my amendment which was defeated yes-
terday.

Further, Mr. Chairman, T wish to bring
to the attention of the House certain in-
formation I have obtained about a recent
loan of the REA which I think is an out-
standing example of complete irrespon-
sibility by that agency. I think this loan
demonstrates everything that is wrong
with REA that was brought out in debate
yvesterday and which demonstrates why
the Congress has to regain some control
over the way this agency is handling the
public’s money.

On July 6, REA approved a loan of
$18 million to the Big Rivers Rural Elec-
triec Cooperative, of Owensboro, Ky. The
loan is for the construction of a 66,000-
kilowatt steam generating plant and 282
miles of transmission lines, according to
the press release of REA,

However, even this press release of the
agency does not appear to be factual if
one is to go by newspaper stories con-
cerning this project. And according to
the newspapers, this is not a 66,000-
kilowatt plant but a 75,000-kilowatt
plant and the financial requirements are
not $18 million but some $25 million.

However, far more important is the
background surrounding this loan. In
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the first place, as with all other such
loans, it was handled in complete secrecy.
The co-op receiving the loan is a federa-
tion of three distribution co-ops which
now receive all their power from the
Eentucky Utilities Co. and the Louisville
Gas & Electric Co.

Mr. Clapp at no time approached these
existing suppliers to determine whether
they are providing adequate electric sup-
plies and whether they could meet all
future demands of the co-ops and
whether the price for this power was rea-
sonable. In fact, Mr. Clapp even ignored
communications from the EKentucky
Utilities Co. when they approached him
after having got wind of the loan appli-
cation from newspaper accounts.

When the company requested infor-
mation from Mr. Clapp on which to
make cost comparison studies in order
to protect their existing contracts with
the cooperatives, Mr. Clapp refused them
the information. The company made
its request to Mr. Clapp on June 28 and
on July 6 Mr. Clapp approved the loan.
On the face of it, his haste appears de-
liberate and completely irresponsible.

I have it on firm assurance from the
company that not only do they have
completely adequate supplies of power
now for these co-op members, but are
completely capable of supplying all their
future demands. However, even more
significant is the fact that on the basis
of present comparative data and the ex-
perience with other co-ops which are
being supplied by the Kentucky Utili-
ties Co., there is no likelihood that REA-
financed facilities will result in a lower
cost of power to the cooperatives. Fi-
nally, there is one other point to remem-
ber. The law under which Mr. Clapp
operates very clearly states that he is
authorized to make loans “to persons in
rural areas who are not receiving central
station service.”

Thus, we see that Mr. Clapp has gone
contrary to every single criteria that
would have carried out the intent and
purpose of the REA Act. He has ignored
the availability of adequate supplies of
power. He has ignored the question of
cost. He has ignored the law under
which he is supposed to operate. This
leaves only the third criterion which he
himself instituted, but which he has not
advanced as the reason for this Big
Rivers loan. And in any event, in view
of the existing relationship between
this co-op and its electric company sup-
pliers, the third eriterion is completely
meaningless.

Mr. Chairman, I regard this loan as
one of the most highhanded, indefensi-
ble actions taken by the REA Adminis-
trator since he has been in office; and
I wish to insert in the REecorp at this
point a letter from Mr. Floyd 1. Fair-
man, president of the Kentucky Utilities
Co., to Mr. Clapp, which sets forth in
complete detail all the pertinent facts
in this case. I urge every one of my

colleagues to read it if they want to
know just exactly what is going on in
the REA these days.
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The letter follows:

EKenTuckyY Utiuities Co.,
Lezington, Ky., July 13, 1962.
Mr. NorMAN M. CLAPP,
Administrator, Rural Electrification Admin-
istration, Washington, D.C.

DeAR Me. Crarp: We were amazed to read
in the newspapers on Saturday, July 7, 1962,
that your office had on July 6 approved a loan
of $18 million in Federal funds to Big Rivers
RECC [Big Rivers] for the construction of
a T5-megawatt steam electric generating
plant and 266 miles of transmission lines in
west Eentucky.

We understand that the House Committee
on Agriculture, in its report with respect to
pending legislation relating to your Admin-
istration, recommended that interested par-
ties certainly should be notified of the mak~
ing of an application for one of these large
generation and transmission loans, and af-
forded an opportunity to submit to you per-
tinent facts and their own proposal for the
furnishing of such service to the involved
distribution cooperatives. Although your
office well knows of the vital interest of Ken~
tucky Utilities Co. (EU) in the subject mat-
ter of this loan application, contrary to the
recommendation of the House committee,
your office did not advise us of the making
of the application and you did not afford us
any opportunity whatever to submit perti-
nent facts relative to the application. - Our
information concerning the application for
the loan was obtained from newspaper
accounts.

When we learned from newspapers of the
application for the loan, we requested a
meeting with your office and, on June 28,
1962, at our request two representatives of
EKentucky Utilities Co. met with you and
Assistant Administrator Richard H. Wood.
At that meeting, we advised you of our firm
opinion that the cost of power to the three
involved distribution rural electric co-ops
would be substantially less if they continued
to purchase their requirements from the pri-
vate utilities which have been serving these
co-ops for years; and we made express re-
gquest that you furnish to us copies of the
loan application of Big Rivers and supporting
data, including the feasibility report and
cost studies. ¥Your office declined to furnish
any of such Information to us, and stated
that we should request such information
from Big Rivers.

In accordance with that advice, on July 2,
1962, we wrote to the president of Big Rivers
and made express request for this informa-
tion, stating in our letter that we wished
such information “in order that we might
make some comparison of the cost figures
under your [Blg Rivers] plan and under
the rate schedule and offer made by our com-
pany.” A copy of that letter was sent to you
and necessarily was received by you prior to
your announcement of approval of the loan.

You thus were fully advised—before you
approved this application—of our interest
in the matter and of the fact that we were
actively seeking available information for
the purpose of submitting cost data to your
office. We are not willing to assume that
the speed with which you acted to approve
this loan was for the deliberate purpose of
announcing the approval before we had any
opportunity whatever to prepare and deliver
to you the data which you were advised we
were in the process of preparing, and yet that
is the result of your hurried action.

Under the circumstances, your action in
approving this application is all the more
distressing because, on the facts of this
case, we are convinced that your approval of
the loan far exceeds your authority under
applicable Federal statutes and even under
the criteria for considering these generation
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and transmission loans established by your
own office.

It is beyond question that this loan did
not receive from your office the informed
consideration which should be given the
expenditure of $18 million of the taxpayers’
money. When our representatives were Iin
your office on June 28, you stated that you
had not reviewed the application and sup-
porting data but that you would do so.
You could not have made a careful study
of the data by the time you announced
your approval of the loan on July 6.

The handling of this loan application of
Big Rivers adds support to the fears, ex-
pressed In our industry, that your office is
proceeding as fast as it can to the socializa-
tion of the electric industry in this country
without regard for the laws enacted by or
the intention of Congress.

THE INTEREST OF KENTUCKY UTILITIES CO.

Big Rivers Is an association of three-mem-
ber distribution rural electric cooperatives:
Green River RECC, Henderson-Union RECC,
and Meade County RECC. Big Rlivers does
not at the present time own, and has not
heretofore owned, any facilities for the gen-
eration, transmission, or distribution of elec-
tricity. Continuously from the time of their
organization, the three distribution co-ops
have been supplied all of their power re-
guirements by investor-owned utilities, ex-
cept that for a time Green River RECC pur-
chased some of its requirements from the
city of Owensboro, Ky. municipal plant,
which arrangement has now been terminated.

Presently, Green River and Henderson-
Union RECC's purchase all of their power
from Eentucky Utilities, while Meade
County RECC purchases its requirements
from Louisville Gas & Electric Co. (L.G. & E.).
The 1962 load of Green River is 20,400 kilo-
watts, and of Henderson-Union is 13,600 kilo-
watts, or a total for the two of 34,000 kilo-
watts. If Big Rivers should construct its
proposed generation and transmission facili-
ties, Kentucky Utilities would, as a first re-
sult, immediately lose this load in excess of
34,000 kilowatts. In addition, our expe-
rience with a generation and transmission
co-op already established in Eentucky—East
Kentucky RECC (East Kentucky)—has been
that, once the taxpayer-subsidized genera-
tion and transmission facilities were avall-
able, this generation and transmission co-op
began competing with EKentucky Utilities
and actively soliciting municipalities which
had for years been customers of Kentucky
Utilities. Our interest in the present appli-
cation of Big Rivers is, therefore, very direct.

THE GRANTING OF THE LOAN TO BIG RIVERS RECC
WOULD ILLEGAL AND BEYOND YOUR AU-
THORITY AS ADMINISTRATOR
The authority for making of loans by you

as Administrator is contained in section 902

of title 7 of the United States Code in the

following language:

“The Administrator is authorized and em-
powered to make loans in the several States
and territories of the United States for rural
electrification and the furnishing of electric
energy to persons in rural areas who are not
recelving central station service.”

If discussion were confined to your proper
authority under the statute, or even more
broadly to congressional intent in making
Federal funds available to your agency, there
would be not the slightest question as to the
illegality of your making this loan. These
distribution co-ops are receiving, and since
their creation have received, nothing but
central station service. More broadly speak-
ing, the construction by Big Rivers of the
proposed generation and transmission facil-
ities is in no way necessary to or even in aid
of rural electrification in Kentucky.
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While in our view a discussion limited to
your statutory authority as Administrator to
make these loans would be entirely appro-
priate, we are aware that argument so re-
stricted would not carry much weight. We
will therefore consider the criteria which
your agency has adopted in considering loans
of this character.

AN EXISTING ADEQUATE AND DEFENDABLE SOURCE
OF POWER 1S AVAILABLE

We understand your first criterion to be
whether an adequate and dependable source
of power is available as an alternate to gen-
eration and transmission facilities con-
structed with taxpayers' funds loaned by
your agency. Of this there can be no ques-
tion in this instance.

The systems of Kentucky Utilitles and
and Louisville Gas & Electric are inter-
connected with each other and with the
systems of other utilities so as to be part of
one of the largest power pools in the world.
Power from the systems of these utilities
will be infinitely more dependable than could
possibly be achieved by the single station,
single unit system proposed by Big Rivers.
Also, there is far more than adequate capacity
in the systems of Kentucky Utilities and
Louisville Gas & Electric to take care of any
conceivable load growth which the dis-
tribution co-ops might experience, and such
capacity will continue to be maintained.

No consideration of your first criterion
could possibly justify the granting of this
loan.

THE RATES OFFERED BY EXISTING POWER SOURCES
WOULD RESULT IN A LOWER COST OF FPOWER
THAN THE COST FROM REA-FINANCED FACIL-
ITIES

In making comparisons based upon rates
from available sources of energy, you ap-
parently ignore the differentials resulting
from loan of the taxpayers’' money to co-ops
at the sacrificial 2 percent rate and from
tax exemptions enjoyed by the co-ops.
Private utilities are expected to obtain their
financing at the going market rate and pay
present-day burdensome taxes, and still offer
a cost of power as low as the subsidized
co-ops. In final analysis, a saving in power
cost by the 2 percent subsidy and tax exemp-
tions is no real saving in power cost at all.

We will, however, make this comparison of
costs on your basis.

These three distribution co-ops have for
years been enjoying, from both Kentucky
Utilities and Louisville Gas & Electric, very
favorable rates duly filed with the Kentucky
Public Service Commission. The Louisville
Gas & Electric rate is deslgnated REC-2. It
is substantially the same as the EKentucky
Utilities rate 61. For convenience, both such
rates will be referred to In this letter as
“rate 61." Since we have in Kentucky the
one REA-financed generation and transmis-
sion co-op, East Kentucky, we have an excel-
lent basis for comparing the costs to dis-
tribution co-ops of power purchased from
such federally financed generation and
transmission co-ops as against power pur-
chased from the private utilities under rate
61. The three co-ops which purchase from
Kentucky Utilities and Louisville Gas & Elec-
tric under rate 61 are not members of East
Kentucky, t

East Kentucky commenced actual opera-
tion as a generation and transmission co-op
in 1954. Even 5 years later, by 1959, the
average power cost to East Kentucky's 16
member co-ops which purchased from it
was B.3 mills per kilowatt-hour. By com-
parison, for the year ending June 30, 1959,
the cost to Green River and Henderson-
Union under Eentucky Utilities’ rate 61 was,
respectively, 7.2 mills and 7.3 mills. Over
the 5-year period 1855-59, Green River and
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Henderson-Union saved $383,000 as against
what their power costs would have been
under the average rate paid by the co-ops
which purchased from East EKentucky.

To remove any area of doubt resulting
from consideration of load factors, we have
computed (1) the actual cost to Green River
and Henderson-Union under Kentucky Utili-
ties’ rate 61 for the 12 months just ended
May 31, 1962; and (2) what the costs to
these same two co-ops would have been un-
der rates available from East Kentucky dur-
ing this same period of time. Green River
and Henderson-Union actually had power
costs under rate 61 of, respectively, 7.12 mills
and 7.06 mills per kilowatt-hour. Had their
purchases been from East Kentucky under
rates avallable from it, the cost of each
would have been 7.42 mills.

As of May 1, 1962, East Kentucky placed
into effect & new rate which has been given
consideration in the foregoing computation.
Even if that new rate had been avallable
through the entire 12 months ended May
31, 1962, Green River’s and Henderson-
Union's costs under the new rate through-
out that perlod would have been 6.90 mills
and 6.92 mills—only, respectively, 0.22 mill
and 0.14 mill less than under rate 61. Thus,
not only have the rates offered by Kentucky
Utilitles and Louisville Gas & Electric af-
forded a lower cost of power, but considering
that in excess of $66 million of the taxpayers’
moneys have been invested in the East Ken-
tucky system—with probably another $25
million to be sought for completion of its
Burnside plant—there is no likelihood that
the REA-financed facilities will result in a
lower cost of power. We remind you that
the Kentucky Utilities rate 61 was achieved
without the 2-percent money or tax exemp-
tion subsidies.

In any event, the latest East Kentucky
rate cannot possibly be considered as one
which Big Rivers might achieve in the fore-
seeable future. East Kentucky already has
in service a generating capability of 182
megawatts with another unit having a net
capacity of 105 megawatts soon to be in
service. By comparison, Big Rivers proposes
an inefficlent system of only 75-megawatts
capacity. Also, it required East Eentucky,
even though subsidized by the taxpayers to
the extent of $66 million, more than 8 years
of operation to achieve a rate as low as the
Kentucky Utilities’' rate 61. Further, as the
load factors of the co-ops improve, their
power costs under rate 61 are progressively
declining. As noted, for the 12 months end-
Ing June 30, 1959, the costs to the two co-ops
purchasing from EKentucky Utilities were 7.2
mills and 7.3 mills; by the calendar year
1961, those costs had decreased to 7.15 mills
and 7.088 mills; and for the 12 months ending
May 31, 1962, they had further decreased
to 7.12 mills and 7.06 mills. Thus, by the
time Big Rivers could place into operation
its proposed system, the costs to the co-ops
under rate 61 obviously will be even lower
than their present costs of 7.12 and 7.06
mills, respectively.

In the newspaper account of your ap-
proval of this loan, the manager of Big
Rivers is quoted as having said that con-
struction of the generating plant and trans-
mission lines will mean a saving to the
co-ops of $3,500,000 to $4,000,000 in the first
10-year period after the facilities are com-
pleted. If the data filed with your office
purport to show any such savings as those,
a cursory study of those figures would have
demonstrated their complete invalidity; and
it is not fo be assumed that you accepted
any such totally unfounded claims as a
basis for approving the loan. Had you given
us the slightest opportunity to present to
you the pertinent facts, we could have dem-
onstrated, and now can demonstrate, to your
complete satisfaction that any such claimed
savings by Big Rivers are totally baseless.
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A full and complete investigation and
hearing with respect to the cost of power
criterion in connection with this loan will
conclusively establish that the power costs
to these distribution co-ops by continued
purchases from the dependable systems of
Kentucky Utilities and Louisville Gas &
Electric will be substantially lower than the
co-ops could possibly experience from the
system which Big Rivers proposes to con-
struct.

THERE IS NO NEED FOR THIS LOAN TO BE MADE
TO PROTECT THE SECURITY OR EFFECTIVENESS
OF ANY REA-FINANCED BYSTEM

This reference obviously is to the third
criterion adopted by your agency in 1961 in
considering applications for generation and
transmission loans. The factors here to be
considered are not definitely set forth in
any statement of policy. This is one area
in which a hearing will be of particular
value to all concerned. We have noted your
public comments to the effect that these
loan applications will be viewed favorably
where REA borrowers find themselves forced
to rely on a hostile source for their future
power supply. We do not believe that even
Big Rivers would represent to you that EKen-
tucky Utilities or Louilsville Gas & Electric
constitutes a hostile source of power supply.

Our relations with the distribution co-ops
associated in Big Rivers have always been
excellent and singularly free of any fric-
tion. There has not been an instance in
which a question arising was not talked out
openly and fairly and resolved solely be-
tween EKentucky Utilities and the co-ops it
serves. Neither party has in a single in-
stance found it necessary to take any matter
under discussion to the Public Service Com-
mission of Kentucky or to the courts. EKen-
tucky Utilities and Louisville Gas & Electrie
have cooperated fully with these co-ops in
their programs, and every request by them
for power or services has been promptly
met,

We, of course, are aware of your views on
the territorial integrity of co-ops. There is
in this area no conceivable basis for your
approving this loan.

The present contract between Kentucky
Utilities and Green River RECC expires in
January 1965. The contract between Ken-
tucky Utilities and Henderson-Union RECC
is cancelable on 2 years’' notice. The rela-
tively short terms of these contracts have
been at the co-ops' insistence, and we have
always been prepared to enter into contracts
to supply their power needs at the very
favorable rate for such period of time as the
co-ops might wish.

Congress never intended that Federal
funds be made avallable to co-ops at the
2-percent rate for the purpose of engaging
in destructive competition with private
utilities for industrial, commercial, and
even municipal loads. However, prior to the
making of the present application by Big
Rivers, we offered to these co-ops new con-
tracts which would not restrict the co-ops
in any way whatever as to the character or
type or size of load they could serve. The
largest industrial loads would be available
to them.

Just as the co-ops, however, say they wish
protection against the raiding of customers
and territory they developed, so do we. The
proposed contracts which we submitted
therefore contain restrictions against either
party’s invading territory developed and
served with adequate facilities by the other.
The provisions we suggested would operate
in precisely the same manner for the pro-
tection of the co-ops.

The contracts we offered to Green River
and Henderson-Union RECC’s fully meet
the requests in your pertinent directives to
co-ops and particularly those in your bulle-
tin 3-3 of February 12, 1962. Unless co-ops
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wish contracts which protect them as to
customers and territories they have de-
veloped but at the same time leave them
free to raid territories and customers of pri-
vate utilities, we do not believe there can
be any objection to the provisions we offered
to these two co-ops.

At the recent meeting in your office, As-
sistant Administrator Wood did question
whether one phrase in our proposed con-
tracts was sufficiently definitive as to the
territory or area intended. In contract pro-
visions of this sort, all of us are trying to
deal in advance with situations which have
not arisen. Language necessarily must be
somewhat general. Since returning from
Washington, our representatives have care-
fully considered Mr. Wood's comment, but
are somewhat at a loss as to how to be more
specific in terms. As we stated to you in
our ‘meeting, however, if either your office
or Big Rivers will suggest a reasonable al-
ternate phrase or provision, we will doubt-
less find it acceptable; we have no difference
in principle.

In any event, this phrase relating to serv-
ice area—your only objection to our pro-
posed contracts—is a detail of the most
minor sort. Our contracts will give the
co-ops full freedom of action as to all classes
of customers and the territorial protection
you say they need, with no more than identi-
cal reciprocal protection to us. You could
not possibly have considered any objection
to our proposed contracts a justifiable basis
for granting this loan. Your action in an-
nouncing approval of the loan, without
having first submitted or had Big Rivers sub-
mit to us a draft of contract or counter-
proposal, convinelngly demonstrates that
the minor point raised by Mr. Wood did not
constitute a genuine objection to our pro-
posed contracts.

We are firmly convinced that, in this en-
tire area of your third criterion, there is no-
possible justification for approval of this
loan. If any party has any comments to
the contrary or criticism of Eentucky Util-
ities in any phase of its relations with these
co-ops, we request that we be advised of
the precise comment or criticism and
afforded an opportunity to meet it squarely.

THE MATTER OF SECRECY IN THE CONSIDERATION
OF THESE LOANS AND THE NEED FOR FUBLIC
DISCLOSURE OF INFORMATION AND HEARINGS

To the present time, your agency has been
singularly free of any kind of supervision
or regulation in its spending of billions of
dollars of the taxpayers’ moneys. Congress
has never considered individual projects
prior to the spending of Federal funds. You
have resisted any check by the courts on
your spending of these funds.

These circumstances should be consid-
ered as imposing upon you a duty of extra
care in your investigation of loan applica-
tions and your decisions to spend these vast
amounts of public funds. To the contrary,
your office has shrouded its activities in this
field in the utmost secrecy and has acted
in such manner as to make it impossible
even for interested parties to present perti-
nent facts which necessarily should be con-
sidered in determining your proper course
with respect to one of these applications.

As stated at the outset of this letter, al-
though you did not see fit to notify us of the
making of this application, we learned of
it and promptly put you on notice of our
interest and of our conviction that the mak-
ing of the loan would be unlawful. We re-
quested information which would have
enabled us to demonstrate to you the impro-
priety of your granting this loan. When you
refused us this information and referred us
to another source, we promptly went to that
source and, by a copy of our letter, notified
you what we were doing. We put you on
notice that we were satisfied that cost
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studies would demonstrate the impropriety
of granting the loan, and that we were pro-
ceeding to prepare factual data for submis-
sion to you.

Instead of demonstrating any interest in
recelving and considering further pertinent
information you acted immediately to ap-
prove the loan before we could place in
your hands such factual data which, if ig-
nored, might have embarrassed you in grant-
ing the loan.

THE INTEREST OF THE GENERAL PUBLIC IS NOT
RECEIVING ANY ATTENTION WHATEVER IN
YOUR OFFICE'S CONSIDERATION OF THESE
GENERATION AND TRANSMISSION LOANS

Thus far in this letter, we have dealt only
with the interests of the distribution co-
operatives and their individual members in
stating to you that the facts of the present
matter do not begin to justify the making of
this loan. In other words, the immediate ex-
penditure of $18 million of Federal funds—
and the inevitable ultimate expenditure of
additional millions of dollars on this same
project—would not result in any benefit to
these co-ops and their members.

There is another factor, however, which
we are satisfled you are glving no weight
whatever. That is the interest of the gen-
eral public in this wholly wasteful expendi-
ture of its money.

The present application of Big Rivers was,
according to the newspapers, not for a loan
of #18 million for the construction of the
75-megawatt generating plant and 266 miles
of transmission lines, but a loan of $25,297,.-
000 for the construction of the plant and
592 miles of lines. The power contract be-
tween Meade County RECC and Louisville
Gas & Electric does not expire until 1968.
It is our understanding that, for this reason,
the project as now approved postpones for
several years the construction of the trans-
mission lines to serve Meade County RECC
and postpones for this same short time the
expenditure of the additional $7,297,000 for
this part of the project. Thus, within the
next several years it is definitely contem-
plated that $25,297,000, rather than $18 mil-
lon, of Federal funds will be spent on this
project.

Further, as you well know, once one of
these generating plants and its system of
lines is constructed, the spending of Federal
funds on the project has only begun. East
Kentucky similarly started with an initial
loan of about $12 million; but additions to
its system have already cost the taxpayers in
excess of $66 milllon, and at least another
$256 million will undoubtedly be sought by
East Kentucky for installation of additional
capacity in its Burnside plant.

Even if the expenditure of these un-
counted millions of dollars for a new
generating plant and system of transmission
lines for Big Rivers would substantially
benefit the distribution co-ops and their
members—and that is positively not so in
this case—still, such benefit as the co-ops
would derive should be weighed against the
interest of the general public in this ex-
penditure of its moneys. We do not under-
stand the intent of Congress, as expressed in
its laws, to be that Federal funds can be
expended for the construction of cooperative
generating plants and transmission systems
at any time such expenditure may result
simply in lower costs to the distribution co-
ops. After all, the procurement of capital
at a 2-percent rate plus the tax exemptions
enjoyed by co-ops should be expected to ulti-
mately result in somewhat lower costs.
Again, we do not understand that to be the
criterion. Rather, we understand the law to
be that Federal loans for generating plants
and trar ission systems are not author-
ized when adequate and dependable power
is available to the distribution co-ops at

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

fair and reasonable costs, considering that
the investor-owned utilities which supply
such power must obtain their capital at
going market rates and pay applicable taxes.

In this instance, an impartial study would
establish that the power costs to these dis-
tribution co-ops from the private utilities,
are not only entirely fair and reasonable,
but are in fact less than the costs the co-ops
would experience from the Big Rivers
project.

Particularly at the present time, responsi-
ble public officials in all branches of gov-
ernment are demanding that unnecessary
Federal expenditures be avoided. On the
facts of this case, the expenditure of, first,
$18 million, and then another $7,297,000,
and ultimately many more millions of dol-
lars of Federal funds for the construction
of the Big Rivers project would represent an
unjustifiable waste of taxpayer funds. This
expenditure cannot be justified for any
legitimate purpose of rural electrification. It
can be explained—not justified—only as a
step in the determined program of your
agency to establish a system of federally
owned and federally financed utility opera-
tions to destroy and replace the free enter-
prise system of utilities in this country.

If this program is to be adopted at all, a
determination to that effect would be the
sole prerogative of Congress and not of your
agency. If, contrary to the intent of Con-
gress, your agency attempts to further such
program, it is apparent that the only remedy
is for the control of Federal funds for rural
electrification purposes to be withdrawn
from your agency and returned to the Con-
gress.

REQUEST FOR REVOCATION OF YOUR AFPPROVAL
OF THE LOAN AND FOR A HEARING ON THE
APPLICATION

If you are willing to consider this loan
application on 1its merits and after a full
deévelopment of the facts, we request that
you immediately (1) revoke your approval
of the loan, (2) make available to us infor-
mation so that we can prepare and submit
a detailled study of a comparison of costs to
the co-ops of obtaining their power under
the several possible alternatives, and (3)
hold a hearing at which all interested par-
ties will be given an opportunity to present
to you facts which should be considered be-
fore the taxpayers' funds are committed.

If your objective in administering the
Rural Electrification Act is to make these
large loans of public funds only, as Con-
gress Intended, for legitimate purposes of
rural electrification, and in instances where
the distribution cooperatives cannot obtain
their power from private sources at rates
which are entirely fair and reasonable, we
feel that you will grant our request, permit
a full development of the facts in connection
with this loan application and thereafter
reconsider it on its true merits. The making
of the loan to Big Rivers would represent
needless waste of Federal funds for the pur-
pose of placing another federally subsi-
dized generation and transmission co-op in
a position to engage in destructive competi-
tion with investor-owned utilities.

Very truly yours,
Froyp I. FAIRMAN,
President.

In addition, Mr. Chairman, at this
point I wish to request permission to
insert in the Recorp two resolutions per-
taining to the REA. The first resolu-
tion is by the Taxpayers' Association of
the State of South Dakota directed to
the empire building of REA, and the
second resolution is by the South Dakota
Stock Growers Association directed to
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the expansion of REA beyond the intent
and purposes of the original act. These
two resolutions are indicative of the
growing nationwide concern over the
unrestrained and unbridled activities of
this Federal lending agency:

RESOLUTION OF SOUTH DAKOTA TAXPAYERS,
PIERRE
THE TAXPAYERS' WATCHDOG

A considerable number of the members of
the South Dakota Taxpayers Association are
customers of the Rural Electrification Ad-
ministration cooperatives. They have been
strong supporters of the original concept of
bringing power to the rural areas. Current
practices of the REA show a decided trend
toward empire bullding. Realizing these
facts in relation to the REA system, the
board of directors of the taxpayer association
has approved the following resolution:

“Whereas the South Dakota Taxpayers
Association has always stood for private and
free enterprise and has opposed special priv-
ilege for one industry as opposed to another
industry; and

“Whereas the Rural Electrification Admin-
istration was established for the purpose of
furnishing electric power to isolated areas
where central station power was not avail-
able; and

“Whereas the REA has largely accom-
plished this purpose since 98 percent of the
farms and ranches of the Nation are now
served with electricity with plans for reach-
ing a 100 percent goal; and 3

“Whereas, the South Dakota Taxpayers
Association commends the REA for the fine
job well done in serving the farms and
ranches in South Dakota; and

“Whereas approximately five out of six
customers now being connected nationally by
the REA are nonfarm and nonranch: Now,
therefore, be it

“Resolved, That the South Dakota Tax-
payers Assoclation, by action of its board of
directors in regular meeting in Pierre, 8. Dak.,
on June 9, 1962, opposes further expansion
of the REA cooperatives beyond the intent
and purpose of the original act; and be it
further

“Resolved, That REA cooperatives be fully
compensated for territory and properties an-
nexed to private power companies.”

This resolution makes clear the belief of
the association in our free enterprise system;
that we oppose segments of the economy re-
ceiving undue special advantages; and the
necessity to strictly limit the operation of
Government when it oversteps the powers
which have been granted to it.

R. LYLE BARTON,
Executive Director, South Dakota Taz-
payers Association.

——

RESOLUTION OF SOUTH DAKOTA STOCK-
GROWERS ASSOCIATION

REA

Whereas the South Dakota Stockgrowers
Assoclation has always stood for private and
free enterprise and has opposed special pri-
vileges for one industry as opposed to an-
other industry; and

Whereas the REA was established for the
purpose of furnishing electric power to iso-
lated areas where central station power was
not available; and

Whereas the REA has largely accomplished
this purpose since 98 percent of the farms
and ranches nationally are now served with
electricity with plans for reaching 100-per-
cent goal, and

Whereas the South Dakota Stockgrowers
Association commends the REA for the fine
job well done in serving the farms and
ranches in South Dakota; and
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‘Whereas approximately five out of six cus-
tomers now being connected nationally by
the REA are nonfarm and nonranch: There-
fore be it

Resolved, That the South Dakota Stock-
growers Assoclation, in convention in Stur-
gis, 8. Dak., June 2, 1962, opposes further
expansion of the REA beyond the intent and
purpose of the original act; and be it further

Resolved, That in any case when any REA
loses territory because of annexation by a
city that full compensation for their faecili-
ties be granted on a fair and equitable basis.

Also, Mr. Chairman, I think it is im-
portant to put the generation and trans-
mission activities of the Rural Electri-
fication Administration in their proper
perspective.

We were reminded yesterday that the
Rural Electrification Act of 1936 did not
intend for REA to make loans primarily
for electric cooperatives to generate
their own supply of power. So, I will not
take time to review that important his-
tory.

The part of this picture which is of
particular concern to me—and I think
should be of concern to every conscien-
tious Member of this House—is that
even though we have achieved the envi-
able position in this Nation of having
almost 98 percent of the farms elec-
trified—which was the basic purpose for
which Congress enacted the Rural Elec-
trification Act of 1936—the magnitude
of money requests from this agency is
increasing rather than decreasing. Per-~
haps we see a new variation of Parkin-
son’s law which might read: “As a
bureaucratic agency approaches comple-
tion of the goal established for it, the
amount of money requested from the
taxpayers increases rather than de-
creases.”

Mr. Chairman, let no one misunder-
stand my position. As I have consist-
ently said, and repeated yesterday, that
in filling its assigned task of distributing
electric power to residents of rural areas
who cannot obtain power from commer-
cial sources, the REA has clearly met a
well-defined need and has played an im-
portant role in the economic upgrad-
ing of many rural areas. However, I
must draw the line in my own mind
when the agency wants to assume as its
primary function the granting of loans
for the generation of electric power at
subsidized interest rates and freedom
from payment of Federal income taxes.

To show this trend on generating
loans, I prepared a brief table showing
generation and transmission loans as a
percentage of total loans for each fiscal
yvear from 1936 through February 1,
1962, To me, this was very revealing
and has caused me serious concern.
For example, in 1936 only 0.2 percent of
total loans went for generation and
transmission purposes; by 1940, 1.4 per-
cent; 1950, 36.4 percent; in the decade
to 1960, the percentage fluctuated be-
tween 19 percent in 1954 to a high of
40.4 percent in 1960. Now, on February
1, 1962, we see 57 percent of all loans
granted by REA going for generation
and transmission purposes, and the re-
quest for fiscal 1963 is for about 60 to 65
percent for generation and transmission
loans. Every indication is that it will
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continue to increase in future years.
Under unanimous consent, I insert this
brief table at this point:

Rural Electrification Administration {total
loans granted—Generation and transmis-
sion loans granted by fiscal years 1936-62

Generation | Generation

Totalelectrie| and trans- and trans-
Fiscal year | lownsgranted | mission loans | mission loans
granted a8 percentage
‘ of total loans
£13, 910, 404 £28, 000 [ 0.2
45, 025, 813 1, 482, (00 4.3
20,2564, 1, 115, 000 4.8
139, 149, 829 3, 484, 000 2.5
41, 632, 050 86, 000 1.4
100, 054, 5, 612, 150 5.6
91, 152, 724 28, 162, 700 3.9
6, 700, 678 1, 685, 204 25.3
31, 630, 124 8,017, 560 0.5
26, 543, &, 719, 924 2.2
280, 372, 488 31,920, (43 10.6
254, 521,172 34, 134, 8O 13.0
313, 023, 009 30, 978, 033 12.8
448, 850, 567 &5, 000, 526 18.9
376, 151, 456 136, 430, 210 36. 4
221, 783, 800 51, 159, 000 2.1
61, 887, 000 7.1
930, 500 220
31,749, 760 10.0
41, 882, 500 25.0
61, 251, 939 32.3
120, 153, 676 39.9
, 338, 132 346.8
64, 814, 307 30. 5
B8, 071,405 40. 4
151, 938, 830 65. 38
261, 000, 000 0.3

Source: Annual reports of Rural Electrification
Administration.

Mr. Chairman, at this time when al-
most everyone is saying that we need a
reduction in taxes to stimulate the na-
tional economy, I think it is more im-
portant than ever to reduce Federal
spending as much as possible. I realize
that my amendment would not have re-
duced the overall amount of money
which REA will be allowed to borrow
from the Treasury, but by placing the
$100 million limitation on the granting
of generation and transmission loans it
would have put the program back on the
right track and would have resulted in
some savings to the taxpayer in future
years. _

Furthermore, Mr. Chairman, even
though my amendment was defeated, I
was very encouraged with the vote, and
the next time around I will win. I am
sure Mr. Clapp realizes this; and, there-
fore, I can see no reason why when the
Administrator comes to us for his ap-
propriations next year he cannot give
us specific details on all the large gen-
eration and transmission loans he is
planning to make in a coming fiscal
year.

The procedure involved in building an
electric generating plant is a pretty in-
volved one. It simply cannot be done
in haste, and it cannot be done in a short
period of time.

I am informed that the procedure will
go something as follows: First, the co-
operatives which are planning to con-
struct a generating plant will have a
preliminary meeting to discuss proposed
costs. This meeting will usually be at-
tended by their consulting engineer and
the local REA engineer and sometimes
an engineer from the REA Washington
area office. The consulting engineer
presents his estimate of the cost of pre-
paring a study of the proposed genera-
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tion and transmission project and, if
satisfactory, general funds of the co-
operative are voted to finance this study.
The engineer must be furnished with
load data and load center locations by
the distribution cooperatives. He must
then determine suitable plant site, lay
out the backbone transmission system,
and determine substation sites. He must
obtain bids on all equipment involved.
When all of his data is prepared, he
must prepare an economic study for sub-
mission to the cooperatives. This eco-
nomic study is then presented by the co-
operatives to the REA Washington office
to be checked by the Washington office
engineers.

A study of this kind would take at
least 1 year to prepare. As the study
progresses, the feasibility of the project
can usually readily be determined. By
the time it reaches the REA Washington
office, the REA area director should be
in a position to know whether the proj-
ect has any merit. After it reaches his
office and is assigned to an engineer io
study, there will probably be 6 to 8
months required before the engineer can
make his recommendation to the Ad-
ministrator as to the feasibility of the
project.

It seems apparent, therefore, that the
Administrator should be in a position to
have a rather precise estimate of the
feasible projects that will be submitted
to him for consideration during the fol-
lowing fiscal year at the time that he
appears before the Appropriations Com-
mittee with his request for funds.

I fail to see how there can be any va-
lidity to the argument by the Adminis-
trator that he cannot come before the
Congress with complete details of all the
large generation and transmission loans
he plans to make in any fiscal year.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, the claims
that my amendment, which was de-
feated, would leave the REA borrowers
in a bad way financially, is not valid.
Let us look at the facts. The net mar-
gin—excess of revenues over expenses—
of REA borrowers in 1960 was $87,212,-
359; up from $69,389,622 in 1956. The
long-term debt as a percent of net as-
sets had declined from about 88 percent
in 1956 to 78.6 percent in 1960. In 1960
only 30 REA borrowers had deficits in
their net margins—out of 959 borrow-
ers—as against 277 in 1950. The REA
borrowers in 1960 had investments and
special funds of $350,537,000 in 1960; up
from $143,561,000 in 1956, That is a
gain of $207 million in 5 years. These
are readily available funds that can be
tapped to meet a special situation.

Now, let us look at the cost of power
bought by REA borrowers. According
to NRECA's “Rural Electric Fact Book,”
1960, the cost of power bought from in-
vestor-owned electric companies de-
clined from 1.24 cents per kilowatt-hour
in 1940 to 0.80 cent in 1958, or a decline
of 38 percent. What happened to the

cost of power bought by co-ops from
REA borrowers? From 1940 to 1958 it
fell from 1.28 cents to 1.16 cents, or a
decline of only a little over 9 percent.
REA borrowers buying power from elec-
tric companies have received greater re-
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ductions in power costs since 1940 than
those buying from other REA borrowers.

In conclusion, I wish to repeat that
the 133-to-94 count on the vote on my
amendment is indicative of the fact that
more Members are becoming aware of
the need for additional legislation in this
area, and I would assume that in the
next session we will see Congress once
again regain control over this program
that has gotten completely out of hand.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Chairman, I
move that the Committee do now rise
and report the bill back to the House
with sundry amendments, with the rec-
ommendation that the amendments be
agreed to and that the bill as amended
do pass.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr Harris, 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. 12648) making appropriations for
the Department of Agriculture and re-
lated agencies for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1963, and for other purposes,
had directed him to report the bill back
to the House with sundry amendments,
with the recommendation that the
amendments be agreed to and that the
bill as amended do pass.

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I move
the previous question on the bill and all
amendments thereto to final passage.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote
demanded on any amendment? If not,
the Chair will put them en gros.

The amendments were 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.

Mr. MICHEL. Mr. Speaker, I offer a
motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op-
posed to the bill?

Mr. MICHEL. I am constrained to
say “Yes,” Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the motion to recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr, MrcHeEL moves to recommit the bill to
the Committee on Appropriations.

The SPEAKER. Without objection,
the previous question is ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion to recommit.

The motion to recommit was rejected.

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

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, on
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 346, nays 41, not voting 48, as
follows:

[Roll No. 175]
YEAS—346
Abbitt Alexander Andrews
Abernethy Andersen, Anfuso
Addabbo Minn. Arends
Albert Anderson, Ill. Ashley

Ashmore
Aspinall
Auchincloss
Avery

Ayres

Bailey

Baker
Baldwin
Barrett
Barry

Bass, Tenn.
Bates

Battin
Beckworth
Beermann
Belcher
Bennett, Fla.
Bennett, Mich,

Berry

Betts
Blatnik
Boland
Bolling
Bonner
Bow

Boykin
Brademas
Bray
Breeding
Brewster
Bromwell
Brooks, Tex.
Brown
Broyhill
Burke, Ky.
Burke, Mass.
Burleson
Byrne, Pa.
Byrnes, Wis.
Cahill
Cannon
Carey

Chamberlain
Chelf
Chenoweth
Chiperfield
Clark
Cohelan
Colmer
Conte

Cook

Cooley
Corman
Cunningham
Curtin
Daddario
Dague

Fallon
Farbstein
Fascell
Feighan
Fenton
Finnegan
Fisher
Flood
Forrester
Fountain
Frelinghuysen
Friedel

Glenn
Gonzalez
Goodling
Granahan
Grant

Gray

Green, Oreg.
Green, Pa.
Grifiiths
Gross
Hagan, Ga.
Hagen, Callf.
Haley
Halleck
Halpern
Hansen
Harding
Hardy
Harris
Harrison, Wyo.
Harsha
Harvey, Ind.
Hays

Healey
Hechler
Hemphill
Henderson
Herlong
Hoeven
Holifield
Holland
Horan
Huddleston
Hull

Ichord, Mo.
Inouye
Jarman
Jennings
Jensen
Joelson
Johnson, Calif.
Johnson, Md.
Johnson, Wis.
Jonas
Jones, Ala.
Jones, Mo.
Earsten
Earth
Eastenmeler
Kearns

Kee

Kelly

Keogh
Kilgore
King, Calif.
KEing, N.Y¥.
Kirwan
Kitchin
Kluczynski
EKnox
Eornegay
EKowalski
Kunkel

. Kyl

Laird
Landrum
Lane
Langen
Lankford
Latta

Martin, Mass,
Martin, Nebr.
Mason
Mathias
Matthews
May
Meader
Miller, Clem
er,
George P.
Miller, N.¥,
Milliken
Milis
Moeller
Monagan
Montoya

Rutherford
Ryan, Mich.
Ryan, N.Y.
St. George
Santangelo
Saylor
Schadeberg
Schenck
Schneebell
Schweliker
Schwengel
Scott

Slack
Smith, Towa
Smith, Va.
Springer
Stafford
Staggers

Stubblefield

Bullivan

Taylor

Teague, Tex,

Thompson, Tex,

%omson. Wis.
ornberry

Toll

Tollefson

Trimble

Tuck
Tupper
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Ullman Weaver Williams
Vanik Weis Wilson, Calif.
Van Relt Westland ‘Wilson, Ind.
Van Zandt ‘Whalley Wright
Vinson Wharton Young
w nner ‘Whitener Younger
Wallhauser Whitten Zablockl
Walter Wickersham Zelenko
Watts ‘Widnall
NAYS—41

Adair Devine Keith
Alger Dooley Michel
Ashbrook Findley Minshall
Becker Fino Osmers
Bell Ford Pike
Broomfield Fulton Ray
Bruce Goodell Robison
Church Griffin Rogers, Fla.
Clancy Hall Rousselot
Colller Harvey, Mich. Smith, Calif.
Corbett Hiestand Thomas
Curtis, Mo. Hoffman, Ill Udall, Morris K.
Derounian Hosmer Utt
Derwinski Johansen

NOT VOTING—48
Alford Harrison, Va. Purcell
Baring Hébert Rains
Bass, N.H. Hoffman, Mich. Rogers, Colo.
Blitch Judd Rogers, Tex.
Boggs Kilburn St. Germain
Bolton King, Utah Saund
Buckley Loser Scherer
Coad MeSween Smith, Miss.
Cramer McVey Spence
Curtis, Mass. Madden Taber
Davis, Tenn. Merrow Teague, Calif
Flynt Moulder Thompson, La
Fogarty Norblad Thompson, N.J
Frazler Peterson Willis
Gallagher Pilcher Winstead
Gubser Powell Yates

So the bill was passed.
The Clerk announced the following

pairs:

On this vote:
Mr. Teague of California for, with Mr, Kil-

burn against.

Mr. Cramer for, with Mr. Taber against.

Until further notice:
Mr. Hébert with Mr. Bass of New Hamp-

shire.

Mr. Rogers of Texas with Mr. Norblad.
Mr. Boggs with Mr. Scherer.
Mr. Buckley with Mr. Curtis of Massa-

chusetts.

Mr. Loser with Mrs. Bolton.

Mr. Peterson with Mr. Gubser.

Mr. 5t. Germain with Mr. Merrow.

Mr. Pilcher with Mr, Judd.

Mr. Thompson of New Jersey with Mr,

McVey.

Mr. Rains with Mr. Hoffman of Michigan.
Mr. BELL changed his vote from “yea’

t'o unay'u

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on the

table.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

REMAREKS

Mr. WHITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks in the REcorp on
the bill just passed.

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

There was no objection.

EQUAL PAY ACT OF 1962

Mr. ZELENKO. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
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Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H.R. 11677) to prohibit dis-
crimination on account of sex in the pay-
ment of wages by certain employers en-
gaged in commerce or in the production
of goods for commerce and to provide for
the restitution of wages lost by employees
by reason of any such discrimination.

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 HR. 11677, with
Mrs. KeLLy in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

Mr. ZELENKO. Madam Chairman, I
vield myself 10 minutes.

Madam Chairman, the objective sought
by this legislation is wage justice for
working men and women. Discrimina-
tory wage practices based upon sex, like
other forms of discrimination in employ-
ment, are contrary to our basic tradi-
tions of freedom and fairplay.

The payment of wages on a basis other
than that of the job performed is not
only harmful to the individual worker
and our economy, but also to our Na-
tion’s image abroad. The fact that em-
ployers still pay lower wage rates to
women workers for the same or compa-
rable work as that performed by men
workers in the same place is contrary to
every concept of equality and justice in
which we so strongly believe.

While H.R. 11677 is not expressly di-
rected at women—and testimony shows
that it will be equally beneficial to men—
it should be noted that the principal im-
mediate beneficiaries of this legislation
will be the working women of the Nation.
It seems almost incredible that there
should still be need for a Federal law to
protect women workers from such a form
of discrimination and exploitation as
exists in the payment of unequal wage
rates for equal work. The fact that such
diserimination continues to be widely
practiced was glaringly revealed in testi-
mony from virtually every segment of
economic endeavor tables. What makes
this revelation even more shocking is that
in 1961 there were approximately 2414
million women in our work force, making
up a total of one-third of our Nation’s
total labor force. By 1970 that figure is
expected to rise to 30 million. These
women are needed to feed our economy
and they should be given the same in-

Banks, May—July 1960—Comparison of average weekly earnings of women and men note lellers (under 5 years' experience)
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centives that encourage men to improve
their skills and productivity. That
women are a vital and productive ele-
ment in our labor force cannot be denied.
The plain and undeniable fact is that
these working women, by their vast con-
tributions in the labor force—both in
times of war and peace—have become in-
dispensable partners with men in the
growth of our economy. As equal part-
ners in the labor force, they are entitled
to be treated as equal partners in enjoy-
ing the fruits of their labor.

Women are in the labor market be-
cause they have to work to support them-
selves, their children, their parents, and
to supplement the incomes of their hus-
bands, where inadequate. In 1961
women were the heads of 4.6 million
families—about 10 percent of all families
in the United States. These families
owed their sole support to a working
woman.

The legislation prohibits an employer
having 25 or more employees, engaged
in commerce, or in the production of
goods for commerce, from discriminating
between his employees at the same plant
by paying lower wages to one sex than he
pays to the other sex for a comparable
job requiring comparable skills except
where there is a valid discrimination due
to a merit system, seniority or bona fide
job classification.

The bill would diminish the possi-
bilities of using women to force wages
down and of taking advantage of the
sharp competition for jobs in times of
substantial unemployment. The bill pro-
vides that no employer will reduce the
wage rate of an employee for the pur-
pose of eliminating the differential in
wage rates prohibited by the act. It
would stimulate another worthwhile
purpose—that of maintaining the pur-
chasing power of workers to add to their
prosperity and the growth of our
economy.

Because of the fact that there may
be instances in the bargaining between
an employer and a union in which the
bargaining agreement might require the
employer to continue or institute a wage
differential for comparable work based
solely on sex, I shall offer an amendment
which would prohibit any union or other
bargaining unit acting on behalf of em-
ployees from causing or attempting to
cause the employer to discriminate
against any individual in violation of
this act.

I am pleased to inform this committee
that organized labor, which has fully
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supported this legislation, favors this
amendment.
I urge this commitee to give its full
support to this vital legislation.
Under permission previously granted,
I include the following:
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR
AND CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL OR-
GANIZATIONS,
Washington, D.C., July 24, 1962.
Hon. HERBERT ZELENKO,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEear MR. ZELENKO: It is my understanding
that a question has arisen as to the attitude
of the AFL-CIO toward the inclusion in the
equal pay bill of a provision prohibiting un-
ions from causing or attempting to cause an
employer to discriminate against any indi-
vidual in the payment of wages on the basis
of sex.

The Fourth Constitutional Convention of
the AFL-CIO adopted a resolution which
called attention to the large number of wom-
en employed in industry and stated:

“Women must be encouraged to join labor
unions, to participate actively in union af-
fairs, and to rely upon unions to protect and
advance their basic interests.”

The resolution reaffirms the federation’s
support of the principle of equal pay for
equal work, through collective bargaining
contracts and through appropriate legisla-
tion, both State and Federal. BSpecifically,
the resolution called for “abolition of dis-
criminatory employment practices against
women in hiring and layoffs, in seniority
rights, promotion, and training opportuni-
ties for jobs.”

Accordingly, the AFL-CIO would have no
objection to the inclusion of a provision
along the lines outlined above in the equal
pay bill. We would, however, be strongly
opposed to inclusion in the bill of any of the
other changes proposed in the so-called Ash-
brook amendment.

Sincerely yours,
ANDREW J. BIEMILLER,
Director, Department of Legislation.

Another representative group of white-
collar workers are bank tellers, for whom
salary data were collected by the Bureau of
Labor Statistics in 1960. Even though the
salary data were separated by the length of
experience of the tellers and the type of
work done, women's average earnings were
consistently lower than men’s! For ex-
ample, the following table shows that women
note tellers with under 5 years' experience
typically averaged $5 to $15 a week less than
men in the same occupational group:

3In this report, the data are combined for
all banks in each survey area. Thus, as
stated previously, the differences in earnings
are partially accounted for by variations in
wages between small and large establish-
ments, in job content, and in length of
service.

Numberof | Average woekly Average weekly Number of Average weekly Avernge weekly
workers hours earnings workers hours earnings

Areal Areal L. s Tt

Women| Men [Women]! Men |[Women| Men | Differ. E Women| Men (Women| Men |Women| Men | Differ-

enee 2 enee ¥
L] P SR 27 6 30.0 30.0 | $07.00 | $72.50 | —$5.50 || Miami. . _____..._..____. a1 19 B85 39,0 | $62.50 | $08.00 | —$5. 50
BOBbON L 44 13 35. 5 36. 5 60,00 | 77.00 2 14 0. 6 30.5 | 63,50 | 94.50 | —31.00
Chicago. . 26 66| 80.5| 39.0| 7850 89,560 27 15| 39.5| 40.0| 6600 | &850 | —23.50
Dallas. - o 1 40.0 40.0 | 64.00 | 79.50 44 | 41 36.0 36,0 { T2.00 | 80.00 | —8.00
Denver. 66 6 40.0 40.0 | 63.00 | 91.00 21 125 a7.0 36.5 | 75.00 | 80.50 —5.50
Detroit.. 7 L 40.0 37.5 | 64.50| 73.50 17 12 36.0 37.0 | 54.00 | 66.00 | —12.,00
Houston_. L g 23 40.0 | . 40.0 | ©0.50 | B9.00 19 16 815 48.5 | 62.80 | 80.00 | —17.50
Kansas City.oocoicoee. 16 12 40,0 40,0 | 63.50 | 74.80 60 08| 40,0 40,0 | TL50 | 81.50 | —10,00
Los Angeles-Long Beach..| 289 102 40.0 40.0 77.00 | - 82.50 —=5.50 | Beatltle. . e 43 16 3.5 40.0 | 67.50 | 85.00 | —17.50

1 Includes all survey areas in which both men and women in this occupation were 2 Refers to the amount by which women’s earnings vary from men's earnings,

paid on a time basls,

Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics,
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SERVICE WORKERS

There are about 3.4 million women and 2.9
milllon men classified as service workers
(excluding private household workers).
Earnings data for service workers have been
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collected by the Bureau of Labor Statistics
in selected service industries, including
power laundries, hotels, and hospitals. The
following tables present wage comparisons in
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these industries for occupations employing
both men and women workers on a time basis
and show marked wage differences favoring
men.

Power laundries, April-July 1960— Comparison of average howrly earnings of women and men workers

Number of workers Average hourly earnings Number of workers Average hourly earnings
Occupation and area 1 Ocenpation and area!
Women Men Women Men Differ- Women Men Women Men Differ-
enee 2 enpe 1
Identifiers:
120 29 $1.12 $1.45 | —$0.33 14 44 $1.16 $1,31 -%15
224 9% TAE] ey 0 —.12 . 82 119 1.09 1,32 —.23
50 26 1.00 1.20 —.11 New York. 46 1.16 1.36 —. 50
ngeles- 273 12 1.35 1.84 —.49 || Markers:
Vcwsrk-l‘u-ses C‘itv. 85 2 1.17 1.29 —.12 A s AR R 51 30 1.12 1.22 =510
New Yor! 142 & 1.16 1.38 - 22 Ohfetpe ot oK 00 167 8 1.13 1.22 —.09
Phihdel lda..-._, 120 13 1,14 1,27 —.13 ’Ill\.vo‘;a\{lgelj‘es-laouglmath“.. 1‘5:2 :g ‘}gg 1,(3 —.31
Clerks, retail receiving: g L] s e Sl S R 3 . 1 — 1%
hicago....oan-- 122 14 1.17 1.58 —.41 Philgdelphia. . _________.___ 43 G 1.12 1.24 - 12
Newark-Jersey City_.._.... 42 13 1.12 148 . 36

1 Includes occupations which cover both men and women workers and are generally

paid on a time h

Privale hospitals, mid-1960-—Comparison of average

? Refers to the amount by which women’s earnings vary from men’s earnings,
Source: 7.8, Department of Labor, Bureaun of Labor Statistics,

weekly hours and earnings of women and men workers

Number of | Average weekly Average weekly Number of | Average weekly Average weekly
workers hours earnings : workers hours earnings
Occupation and area ! Oceupation and area !
Women! Men |Women| Men |Women] Men | Differ- Women| Men |Women! Men |Women! Men | Differ-
ence ? enee ?
PHYSICAL THERAFISTS
(] 1] 3.5 40,0 | $81.50 | $01.00 | —$0.50 || Philadelphia____._______ 152 14 40.0 40,0 | $65.50 | 68,60 | —%3.00
65 18 30.5 40,0 | 81.00| 98.50 | —17.50 || Portland. . ......coae... 24 T 40,0 40.0 | 82.50 | 89.00 | —6.50
86 20 40.0 40,0 | 90.00 | 9L0O | 800 || Ban Franciseo-Oukland.. 60 16 40.0 40.0 | 8500 | 89,50 | —4.50
31 7 40.0 40.0 | 95.50 | 120.50 | —25.00
105 41 3.5 38.5| B0.50 | 80.00 | —B.350 NURSING AIDS
32 8 40.0 30.5 | 85,50 | 100.00 | —14.50
30 L] 40.0 40.0 | 05.50 | 99.50 —4.00 || Baltimore______________.{ 1,728 395 40.0 40.0| 37.50 | 44.50 —7.00
387 40.0 40.0 49.00 | 52.50 | —4.50
X-RAY TECHNICIANS 06 40.0 40.0 | 46.00 | 52,50 | —6.50
: 350 30.5 40.0 | 50.00 | 5850 —8. 50
BaOre, o adeccnaies 44 24| 40.0| 400 60.00| 74.00 | —500 91| 40.0| 40.0| 40.00| 47.00 | —7.00
Boston. . 144 3 40.0 40.0 | 60.50 | 74.50 | —5.00 381 40.0 40.0| 45.50 | BL SO [ —9.00
Bofn e 36 12 30.0 40.0 | 70.00| 75.00| —500 87 40.0 40.5| 3500 | 4L850| —6 50
Chicago. .. 195 46 40.0 40.0| 8.00| 86.00| —5.00
Cincinnati..... 30 10 40,0 30.5| 64.50| 7200 | —7.50 268 40.0 40.0 | 67.00 | G60.50 | —3.50
Cleveland-.cco---- il 19 40.0 40.0] 70.00 | 76.00 | —6.00 1m 40.0 40.0 | 55.50 | 60.00 | —4.50
BRI L N SR 12 10 40.0 40.0 | 66.50 | 7450 | —8.00 1, 3.5 30.5| 46.50 | 40.50 | —3.00
Los Beach. 107 40 40.0 40.0 | 86.00 | B7.00 | —1.00 . 520 40.0 40.0 | 37.50 | 39.00 | —1.50
Minneapolis-St. Paul.... 65 20 40.0 40.0 | 66.00 | 7L00| —5.00 | 54 40.0 415 | 56.00 | 6LOD | —5.00
Now Yok i i oot 159 178 38.0 38.0 | 79.00 79. 00 0 || S8an Franciseo-Oakland__| 1,087 228 40.0 40.0 | 64.50 | 65.50 | —1.00
1 Includes all arcas in survey in which both men and women were working as physical ? Refers to amount by which women’s earnings vary from men’s carnings,
therapists, X-ray technicians, and nursing aids and were paid on a time basis. Source: U.S. Department of Labor, Burean of Labor Statistics.
Holels, March—July 1960—Comparison of average hourly earnings of women and men room clerks
Number of workers Average hourly carnings Number of workers Average howrly earnings
Area Ares
Women Men Women Men Differ- Women Men Women | Men Differ-
onee t ence
9 60 $1.43 $1.53 7 132 $1.53 $1.65 —-§.12
30 44 1.38 1. 56 13 30 1.49 1.68 —. 18
39 140 1.87 1.76 13 46 1.80 1.44 —. 14
16 32 144 1.48 15 530 2,08 1. 96 +.07
= 2 56 152 1.51 7 65 1.56 1.69 —.13
i 17 50 .92 1.30 15 48 1.18 1.44 —. 26
Los Angeles-Long Beach 3 41 151 130 161

1 Refers to the amount by which women's earnings vary from men's earnings.

PLANT WORKERS
Comparative earnings of men and women

classified in three plant jobs and employed

in identical establishments were

in the Bureau of Labor Statistics’ community

wage survey of 1058-59. Again, it s perti-

nent to note that individual plant averages

CVIOIr——529

Source: U8,

for men and women in a specific job may be
influenced by variations in job content and
length of service.

It is interesting to note that the differ-
ences in average earnings of men and women
were found to be least among passenger
elevator operators and greatest among jan-
itors. Men and women elevator operators

Department of Labor, Burean of Labor Statistics,

had similar average earnings in a majority
of the establishments. However, for jan-
itors and packers, the women's averages were
below the men’s in at least 70 percent of the
establishments. In the latter firms, the dif-
ference was typically 15 cents an hour or
more, as shown In the following table.
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Establishment differences in earnings of men and women plantworkers

[Disteibution of establishments by relationship between establishment averages for men and in selected plant ions, 20 labor markets, winter 1058-59]
Janitors, Elevator v Janitors, Elevator
Relationship of women's hourly earnings porters, Packers, | operators, Relationship of women's hourly earnings porters, Packers, | operators,
to men’s and shipping | passenger to men's and shipping | passenger
cleaners cleaners
Total number of establishments______.__.. 1,232 185 110 || Establishments with men’saverage higher than
oo Al et R RO [ T 800 130 35
Establishments with women’s average higher _
TSR AT T T AL 1 St 58 16 14 el O U T S S 52 9 3
5 64 10 7
25 cents or more 7 to 9 cents 63 8 6
23 to 25 f i 4 63 14 L]
21 11 63 Lo UL
19 13 56 L] 2
17 15 45 ] &
15 17 52 P e
13 19 47 1] 1
11 21 a8 L] 2
9 to 11 cents. 2 28 o0 M (E7T
7 to 9 ecents. 25 cents or mo 319 43
5 ttg g mrlts
Embumm in which difference was less
an 3 cents 22 284 39 61

1 Limited to establishments in whieh the difference in average hourly earnings is 3

cents or more.

The occupation of operatives included
3.3 million women and 8.4 million men in
1961, but relatively few of these workers ap-
peared to be doing similar work. The num-
erous wage surveys made by the Bureau of

Labor Statistics in manufacturing industries
yield relatively few examples of men and
women in the same occupations and paid on
a time basls. The examples which may be

Source: U.8. Départment of Labor, Burcau of Labor Statisties.

found virtually all show women receiving
lower average earnings than men, as illus-
trated In the following occupational data
for six manufacturing industries:

Manufacturing industries, 1960-61— Comparisons of average hourly earnings of men and women, by occupation

Number of Average hourly earnings Number of | Average hourly earnings
workers i workers
Occupation and area ! Oceupation and area !
Women| Men |Women| Men | Differ- Women| Men |Women| Men | Differ-
ence * enee 2
machinery (May 1061 D. Women's and misses’ dresses (August

2 Nm}ectﬁcﬁrs, y((J 4 II?L_ 613 T34 | $1.68 | $2.07 | —$0.30 1960): Hand TS:

Machlno-tool operators produe- Eall Hi,ive;-c?:v Bedford, Mass.__. 230 58 | $1.71 | $L.78 | —%0.07

New Yorl ¥
of:l 167 1,188 | 17| 205 -.34 Al Ehopass - ot L 125 | 15| 20| 36| —vm
Hartﬂotrci New Britain- Brlstol, Contract shops........_....... 70 73 1.87 3.84| —1.97
Oﬂn 123 470 1.61 2.33 - 72 || E. Bynthetic textiles (Au 1960) :
lg}e Twister tenders, ring frame, North
ln sp! ndle, cl'ass Chi- o e T AR 500 38| 12| 1.20 0
d bo T S ] 432 .73 | LW e | gpt\mtors, North Carolina_.._.. 118 261 1.25| 128 —. 08
B. Men's an 5’ 8l except work- 3

shirts) and Tight shirts (May 1961): Allentown-Bethlehem, Pu_.... 40 202| 207 —o05

Sewin machine operators, New Mains and New Hampshire 9 16 1.66 1.72 - 06

E 7 S, e el ] T 378 2 1. 51 1.08 —. 47 North Carolina. ...eceeeoo-... 33 100 1. 60 1.64 —.04
Sewingm %nmeopemtorsonsport F. M:usc;%aﬁoﬂ%l;s plastie products (Feb-
New York Olt¥-coueenonnsens 318 | 12| 208 —.54 Finishers, molded plastic prod-

0. Cand N%w 5}’"‘ i e e e 3] etk | uc('i'st:ucag 11 1,180 ast| 180 1.8 19
andy and other confectionery prod- J ¥ y " -
%ﬁg m“‘%ﬁ”&"“”ﬂ“’m‘wm’ In}ecbfim Taolatng. Mmook B |1 MBS

m 8 opera ol @ o
Om e TS 1.).05...--.-----.5:. 357 11 122 1.35 =13 ators, O , 1 1, 568 040 1.49 1.56 =i

1 Includes all surveyed oeccupations in the 6 industries which cover both men and

pald on a time basis nnly
t by which won

Wage or salary income of women and men,
1955-60 (year-round jfull-time workers)

Median wage or | Percent

salary income women's
Year i
of men's
Women | Men

203 $5, 417 61
3,103 5,209 61
3,102 4,927 63
3,008 4,713 64
2,827 4, 466 63
2,719 4,252 64

Source: U.8. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the
Census.

Even for the same major occupational
groups, there are substantial differences in
men’s and women's incomes. In 1960, the
greatest difference existed in the average
earnings of men and women sales workers.
The relatively best situated were the women

's carnings vary from men's earnings,

clerical workers, who averaged almost seven-
tenths as much as men clerical workers.
Comparative earnings of men and women in
the same major occupational groups are
shown below:

Source: U.8. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statisties,

Average earnings of men and women workers,

[Average annual wage or salary income]
All workers:

Mven-...___._.__-.._...........-.________._.. $5,417
Wage or salary income of women and men Women._.. 8,283
in selected occupations, 1960 (year-round Solegworkers: 25
Jull-time workers) g’,us
- 7,241
Median wage or | Percent: !
salary income | women's 58
Oecupational group i
of 6, 848
Women Men men's 4,384
4,977
Sales workers...... $2,428 | 85,755 42 2,970
Managers, officials__ 4, 173 7,241 58
Bervice workers (except
private honsehold) S 2,418 4,089 59
Operatives.....ococoeae 2,970 4,977 60
Professional workers. 4,384 6,848 64
Clerical workers........ 3, 586 b, 247 68 3,

Bource: U.8. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the
Census,

Soum:a: U.8, Department of Commerce, Burcau of the
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EconoMIC INDICATORS RELATING TO EQUAL
Pay, 1962
I. JOB HIRING ORDERS

‘When reporting job vacancies to employ-
ment offices, employers in States without
equal pay legislation sometimes list a vacancy
with a single job title but a higher hiring
rate for men than for women. About 120
examples of job orders with wage differen-
tials were found by a Women’s Bureau rep-
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resentative who visited public employment
offices in five cities in 1961. A majority of
the job orders examined, however, indicated
that employers desired either “men only™
or “women ‘only” for a specific job opening.
Many other job orders, of course, listed one
job title and one job rate, without any sex
preference.

Most of the hiring orders with wage dif-
ferentials based on sex were for clerical,
service, or sales jobs. Probable reasons for
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this concentratlon are such factors as the
kinds of jobs for which both men and women
are hired, the prevalence of piece rates for
many factory jobs, and different practices
which employers follow in seeking various
types of workers.

The following table is based on job orders
on file in five public employment offices
and lists selected examples of jobs with wage
differentials:

Job hiring orders with wage differentials—=Selecled job orders in & cities, 1961

Hiring rate Hiring rafe
Job title Industry e Pay Job title Industry pgiaoyd
Women | Men Women | Men
City D—Continued
L 00~ 00 | Week. Bookkeeper Movi $350.00 | $450.00 | Month,
,g?l. 00 o - Clerk . Printing_ 60,00 05, 00 | Week.
187 2.19 | Hour. Caop; ter. Publishing. a g— UIGS. &0] Do,
.85 .90 Do.
A to Do. G ] office clerk. Oil refining _ _ ; 300. 00 325.00 | Month,
}. g Ug 00 Keypunch operator. ... Metal manufacturing. . m 3;_ %%— Do,
90. 00 100.00 | Week. Meat helper. Retail trade. L7 1.82 | Hour.
80.00-) 100,00 I.ien. Order clerk Metal f ing... %: gg 275.00 | Month,
85,00
40. 00 27 Month, Presser, machine. . ........ D A i 1. 60 1.75 | Hour.
23&00 3&% w.?é'ﬁ. ptionist-salesclerk __ mﬁ iy 70.00 | 80.00 | Week.
40. 00— 65. 00 Do. Balesclerk i do.. ilzﬂl—- 1.25 | Hour.
50. 00
45,00 Do. Bilk screen printer........| Business service. .. ...... L22 137 Do.
ﬁ % 50.00 ]Jg. Traffic cle:l? .............. ‘Wholesale trade.........| 270.00 [ 300.00 | Month,
50. 00 60.00-| Do,
65,00 = City E
50. 00 00 0.
1.00 5;‘ 25 | Hour. Accounting clerk.. Retail trade. 42.00 45.00 | Week.
33.00 35.00 | Week. Assembler....c..ccuee.....| Electrical manufacturing. 1.40 1.55 | Hour.
33. 00 38.00 Do, Do. i do 1,25~ 1.40 .
35. 00 40, 00 Do. 1.35
40. 00 45. 00 Do. Bookkeeper... . 350.00 400.00 | Month,
45. 00 50. 00 Do. P Sl S8 325,00 375.00 Do.
50. 00 60. 00 Do. Bookkeeping maching op- 300,00 825.00-| Do.
D , 1 38.00 45. 00 Do, erator, 350.00
General office clerk Hospital 55,00 60. 00 Do. Colleetoral L ool Ll 250, 00 350. 00 Do.
e checker___________ Retail trade ... 60. 00 75,00 Do, Cook = 1. 15~ 1.25-| Hour.
Balesclerk. . do. 1. 00~ 1.25 | Hour, 1.35 1. 50
1.05 41 TR SRR SRR S 5 1.356 1.50 Do,
Do do 1.00 3, Dﬂé 125 Y‘Do. Credit clerk. W le trade. % %- 400.00 | Month,
oy i) Oredit agency. 2, 800. 00 L 00 0Ar. 3
:F%’p"i'st .................... Business serviee. .. omeomm 65, 00 75.00 | Week. Dishwasher, hi Lnd spital 1.31 1.42 | Hour.
Elevator operator, passen- | Retail trade.. oee e eeeee L40 160 Do.
o] T,
Cook. ot Restaurant-.....ooooooi 35, 00~ 45.00-| De. f_ge 1 office clerk ‘Wholesal 250.00 300.00 | Month,
40, 00 50. 00 Grocery clerk Retail trade 1.15 1.25 | Hour,
Count do 30. 00 40.00 | Do. Inventory clerk Metal factaring...| 250.00 | 300.00 | Month,
Grocery check Retail trade 56. 98 6290 Do. Inventory control clerk.... Mi:egl?merym ur- mg— ﬁg Do,
Presser, machine__ Dry cleanin 1.50 1.76 | Hour.
M2 Do. .- S f - 4500 | 60,00 | Week.
Accounting supervisor.____| Soclalservice ... gé% g— ﬁ% Montk lesclerk trade, 50.00 g % Do,
Animal hospitalattendant.| Animal hospital ... 1.15 1.25 | Hour, Prg: S UL LU S Qo C I SR 1.00 1.25 | Hour,
nﬁoﬁlﬁ‘up?}‘f —messnasaeaa-| Machinery manufactur- ;ﬁ. g— % Sg— Week. Tallor. .. ... e 30, 65,00 75.00 | Werk.
ing, 5.
Do. v i 65. 00~ 75.00-f Do,
75.00 | 100.00

Mr. KEARNS. Madam Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr., GRIFFIN].

Mr., GRIFFIN. Madam Chairman, I
rise in support of the principle of the
bill which is before the House today.
As will be noted, the minority members
of the Committee on Education and
Labor joined in reporting this bill from
the committee. As far as I know, there
is little or no real opposition to the basic
purpose of this legislation.

Madam Chairman, it is interesting to
recall that the Republican platform in
1960 advocafed equal pay for equal work,
without discrimination on the basis of
sex. The Democratic platform of 1960
contained a similar plank ecalling for
equal pay for equal work.

During the deliberations of the com-
mittee on this bill & number of amend-

ments were offered and some were
adopted. So the bill before us today is
not precisely the legislation sent up by
the administration.

There will be further amendments of-
fered here on the floor of the House to-
day. I should like to say, at the very
outset, that our amendments, which will
be relatively few in number, are designed
to strengthen the principle of the bill
and to make it practical and workable.
It is not enough, I think, just to be
blindly in favor of equal pay for equal
work. We must also look at the language
of the bill, and we must try to see how
it will actually operate. I know that
the women in this Congress, as well as
the women around the country, are the
last ones who would want, unduly or
unnecessarily to inflict economiec dislo-
cation or to create serious unemploy-
ment.

Madam Chairman, I am very deligchted
and very pleased that the distinguished
chairman of the subcommittee, the gen-
tleman from New York, Mr. ZELENKO,
has indicated at the outset that he
favors and, in fact, will himself offer the
amendment which I had earlier pro-
posed to include labor organizations
within the scope of this bill. I think it
should be recognized that while most
labor organizations are sincere in their
statements favoring equal pay for equal
work without regard to sex, and while
the international labor organizations
proclaim this over and over again, it is
still a fact that, at the loeal levels, some
labor unions—and I do not say a major-
ity, or that there are a great many, but
there are some, that do engage in dis-
criminatory practices against women.
In other situations, labor unions merely
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condoned or do not object to such dis-
crimination.

Madam Chairman, if we are to pro-
hibit an employer, as we will under this
bill, from discriminating in the payment
of wages on the basis of sex, then surely
it is only reasonable to make the pro-
hibition applicable insofar as possible to
labor organizations, for they are often
directly involved in creating the condi-
tions or situations which are discrimina-
tory. In some union contracts today
one wage scale is provided for women
and a different scale is provided for men.
In other instances discrimination is
brought about in more subtle ways
through the classification of employees
and their jobs.

In an organized establishment, obvi-
ously, the union plays a very important
part in determining the classification of
jobs and employees. In negotiating, a
union could propose and insist upon a
classification system that would be in
violation of this law.

I have not proposed the amendment,
which the gentleman from New York
[Mr. ZerLENKO] has now agreed to offer,
for the purpose of indicting the labor
movement or labor unions in general, be-
cause such an indictment would not be
justified. In fact, a good many labor
organizations do have equal pay for equal
work provisions in their union contracts
and in their constitutions; they enforce
these provisions and live up to them.

When she appeared before the sub-
committee, the distinguished and charm-
ing Assistant Secretary of Labor, the
Honorable Esther Peterson, pointed out,
at page 58 of the hearings, that only 38
percent of labor organizations, surveyed
in 1956 by the Labor Department, actu-
ally had equal pay provisions in their
contracts.

This does not mean that all the rest of
the unions condone or encourage dis-
crimination; however, it is interesting to
note that equal pay provisions appar-
ently have not enjoyed high priority in
the contract negotiations of many
unions.

The amendment to include Ilabor
unions, which will be a part of the sub-
stitute to be offered by the gentleman
from New York [Mr. ZELENKO], is a good
amendment from another standpoint;
labor unions are made accountable and
responsible for their part, if any, in dis-
criminating against women, this should
help immeasurably in the administration
of this act. Those who do not want
hordes of bureaucrats roaming around
to enforce this law can find here a way
to make the bill self-policing, at least in
establishments where there is union
organization. This is an important, a
sound, and a good amendment. I com-
mend the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Zerenkol for supporting my
amendment and for offering it. The
amendment will strengthen the equal
pay bill and make it more effective. I
wish also to commend the AFL-CIO as
well as the other members of our com-
mittee for their support of my amend-
ment.
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Mr. ZELENEKO. Madam Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Towa [Mr. SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Madam Chair-
man, I have been assigned the task of
explaining the enforcement procedure
under this act. Whether one is for it
or against it, each one is entitled to have
a summary explanation of the enforce-
ment procedures. Briefly, they are as
follows:

First, a charge is filed. The charge
must be filed under oath. A complain-
ant cannot just file a piece of paper
somewhere; it must be under oath. And
the complaint must be filed by or for a
person who is aggrieved. Outsiders may
not file these charges. In addition to
this, the complaint must cover an act
that was committed within 1 prior year.
Under other Labor Standards Acts—for
example, Walsh-Healey, the Fair Labor
Standards Act, the Davis-Bacon Act,—
it is 2 years. Under this act it is 1 year.
The act must have been committed with-
in the previous year.

After the charge has been filed, the
Secretary files a written charge with the
employer only if there is reasonable
cause to believe that there has been a
violation. He must find that there is
reasonable cause. He must, at the time
he files this charge with the employer,
set forth the facts upon which the
charge is based and he must provide a
copy of the charge that was filed with
him, so that in any event the employer
will know the nature of the charge which
was filed.

Mr. KEARNS. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. I yield to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania,

Mr. KEARNS. Does not the gentle-
man think we are taking a new path in
a problem here affecting men with
families and women who are widows?

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Any legislation
involves new paths. I will say that this
bill we are considering is extremely
cautious in the new path we are taking.

After the employer has been served
with a copy of the charge, the Secretary
can make investigations and then he will
either dismiss it or hold a conference
with the employer. First he must resort
to informal procedures rather than go
into court first. So there is a conference
with the employer, if there is reasonable
cause to believe there has been a viola-
tion. Then if the employer will not
through these informal procedures com-
ply with the law, a civil action can be
filed in a Federal district court. At this
point it could, of course, be dismissed or
the Secretary can ask for an injunction
to prohibit continuation of this violation
of the law. In the event there is resti-
tution, it cannot be for more than twice
the wages that would have been owed.
Of course it is limited to a period of 1
year prior to the time of the notice of
the charge.

In the case of Government contracts,
and there are a good number of them
now, we have provided that the con-
tracts shall include an agreement that
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they will not violate the law. If they
violate the law, then, only after a court
has determined that they have violated
the law, may they be prohibited from
getting Government contracts until they
obey the law. This prohibition against
being awarded more contracts is only
for the time they are deemed by the
court to be in violation of the law and
their agreement and have refused to
purge themselves of that violation.

I think the procedure here, although
it is effective, is rather cautious.

Mr. HARDY. Madam Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Iowa.
gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. HARDY. In the beginning of the
gentleman’s remarks he called attention
to the fact that whenever a charge is
made it must be presented in writing and
under oath, and by or on behalf of the
person claiming to be aggrieved. Would
the gentleman indicate who could bring
such an action?

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. ‘“On behalf of”
in this case means an agent, either an
agent you appoint or one that by opera-
tion of law is deemed to be your agent.

Mr. HARDY. That is the thing I
wanted to be sure is spelled out, so that
we would not have some self-appointed
individuals running around making un-
founded allegations or initiating un-
warranted actions.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. That was the
purpose, so that the person himself or
someone that he permits to act on his
behalf must file the charge.

Mr. HARDY. The individual ag-
grieved would have to request that some-
one act for him?

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Yes; that is
right.

Mr. KEARNS. Madam Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentlewoman from
New Jersey [Mrs. DwYER].

Mrs. DWYER. Madam Chairman,
the Equal Pay Act of 1962 deserves our
wholehearted support.

What does the act provide? It pro-
vides for simple justice for the women
of this country who work for a living.
Women should not be discriminated
against in the wages they are paid just
because they are women. Who can
quarrel with the aim of HR. 11667, to
prevent such discrimination in certain
employment related to interstate com-
merce? Who will say with seriousness
that a worker deserves less for doing the
same work as another worker because
one is a man and one is a woman? The
result that the bill seeks is merely pay-
ment of “the rate for the job.” It does
not prescribe wages; it does not tell an
employer what rates he shall pay, nor
does it prevent a union from bargaining
for wages at any particular level. It
merely says to individual employers
within its coverage, “You may not make
invidious distinction in wage rates based
on sex alone.”

Madam Chairman, the measure before
us is just to men as well as to women.
Further, it is just to employers because
it protects them against the unfair com-

I yield to the
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petition of those who underpay their
women workers. Justice alone is a suf-
ficient argument for this bill—but let me
mention, too, some practical arguments
for its adoption which are also weighty.
The importance of this bill today does
not arise from chance; it arises from the
growing importance of women in our
labor force. Today, we have more than
24 million women workers; 10 years
from now, that figure will exceed 30 mil-
lion. These workers are indispensable to
our national well-being—to our sur-
vival—and they need and should have
the incentive of fair and equal treatment
in the basic economic area of wage rates.

Please remember that HR. 11667 will
confer no special favors on women work-
ers. It will require only that they be
accorded the dignity that comes from
equality of treatment and the recogni-
tion of the worthiness of their labor.
There is nothing more degrading to a
worker than to be downgraded in pay
for reasons that have no rational basis.
We cannot afford such discrimination
against the vital part of our work force
which women now represent. We need
the skills, we need the efforts, and we
need the talents of our women workers.
We will only receive the full benefits of
their efforts when we reciprocate in re-
warding their efforts equally with those
of men.

There are those who say that we do
not need this bill. Ten years ago exactly,
Madam Chairman, there were those in
New Jersey who used this same argu-
ment. But we persisted, and New Jersey
became one of the few States—at that
time—to enact an equal pay for women
statute. As the sponsor of that legis-
lation, I ecan state in accuracy and in
pride that the results have been highly
beneficial. I believe the time has long
since arrived, however, when the bene-
fits and protections of an equal pay law
should be extended beyond the borders
of individual States and embrace all of
interstate commerce.

Madam Chairman, I wish that I could
agree that this bill is not needed, that
there are no instances of unequal pay
practices which still require correction.
But, unfortunately, that is not the case.
Discrimination against our women work-
ers cannot be visualized in terms of past
history. The more than 50 statements
of witnesses at the recent hearings refute
the notion that wage discrimination has
been ended. It exists now and must be
stopped. Though enlightened employers
and enlightened unions recognize the
evils of unequal pay practices, their ef-
forts alone are far from adequate to
stamp them out, since the unorganized
woman worker is most vulnerable to
these practices.

Madam Chairman, the Equal Pay Act
of 1962 is a sound and constructive bill
based on the fundamental principle that
the worker is worthy of his hire—regard-
less of whether a man or a woman.
Moreover, the act is also an economic
necessity to mobilize the full productive
force of our womanpower. It should be
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passed without crippling amendments
and without delay.

Mrs. MAY. Madam Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my remarks
at this point in the REcorbp.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman from
Washington?

There was no objection.

Mrs. MAY. Madam Chairman, I am
pleased to rise in support of H.R. 11677,
the Equal Pay Act of 1962.

I do not consider women a special class
to be set aside for special privileges, but
I do feel strongly that women are first-
class citizens whose equal rights under
the law should be protected.

We in the State of Washington are
fortunate to have good laws, by and
large, which give protection to men and
women on an equal basis. But in many
States, women are not receiving equal
pay for equal work. The Equal Pay Act
of 1962 is intended to eliminate diserimi-
nation in wage rates based on sex where
men and women are performing similar
or equal work for the same employer.
The proposal would apply to employers
whose employees are engaged in com-
merce or in the production of goods for
comimerce.

It is widely recognized, Madam Chair-
man, that the payment of lower wage
rates to workers of one sex for the same
work as that performed by the other
sex has an undesirable effect on the eco-
nomic life of the entire Nation. Such
practices tend to affect adversely the
general purchasing power and the stand-
ards of living of workers. Unfair com-
petitive advantages are enjoyed by em-
ployers who pay discriminatory rates
based an sex. In addition to the eco-
nomie ills caused by discriminatory wage
practices, such practices violate funda-
mental principles of justice and impair
prestige of the United States in interna-
tional affairs.

A nondiseriminatory wage level makes
possible the maximum utilization of
worker skills. This, together with col-
lateral benefits, such as morale improve-
ment, may stimulate production and
lessen the effects of unfair competition.

Thus, Madam Chairman, it is of great
importance that the Congress eradicate
diseriminatory pay practices in inter-
state commerce, and without hesitation
I urge favorable consideration of thisleg-
islation by this body at this time.

Mr. ZELENKO. Madam Chairman, at
this time I am happy to yield 5 minutes
to a pioneer in this legislation, the dis-
tinguished gentlewoman from Oregon
[Mrs. GREEN].

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Madam
Chairman, may I say first of all that I
appreciate the comment of the chairman
of the subcommittee. However, I must
say, in all fairness, that the gentlewoman
from New York who is presiding here
introduced legislation in this body long
before I did, as have others of my col-
leagues. I have worked for this legisla-
tion during the 8 years I have been in
Congress and even longer than that.
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I would like to comment, Madam
Chairman, that perhaps no piece of leg-
islation has served as the basis of so
many jokes as legislation having to do
with equal pay for equal work, and I
suppose that many of us have enjoyed
them. But I must also say to my col-
leagues that for many millions of wom-
en throughout the Nation this is not a
joke. To me, it is something we are
deeply concerned about.

I may also say I have never considered
myself as a suffragette, and yet this is
a piece of legislation on which I feel very
very strongly. This bill is the culmina-
tion of a long struggle. Although bills
have been introduced every year dating
back to World War II they never have
reached the floor of the House.

I do not need to read the statisties,
but there is demonstrable proof of wage
diserimination against women—in the
professions, in clerical positions, in
skilled and in unskilled categories.

I quote from a survey report submitted
to the hearings before the Select Com-
mittee on Labor of the Committee on
Eduecation and Labor in March of this
year:

At the University of Wisconsin, a place-
ment official observes: “The double wage
standard still holds, except in mathematics
and sciences.” Starting salaries for women
will edge upward this year but will still lag
by $50 to $100 a month behind offers to men
for equivalent positions.

I quote the following from page 31 of
the hearings:

For example, in a 1961 survey of wages in
nonelectrical machinery firms in Chicago,
women assemblers (class C) averaged $1.68
an hour, while men averaged $2.07; women
machine-tool operators (class C) averaged
$1.71, while men averaged $2.05. In the
latter classification, in the Hartford-New
Britain-Bristol, Conn., area, the difference
was even greater—$1.61 for women, as com-
pared with $2.33 for men. Among drill-
press operators, single or multiple spindle
(class C) in Chicago, women averaged $1.73
an hour and men averaged $1.94 an hour.

Similar patterns emerge from surveys in
the clothing industry in New York City, in
confectionery products in Chicago, and even
in some of the newer industries.

* - - - L3

Women weavers in other States including
Maine, New Hampshire, and an area in Penn-
sylvania also averaged 5 and 6 cents an hour
less than men.

In another of the newer industries, plastic
products (February 1960, Chicago) women
employed as finishers (on molded plastic
products) recelved average hourly earnings
of $1.39; and men, $1.58,

* - - * -

A retailer seeking an accounting clerk
offered $42 a week for a woman employee and
$45 a week for a man worker. A distillery
with a clerk-typist job to be filled offered
$1.87 an hour for a woman employee and
$2.19 an hour for a man worker. An
electrical manufacturer with a job opening
for an assembler offered $1.40 an hour for a
woman worker and $1.56 an hour for a man
employee. A machinery manufacturer seek-
ing a bookkeeper offered from $70 to $75 a
week for a woman worker and from $85 to
$90 a week for a man.

The following table is very revealing
in this matter of discrimination in in-
dustry.
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Employer job orders for workers, 1961

Hiring rate
Tob title Industry Period
Women Men
$42.00 $45.00 | Week.
1.40 1. 556 | Hour.
$1.25- 1.35 1. 40 Do.
70,00~ 75.00 | $85.00- 90.00 | Week.
350. 00 400.00 | Month
325, 00 375.00 Dao.
350. 00 450, 00 Do.
1.87 2.19 | Hour.
640. 00 6500 | Week
55.00- 60.00 | Up to 100. 00 Do,
50. 00 60. 00 Do
Do_ 265. MI. 23 40;}23 Month
Elovntor tor, passenger.. .. . : i our,
eneral 0fhoe cleek 300,00 325.00 | Month
Do._ = 250. 00 300, 00 Dao.
. 20,00 300,00 | Month
Inventory clerk an
ry opéerator. L 00-245. 00 | 260. 00-265. 00 Do.
g ESl” aE
t T eek.
Bales clerk .00~ 1.05 1.25 | Hour.
Do 1.00 1. 125 Do.
Tailor___ 3 65. 00 75.00 | Week,
Teller___ dit ag 2, 800. 00 3,000,000 | Year.
Traific clerk BEEAE 270. 00 300.00 | Month

Source; U.S. Department of Labor, Women’s Bureau.

Seven million women in the United
States are employed at jobs that pay
less than $1 an hour.

In 1960 the median wage for men
workers was $5,417 and for women it
was $3,293—$2,124 less.

The Chairman of the Civil Service
Commission has stated that the ratio of
women to men in Federal positions pay-
ing $10,000 or more was 17 to 1,430.
This great disparity in per capita earn-
ings is reflected in per capita retire-
ment annuities, which are $1,417 for
women and $1,805 for men.

A February survey by the Wall Street
Journal covering 30 college placement
officials and 50 corporation personnel
executives showed that the starting
salaries for women graduating from
college this June would lag $50 to $100 a
month behind job offers to men gradu-
ates for equivalent positions.

These wage diseriminations can be
documented over and over again,
Women are paid on a different basis
than men, buft they pay taxes on the
same basis as men.

Many years ago, Edmund Burke said:

Where there is abuse, there ought to be
clamor.

I think it is fair fo say that women’s
organizations with membership of 12
million have been clamoring—have been
working against various forms of dis-
crimination for many, many, years.

Today in this House we have the op-
portunity to do what we promise at elec-
tion time. We Americans, men and
women alike, recently have felt a surge
of pride and gratitude because of the
thoroughness of Dr. Frances Kelsey, the
woman researcher who refused to ap-
prove for distribution in the United
States a dangerous, deforming drug that
had been markeied in other countries.
Passage of this bill means that any
women, such as Dr. Kelsey, who work
in private laboratories shall receive fair
play in the form of pay equal to that of
their fellow male scientists.

In supporting this equal pay legisla-
tion, the American Association of Uni-
versity Women, the Business and Pro-

“ Economic Indicators Relating to Equal Pay, 1962."

fessional Women's Clubs, the National
Association of Woman Lawyers, the Na-
tional Education Association, the Na-
tional Council of Catholic Women, the
National Council of Jewish Women, the
National Council of Negro Women, the
American Nurses Association, the Na-
tional Board of the YWCA—all of these
organizations supporting equal pay leg-
islation—are simply asking for fair
treatment, for which there is no substi-
tute.

Also may I suggest that this legisla-
tion has been studied very carefully by
the memberships of these organizations.
A bill that is called equal pay for equal
work, but that is watered down, that
has the enforcement procedures removed,
that says much but means nothing—
this kind of bill will not fool anyone.
These women have too long suffered the
abuses of this discrimination. They
know exactly what is in the bill, and they
know that any erippling amendment that
might be offered in the guise of strength-
ening it will not do so.

I may say to my colleagues I hope
that, if and when crippling amendments
are offered, they will be defeated by
substantial majorities.

What does this bill do? It is a modest
approach to a problem of great magni-
tude. This bill does not establish any
minimum wage, it does not fix any wage
rate af all, it does not in any way affect
the seniority system or the merit system,
it does not affect the job classification
program unless there is discrimination
based purely on sex. It does not affect
area wage differentials, it does not affect
the wages paid between one employer
and another.

¥Yesterday when I was on the floor, I
heard comments that if this bill were
passed it would drive the textile mills
out of one section of the country to
another. I would say to my colleagues
that nothing could be further from the
truth.

This bill applies only to employees
employed by 1 employer within a single
location, and only if there are 25 or more
employees in that particular plant. I
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cannot see how anyone could object to
provisions as essentially fair as these.

It seems to me the question for us to
decide is: Are we going to condone em-
ployment practices that diseriminate
against women? Are we going to con-
done a basic injustice to women workers?

It is against this background and this
order of problems that we consider this
legislation today. The United States has
made great progress against other forms
of diserimination, but the United States
is lagging behind other countries in do-
ing something about this.

Madam Chairman, I urge the support
of this bill and recommend its passage.

Mr. ZELENKO. Madam Chairman, I
vield such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Dentl.

Mr. DENT. Madam Chairman, this is
a very important piece of legislation. Its
aims have been approved by many of our
leading educators, labor and business
leaders, and in the main is widely sup-
ported by the people of all areas of ac-
tivities.

The prineiple of equality eannot be de-
nied in any field of endeavor in a nation
whose basie ruling concept is one based
upon equality.

I have supported efforts in this direc-
tion over a whole generation of legisla-
tive activities. I am happy to be able to
lend my support in this effort today.

Our committee has given this bill
many hours of study and many days of
public hearings.

We believe if to be essential to the eon-
tinuing growth of our economy and to
the enhancement of our way of life.

The following analysis shows how
thorough the committee has been:
STUMMARY OF MAJor PROVISIONS oF EQUAL Pay

Act oF 1962—H.R. 11677

Section 3: “Employer" means any person
(except the United States or any State or
political subdivision thereof) engaged in
commerce or the production of goods for
commerce who has 25 or more employees.

Bection 4: Employers shall not diseriminate
in the payment of wages because of the
employee's sex. Employers must pay equal
wages to employees doing comparable work
the performance of which requires compar-
able skills. Wages differentials based on
seniority, merit increase or bona fide job
classification programs are not deemed dis-
criminatory.

Section 5: The Secretary of Labor shall
provide rules and regulauons for adminis-
tering this act. The employer’s good faith
reliance on such regulations shall be a valid
defense in any alleged violation proceedings.

Section 6: Whenever a charge is filed by
or on behalf of a person claiming to be ag-
grieved or by the Secretary, a copy thereof
shall be sent to the respondent and an in-
vestigation shall commence. I the Inves-
tigation discloses a violation, the Secretary
shall attempt to effect compliance, by in-
formal means of conference, coneiliation, and
persuasion. Falling voluntary ecompliance,
the Secretary may bring a civil action in
the proper U.S. district eourt. No such ac-
tion may be brought if based on violations
occurring 1 year prior to the filing of the

. If the respondent is found guilty
of the charged violation, it may fssue an
injunction and order payment of back wages
plus liquidated damages not exceeding the
amount of back wages. Issues of fact may
be heard by a master, and the proceedings
shall be advanced on the court docket. The
remedies provided by this section shali be
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exclusive. Labor Department attorneys may
appear and represent the Secretary in any
litigation, subject to the direction and con-
trol of the Attorney General,

Section 7 authorizes the Secretary to super-
vise back-wage payments owed to an
employee.

Bection 8: No Federal contract involving
$10,000 or more shall be let unless it stipu-
lates that the contractor is subject to all
provisions of this act. No contract may be
awarded any person adjudged in violation
of this act until he has complied with all
court orders.

Section 9: Posting requirement.

Section 10 preempts State law except that
the Secretary may cede jurisdiction over cer-
tain cases where State law is not inconsistent
with this act.

Section 11 authorizes the appropriation
of sums (not in excess of $1,5600,000 for fiscal
1962) as are necessary to carry out the provi-
sions of this act.

Section 12 provides that this act become
effective 120 days after date of enactment.

Mr. KEARNS. Madam Chairman, I
vield such time as she may desire to the
gentlewoman from New York [Mrs.
WEIs].

Mrs. WEIS. Madam Chairman, I
wholeheartedly endorse the Equal Pay
Act of 1962, which has the basic purpose
of securing wage justice for working
women by preventing discriminatory
wage practices on the basis of sex in
employment in interstate commerce.

The fact that a law is required to in-
sure the democratic principle of equal
pay for equal work should be a source of
embarrassment in America—the world’s
leading democracy. However, as we all
know, discrimination in wage payments
on the basis of sex continues to exist,
even though it is often successfully
concealed.

In the past, in the area of remedial
labor legislation, the Federal Govern-
ment has been a source of inspiration
to the States by leading the way. It
has also often provided models for other
countries to adopt. In the area of equal
pay for women, however, the Federal
Government lags far behind. Twenty-
two States have egqual pay laws; and
Canada, our neighbor to the north, has
a Federal law and eight provincial laws.
I think it is imperative that Congress,
by the enactment of this legislation,
eliminate the tarnish of unequal pay
practices on the irrelevant basis of sex
from an otherwise respectable record of
achievement in labor legislation.

Mental capacity, talent, imagination,
and initiative are not parceled out on
the basis of sex. In the space age, with
the premium on excellence in these vari-
ous qualities, this Nation cannot afford
to waste its human resources by diserim-
inatory pay practices which demean and
cheapen the contributions of women.
We need policies and practices which
stimulate maximum effort and excellence
in performance. I can think of no more
pernicious method of discouraging
women employees from making their
maximum contribution than to pay them
less, merely because they are women.
Moreover, the specter of unequal rewards
for equal or superior endeavors tends to
discourage young women from exerting
extra efforts preparing for the more re-
warding careers. The actualities of un-

equal pay are disheartening to the work-
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ing women and dampen the incentive for
excellence in job performance.

Equal pay for women is important to
help maintain the stability of the Na-
tion’s work force; to insure maximum
utilization of our human resources and
to promote our economic growth. Mad-
am Chairman, equal pay for equal work
is an expression of our national ideals
which should be embodied in the laws
of this Nation. I strongly urge the en-
actment of this legislation.

Mr. KEARNS. Madam Chairman, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. HIESTAND].

Mr, HIESTAND., Madam Chairman,
I rise in support of the principle of equal
pay for equal work. No one can argue
against that prineciple. It is a funda-
mental principle of American liberty
and fairness. We want to see equal pay
for equal work.

My own personal experience over a
great many years attests the fact that
we have put into practice this principle.
Women have been employed in very
large numbers all over the United States
in the companies with which I have
been associated, and consistently and
constantly we adjusted the rates based
upon production, the compensation being
in relation to how much an individual
could produce, regardless of sex.

There are many jobs that women can
do much better than men. We do, how-
ever, adhere to the principle that equal
pay is the American way.

Madam Chairman, that does not
mean that the bill before us is perfect.

In my judgment it is far from it in
some ways. It is weak in some ways;
it is punitive in other ways. It is poorly
drawn and could be self-defeating in
some ways, and that you and I certainly
do not want to tolerate. Let us not be
swayed by sentimental or emotional ap-
peal. That is not necessary in this House
of Representatives. We believe in equal
pay for equal work.

While “equal pay for equal work"” is
a fundamentally sound and desirable
principle, its application in specific cases
is often extremely complex and contro-
versial due to the difficulty of compar-
ing jobs in order to define what is, in
fact, “equal work.” I think there are
few representatives of labor or manage-
ment who would claim that it is possible
to develop a job-evaluation system which
could be depended upon in all cases to
produce fair and mutually acceptable
determinations of “work of comparable
character on jobs the performance of
which requires comparable skills.”

I quote those words from the bill, and
we are going to hear some more about
the difference in those words. After all,
“comparable” implies not necessarily
“equal.” There can be very unequal
things compared, and what we want to
be sure of is the title of the bill carries
through in the language of the bill and
in its meaning.

In an area of industrial relations where
a sound principle cannot be consistently
applied by clear-cut administrative de-
termination, the only effective way to
achieve the desired objective is through
voluntary action and collective bargain-
ing. Governmental control in such an
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area is completely unjustified and would
only multiply the army of bureaucrafs
thalt. would be needed to exert such con-
trol.

This bill would largely increase the
power of the Secretary of Labor and the
executive branch.

If the gap between principle and prac-
tice in this matter is so great as to in-
volve substantial injustice and economic
loss, it seems to me that the most desira-
ble approach by the Federal Government
would be through research, education,
and persuasion. The exercise of com-
pulsive power by the Federal Govern-
ment provided for in HR. 11677 would,
in my judgment, interfere with normal
collective bargaining and involve the
Government in problems that can most
justly and efficiently be worked out by
labor and management.

Now, this bill is not a wage-fixing bill.
As it is worded, it would seem to be, be-
cause it would imply that one company
with units in various parts of the coun-
try would have to pay the same rates for
equal jobs; at least, parallel jobs. That
is not practicable and it is not what this
House has in mind. Diserimination we
wish to stamp out as between men and
women of equal abilities and equal pro-
duction. They should be similarly and
equally compensated, and we all agree
on that. But, this bill needs several very
important amendments, and I hope that
to make this bill effective the Members
of the House will be present and listen
to them and will sustain these amend-
ments, because they can make this bill
effective, and it might not otherwise
be so.

Mr. GROSS. Madam Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HIESTAND. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. I note on page 2:

It was the intention of the commlttee in
designing the legislation not to create an
additional Federal bureaucracy but to employ
existing investigatory facilities already avail-
able within the Department of Labor and
thus to minimize the administrative costs of
this new program.

Now, it is my understanding that this
bill is going to require 242 additional
employees; that the initial cost will be
a million dollars per year, and that with-
in 3 or 4 years the cost will increase
to $1.7 million-odd a year. Would the
gentleman care to comment on the state-
ment in the report that this is not going
to increase the bureaucracy?

Mr. HIESTAND. That is a matter of
opinion. Matters of the future are
matters of opinion. I think the gentle-
man from Iowa is correct in his inter-
pretation. It is going to cost more. It
cannot be intelligently administered,
effectively and fairly administered
without them, and I think his estimate
may be correct.

Mr. GROSS. Iam relying on an esti-
mate made by the Department.

Mr. JOHANSEN. I ask the gentle-
man whether it is not true that the esti-
mate of additional personnel referred to
by the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. Gross]
is not the estimate submitted by the De-
partment of Labor in compliance with
Public Law 801 of the 84th Congress
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which requires where there is to be addi-
tional expenditure for personal services
of $1 million or more as a result of new
legislation, there must be submifted an
estimate of the number of additional
positions for the ensuing first 5 years?

Mr. HIESTAND. What is the gentle-
man’s question?

Mr. JOHANSEN. My question is this:
Is it not a fact that the estimate of
242 additional new positions is based on
that very report?

Mr. HIESTAND. It is.

Mr. ZELENKO. Madam Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. PoweELL] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. POWELL., Madam Chairman, the
Equal Pay Act of 1962, H.R. 11677, which
is now before the House, is a bill which
will assure wage justice for the 24
million women now in our work force.
It will encourage women, as well as men,
to develop their skills and potentials to
the maximum in the assurance that they
will be compensated in their work on the
basis of their job performance. Sex
should play no part in the determina-
tion of wage rates. It has been clearly
established that women are equally, and
sometimes more, skilled and competent
to perform comparable work as men.
Men and women are equal partners in
the labor force and hence are entitled
to be treated as equal partners in the
rate of their compensation. The bill now
before us is simply to assure workers that
they will be paid on the basis of their
job performance without regard to sex.

Equal-pay bills have been infroduced
in every session of Congress since 1945 by
Members of both political parties. H.R.
11677 has the support of many distin-
guished Members of this Congress, of
specialists in the field of labor relations,
of unions, of national organizations. At
hearings before the Select Subcommittee
on Labor of the Education and Labor
Committee, overwhelming evidence was
presented of the continuing practice of
paying women workers less than men for
doing comparable work, of the vital con-
tribution of women workers to the labor
force and the economy, of the compel-
ling reasons which force women to work,
of the degrading effects on worker morale
and productivity caused by unjust wage
diserimination, and of the undercutting
of the wage rates fo men when women
workers can be obtained at less pay.

I have devoted my life to the battles
of eliminating unjust diserimination of
all kinds. Wage discrimination based
on the worker’'s sex, crosses color, reli-
gious, and ethnic lines. It affects the
women of all races, creeds, and ethnic
backgrounds.

This bill, if passed, will be primarily
and immediately beneficial to women.
More specifically, it will be even more
beneficial to Negro women who, because
of the dual discrimination they encoun-
ter, are the victims of the most unjust
wage rates. This bill will relieve them
at least of the downgrading discrimina-
tion based on sex.
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The Equal Pay Act is a measure long
overdue and vitally needed. This is our
opportunity to show the hard-working
ladies of our land that we, the Members
of this great House of Represenfatives,
appreciate the economic contributions
they have made and continue to make in
our society, and that we feel they are
entitled to the full fruits of their labor
without discrimination.

Mr. ZELENKO. Madam Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from West Virginia [Myr. BaiLEY]
may extend his remarks at this point in
the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. BAILEY. Madam Chairman, for
the past 40 years women workers have
become an increasingly significant part
of this country's labor force. The more
than 24 million working women are
about one-third of the labor force foday.
One-third of all adulf women work.

These women workers are essential to
our economy. They work to support
themselves and their families, or to con-
tribute to essential family living ex-
penses. Over 2 million working women
qualify technically as heads of families.
Others who do not so qualify are still
the primary wage earner in the family.
Many married women work to help put
their children through college. Accord-
ing to the American Association of Land
Grant Colleges and State Universities
tuition to State residents at major pub-
lic universities has increased an average
of 71 percent in the period from 1952 to
1960.

Women workers tend to be found in
the lower paying occupations. And, at
hearings held this session by the Select
Labor Subcommittee of the Education
and Labor Committee, workers them-
selves, unions, national organizations,
and specialists testified to the continu-
ing practice of paying women workers
less than men for the same or com-
parable work. This inequality has seri-
ous effects on the standard of living of
these workers and their families and it
is demoralizing to all workers.

Only 22 States have equal-pay laws
and these vary widely in coverage and
effectiveness. A Federal law is needed
to protect women workers in those States
without such legislation, or with inef-
fective laws, and to protect employers in
States with such legislation or volun-
tarily complying from unfair competi-
tion from those paying a lower wage to
one group of workers than to others
performing comparable work.

H.R. 11677, the Equal Pay Act of 1962,
prohibits diserimination on account of
gex in the payment of wages by employ-
ers engaged in interstate commerce or
the production of goods for interstate
commerce. It exempts employers of 25
or fewer persons. By providing for ad-
ministration and enforcement by the
Secretary of Labor, it makes it possible
to use existing machinery.

HZR. 11677 has been endorsed by a
distinguished list of Members of this
Congress, by other knowledgeable indi-
viduals, by national organizations, and by
unions. I urge support of it here.
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Mr, ZELENKO. Madam Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from California [Mr.
RooOSEVELT].

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Madam Chair-
man, I do not believe any of my worthy
colleagues have emphasized the point
that we are lamentably behind many
other countries in taking action to re-
quire equal pay for equal work irrespec-
tive of sex, or that the lack of Federal
equal pay legislation reflects on our in-
ternational standing.

The U.S. representative on the United
Nations Commission on the Status of
Women, the Honorable Gladys Tillett,
made telling observations on this in her
testimony on H.R. 11677. Mrs. Tillett
has recently made an on-the-spot study
of the position of women in southeast
Asia. She said:

Everywhere I found that great emphasis
is being placed on full equality for women,
All the countries I visited had given women
full political rights and the majority had
adopted laws or constitutional provisions
requiring equal pay.

Countries mentioned which have either
constitutional or statutory provisions
requiring equal pay included: Burma,
Indonesia, Thailand, Japan, India, and
Vietnam.

As a delegate to the ILO meeting of
1961, I was impressed by the fact that
the ILO Equal Pay Convention has been
adopted by 38 couniries and that the
European Economic Community under
the Rome Treaty has established an
equal pay principle with which all of the
member countries have agreed to comply.

Throughout the world, strong move-
ments for equality are apparent among
many peoples. Is it any wonder there-
fore, that in this country—young in age
but one of the oldest in the world in
democratic tradition—women should
strive to be rid of a lingering inequality
which is in direct opposition to this
tradition. There is no doubt that
women workers should be assured the
very basic return of equal pay with men
for the same job performance in our
industrial life.

We need as never before to update our
entire economic machinery. We need to
utilize our best brains and skills and
none should be denied or discouraged
by outworn prejudices and practices. I
therefore strongly endorse H.R. 11677.

Mr. ZELENKO. Madam Chairman, I
yvield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. PvciN-
SKI1l.

Mr. PUCINSKI. Madam Chairman,
I rise in support of this legislation.

Payment of wages in accordance with
the requirements of the job is a basic
principle of our American free enfer-
prise system. However, as between the
sexes, this principle is not fully applied.
Unequal pay between men and women
employed by the same employer on the
same or comparable jobs is found to some
extent at almost every occupational
level. Wage discriminations exist both
for factory workers and for highly
trained professional women and busi-
ness executives. This is both unfair and
contrary to our principles. Women com-
pose an integral and essential part of
this country’s labor force, constituting
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approximately one-third of the total
number of workers. Women as well as
men work because of economic necessity,
and many working women support chil-
dren, dependent parents, or husbands.
The cost of food, rent, and other essen-
tials of living are the same for both men
and women.

However, it is not these considerations
but the proven efficiency of women work-
ers and the essential part they play in
the economy which entitle women to
equal pay. Women workers have amply
demonstrated their ability to perform a
wide variety of jobs successfully and
skillfully.

Men workers as well as women work-
ers, their families, and employers bene-
fit from equal pay. Women benefit by
receiving the rate for the job instead of
a lower rate based on their sex. Men
benefit through increased job security
since employers are discouraged from re-
placing them with lower paid women.
The families of both men and women
workers benefit. Employers benefit
through the removal of a source of poor
morale, labor disputes, and unfair com-
petition on the basis of wage rates. The
community as a whole benefits from the
greater purchasing power.

I urge adoption of this legislation
which would give women equal pay to
that paid men for similar work.

Mr. ZELENKO. Madam Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
DanieLs].

Mr. DANIELS. Madam Chairman,
less than 50 years ago a majority of
women in this country did not enjoy the
right of franchise. Gradually 22 States
enacted State laws granting suffrage
to women. Then in 1920, Congress en-
acted the well-known 19th amendment
to the Federal Constitution:

The right of citizens of the United States
to vote shall not be denied or abridged by
the United States, or by any State, on ac-
count of sex.

Thus women gained political rights.

Today we are not fighting for voting
rights. We are fighting, however, for
the economic rights of women, those
rights which are now of equal impor-
tance to women throughout our Nation.
Again 22 States have taken the initia-
tive—this time by enacting State laws
granting equal pay for equal work to
women. And again the time has come
to adopt a Federal law eliminating dis-
crimination of the sexes,

H.R. 11677, the equal pay bill of 1962,
represents such an attempt to eliminate
discrimination on account of sex. The
bill simply prohibits an employer having
employees engaged in commerce or in
the production of goods for commerce
from discriminating between employees
by paying lower wages to one sex than
he pays to the other sex for substantially
the same job. The equal pay bill pro-
poses that the Secretary of Labor pre-
scribe such regulations and rules as he
deems necessary and appropriate for
the administration of this act, that he
have the right to investigate and gather
data regarding the wages, hours, condi-
tions, and practices of employment in
any industry subject to this act, and
that if his endeavors to eliminate any
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unlawful discriminatory practice by the
informal methods of conference, coneili-
ation, and persuasion fail, the Secretary
shall have the power fo petition any U.S.
district court within the jurisdiction of
which the violation of this act occurred,
The jurisdiction of the court shall then
be exclusive and its judgment final.

Let me emphasize that this legislation
does not try to standardize wage rates
between different employers within an
industry. It does not attempt to fix any
minimum wage. It does not even sug-
gest that employers in similar industries
charge similar rates. It is merely a bill
which states the basic rule of equality of
opportunity—a bill which merely advo-
cates the principle that two human
beings making the same confribution
should both receive the same reward, the
same pay. The issue is as simple as that.

Now let us examine the drastic need
for such legislation and the benefits
which will be accrued by all when such
legislation is passed. As was mentioned
previously, only 22 States have enacted
State laws granting equal pay for equal
work to women. It is a fact that
throughout our Nation women are being
diseriminated against. One need only
review the testimony received by the Se-
lect Subcommittee on Labor to confirm
this fact. Assistant Secretary of Labor
Mrs. Peterson points out that in 1960
women's median wage and salary in-
come was just 61 percent of men's in-
come. Mrs. Peterson further shows that
these percentage differences prevail in
nearly all the major occupational groups.
A female accounting clerk, bookkeeper,
clerk-typist, elevator operator, grocery
checker, tailor, and so forth, almost in-
variably receive a smaller salary than
do their male counterparts. Discrimi-
nation of the sexes exists in retail trade,
wholesale trade, insurance, printing,
moving, and in a myriad of other occu-
pations.

The time has come for us to leave the
dark ages and eliminate discrimination
of the sexes. As long as this discrimina-
tion prevails, unfair competition will
flourish. This bill will substantially di-
minish the possibilities of using women
to force wages down and of taking ad-
vantage of the sharp competition for
jobs in times of severe unemployment,

Few will doubt that of two people do-
ing the same work, the one receiving
less pay is more likely to be discouraged
and his or her efficiency affected. This
bill will destroy any psychological hand-
icap plaguing female workers and will
consequently maximize the utilization of
the available labor resources. This bill
will decrease labor disputes. This bill
as Secretary of Labor Arthur Goldberg
states will also stimulate another worth-
while purpose—that of maintaining the
purchasing power of workers to add to
their prosperity and the growth of our
economy. This bill will help not only
certain women, but rather the entire
country.

It is important for us all to remember
that women do not work for pin money.
They work because they need to work.
Widowed and separated women are often
the only wage earners in the family.
Many single women and some married
women carry the entire responsibility
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for family support. Women were the
heads of 4.6 million of the country’s
families in 1961. These families—1 out
of every 10 families—cannot afford the
results of discrimination of the sexes.
We as an economic body and as a moral
Nation cannot afford this antique form
of diserimination.

Figures for 1961 show that 2415 mil-
lion women were working or seeking
work. These women constitute a third
of our labor force. We cannot treat a
third of our labor force as second-class
citizens.

Is there any logical reason for dis-
criminating against the female sex?
The answer is an emphatic “no.” Why
should women be paid less than men for
the same work, when they have demon-
strated beyond any doubt that they are
capable workers.

The equal pay bill is not a revolu-
tionary proposal. On the contrary, it is
conservative in that many countries
have long enacted such legislation.
Burma in its Constitution of 1947
guarantees to women the same pay for
similar work. Indonesia, in its provi-
sional Constitution of 1950, provided that
every worker shall have the right fo
equal pay for equal work. Japan re-
quires equal pay in its Constitution of
1949, The countries of the European
Common Market—France, West Ger-
many, Italy, Belgium, the Netherlands,
and Luxembourg—have similarly
adopted the equal pay prineciple. There
is absolutely no reason why the United
States, leader of the Western bloc,
should lag behind in this important area
of progress,

The support for this bill is over-
whelming and bipartisan. The present
administration, the former adminis-
tration, labor, management, civic and
religious groups have all endorsed the
legislation.

Every witness who appeared before
the committee, and there were many,
testified in favor of the bill. Rarely have
I seen such support for any bill, and
rarely has such support been more justi-
fiable. I urge my colleagues to similarly
support H.R. 11677, Equal Pay Act of
1962.

Mr. ZELENKO. Madam Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
BARRETT]. i

Mr. BARRETT. Madam Chairman, I
am very much in favor of H.R. 11677,
the Equal Pay Act of 1962, and strongly
urge the membership of both parties
here in the House to vote for its passage.

As you know, in -our great State of
Pennsylvania, we now have on our stat-
ute books a law granting equal pay for
equal work regardless of sex, and so
forth. We are proud of this achieve-
ment and today are 1 of the 22 States
that have finally given just recognition
to the workingwoman.

Mr. Speaker, our economic growth to-
day can, in great measure, be attributed
to the women who are employed in in-
dustry and in our Government. They
have made great strides over the last
hundred years and have proved their
abilities in every field of business. Ac-
cording fo statistics, approximately 24ai
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million women are employed in our Na-
tion today. This figure is expected to in-
crease to about 30 million by 1970, so I
am sure you can readily see why this
legislation is needed if we are to continue
to lead the world in the field of business.

In my city of Philadelphia, where un-
employment today is an acute problem,
it is not uncommon for the woman of
the house to trade her broom and stove
for a typewriter or a sales order book.
She is aware that her husband is un-
able to get a job, so she pitches in and
becomes the breadwinner. This deter-
mination and will to earn is not a sin
or a disgrace—it is just plain common-
sense, and all women who must work to
provide for their families are to be com-
mended and not condemned.

Mr. Speaker, this bill will grant equal-
ity in employment to all, whether man
or woman, black or white. Such leg-
islation has been long needed. I urge
its immediate passage.

Mr. ZELENKO. Madam Chairman, I
vield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from California [Mr.
HoLIFIELD].

Mr. HOLIFIELD. Madam Chairman,
we have before us today H.R. 11677, leg-
islation which if passed will be titled the
Equal Pay Act of 1962.

The objective of this legislation is to
insure equal compensation, for the same
work, to women as well as men.

Certainly there can be no valid argu-
ment against the objective of this bill.
It is common knowledge that in many
industries, in many States in the Nation,
there does exist discrimination in wages
and salaries paid to women. I know of
few instances where women are paid
more for their labor than men doing the
same kind of work. There are, however,
many instances where women are, by
comparison, paid less than men.

There are at this time more than 24
million women in our work force. It is
estimated that this number will grow to
30 million by 1970. In almost every field
of endeavor they are making valuable
contributions to our Nation's production
capacity.

The Congress, of course, must confine
its legislation to those areas under Fed-
eral jurisdiction. The employees affected
therefore would be those working in
producing goods for commerce as de-
fined in the laws and decisions pertain-
ing to interstate commerce. The scope
of coverage also would be, for compara-
tive purposes, on discriminatory prac-

: tices, applicable to the employees of a
particular employer.

Madam Chairman, for many years I
have been an employer of both men and
women in my own capacity as a business-
man. During those years I have paid

| wages and salaries on the basis of ability
to do the specific fask. There have been
instances where I have paid salaries
to women that were higher than paid to
men doing the same type of work. This
was done because of their superior tal-
ents in a specific skill. Contrariwise, I
have paid men higher salaries than
women doing similar work, but in those
instances the women were less skilled in
their tasks or lacked seniority or other
| privileges attained by years of service.
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Madam Chairman, in my opinion this
approach is the proper approach. It will
provide equal pay for equal work. This
approach will not affect laws which are
now on the statute books that are de-
signed to protect women because of bi-
ological differences, marital provisions
and obligations as mothers of children,
inheritance law protection to wives and
mothers, and other well-established prin-
ciples which have been long established
in our society.

This legislation is long overdue. I do
not support it from the standpoint of
sentimentality, but from the standpoint
of simple justice. I trust that this legis-
lation will be enacted without further
delay and that all amendments designed
to cripple the effectiveness of this legis-
lation will be defeated.

Mr. ZELENKO. Madam Chairman, I
vield such time as she may consume to
the gentlewoman from Michigan [Mrs.
GRIFFITHS].

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Madam Chair-
man, I rise in support of this measure
which is long overdue in this country.
It is really a sort of disgrace to all of us
that it is necessary to legislate on the
subject of eaual pay for comparable
work.

It seems to me that an equal pay bill
is made morally more necessary in this
country by the number of FEPC laws
that have been passed, which have ex-
cluded diserimination based on sex. The
result is that the only person you can
legally discriminate against in such areas
is a white woman.

Colored women cannot be discrimi-
nated against because they are colored
and thus protected by FEPC laws. They
have a right of appeal denied white
women. As a white woman who believes
that white women are just as entitled
to nondiscriminatory treatment as any-
body, I support this measure.

Mr. KEARNS. Madam Chairman, I
yvield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. GoobeLL].

Mr. GOODELL. Madam Chairman, I
take this time only to express some res-
ervations with reference to this legisla-
tion. There will be amendments pre-
sented on the floor. I hope that the
membership will analyze these amend-
ments carefully, because they will all be
presented in a constructive spirit in an
effort to improve the legislation.

Madam Chairman, this particular is-
sue does not divide our country along
party lines or partisan lines. If we are
going to have an effective equal rights
bill we should present the country with
a law that is as workable and practicable
as possible. It would be a disservice to
the women of our country if we passed
a law which, when its impact is felt, is
likely to raise a great many of our em-
ployers and unions in opposition to it.

I feel that in some respects this par-
ticular bill is a sleeper. There are pro-
visions here which are going to come
back to haunt us if we do not take action
to correct them. I should hope on a non-
partisan basis when the time comes for
reading the bill that all the Members will
listen carefully to the debate on both
sides and work hard to improve this bill
so we will have the very best possible
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legislation to promote an admittedly very
fine objective, a nonpartisan objective.

Mr. JOHANSEN. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield ?

Mr. GOODELL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. JOHANSEN. I wonder if the pro-
posed amendments will include one deal-
ing with section 10 of the bill, on page
11, which provides, as follows:

No employer to whom section 4 applies
shall be required to comply with any law of
any State, or political subdivision thereof,
prohibiting discrimination in rates of pay
on account of sex.

Mr. GOODELL. I do not plan to of-
fer such an amendment myself, but I
have information that an amendment of
that nature will be offered, yes.

Mr. JOHANSEN. I thank the gentle-
man.

Mr. PELLY. Madam Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GOODELL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Washington.

Mr. PELLY. I wonder if the gentle-
man could tell me what the position of
the administration is on this legislation?
I have read the report and I cannot find
any reference to any agency reports.

Mr. GOODELL. I should yield to the
chairman of the subcommittee to speak
for the administration, I believe.

Mr. ZELENKO. What was the ques-
tion?

Mr. GOODELL. How does the admin-
istration feel on this legislation?

Mr. ZELENKO. This is the admin-
istration’s legislation.

Mr. PELLY. There is nothing in the
report to indicate that. I appreciate
knowing that the agencies of the Govern-
ment that have reported on this legis-
lation are favorable; I thank the
gentleman,

Mr. GOODELL. I might say to the
gentleman that the administration sub-
mitted a bill which is almost identical
to this bill, but there were changes made
in the bill and there will be further
changes made in the substitute that will
be offered.

Mr. ZELENKO. Madam Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Missouri [Mrs. SULLIVAN],

Mrs. SULLIVAN. Madam Chairman,
as the sponsor of H.R. 571 in this Con-
gress and of similar bills in previous
Congresses since my first term in 1953,
to provide an equal pay bill, I strongly
support the bill now pending, H.R.
11677. I shall strongly oppose amend-
ments intended to weaken this bill into
meaninglessness.,

Because of the many requests for time
to speak on this bill today and in view
of the fact that I spoke at some length
on the merits of the bill on June 14, in
the debate on the rule, I ask unanimous
consent that the remarks I made at that
time be included at this point in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection,
it is so ordered.

There was no objection,

Mrs. SULLIVAN. When I spoke on
June 14, it was in the expectation that
we would immediately take up the bill
after adoption of the rule. The remarks
I made then are just as applicable to



1962

the bill now as they were on June 14,
and they are as follows:

Mrs. Sorviivan. Mr, Speaker, this is in-
deed a great moment for those of us in the
House of Representatives who have been
sponsoring bills for many years to reguire
equal pay according to the work performed,
with no discrimination because of sex. The
fact that this Dbill comes before us today
on a bipartisan basis, on the unanimous
recommendation of the members of the
House Committee on Education and Labor,
proves that while the wheels of Congress
often grind slow, the results can be quite
dramadtic.

As the sponsor of H.R, 571 and of similar
bills In preceding Congresses, I Wwhole-
heartedly endorse the Zelenko bill on which
we are taking action today, HR. 11677. It
is a bill which has teeth in 1t to require
compliance, but it is primarily a bill to lead
and guide the way to the most effective
kind of compliance, and that, of course, is
voluntary compliance.

The States will continue to have basic
responsibility in this fleld—if they will ac-
cept it. But the Congress has the obliga-
tion to act for the protection in interstate
commerce of falr competition, decent labor
standards, and plain, ordinary fairplay. This
legislation is long overdue.

A worker's skill should determine his
or her wage rate, not the sex of the In-
dividual employee. Where men and women
are doing similar work with similar abilities,
their paychecks should be the same. The
Federal Government is required to recognize
this principle in eivil service employ-
ment; many unions have succeeded in writ-
ing it into their contracts with private em-
ployers. But, throughout the country, many
women workers are victimized—there is no
other word for it—by outmoded concepts
and customs which hold that a woman works
at a job In order to occupy her time before
marriage, or just to get away from home,
and therefore can be paid less than a man for
the work she does.

Most women work because they must;
others work because they have skills which
our economy desperately needs. All of these
workers are entitled to fair treatment, re-
gardless of their reasons for being in the
employment force. This legislation will help
assure such fair treatment for most women
employed in interstate commerce. I hope
it will also stimulate the States to act more
effectively in assuring fairness for women
employed in purely Intrastate commerce, or
in firms with less than 25 employees.

As I told the subcommittee at the time
hearings were conducted on this legislation
last March, my recollections from my own
career in the business training field prior to
my marriage, reinforce my view of the im-
portance of this leglslation.

As training director of Felt & Tarrant,
the Comptometer company, in St. Louis, it
was my job, not only to direct the training
of students in the use of our machines, but
also the job placement activities in helping
them find employment.

The Comptometer is a good piece of equip-
ment, not a mechanical brain or an elec-
tronic robot but a responsive device for using
the brains of the operator in reducing com-
plex mathematical computations into quick
answers. It is far more than an adding
machine. It wil perform rapidly and accu~
rately, if properly used.

It was my experience that women had
greater dexterity in the use of this equip-
ment, generally speaking, than men did.
Most of the students were women. The jobs
they later filled were not restricted to women
but, like most office positions, were held
mostly by women. I stress again the fact
that learning to use the equipment required
more than routine application and mental
capacity. Yet the wage scales generally in
effect in private industry for women able to
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use this equipment were substantially lower
than the salaries paid men for dolng work
requiring similar, or even less highly de-
veloped, skills,

The job rates did not reflect the skills of
the operators, but rather the sex. And this
is true in most fields where women pre-
dominate among the employees,

The skill should determine the wage paid,
not the sex of the employee. We do not
want to see instances of women getting jobs
in preference to men because the wage rate
for women is lower, but this often happens.
Let us stop this undercutting of standards.
It is certainly to the advantage of all work-
ingwomen to do so; it is also to the advantage
of workingmen. And it is the right thing to
do.

Mr. EEARNS. Madam Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Madam Chairman, first of all, before
I read my prepared statement, something
I have very seldom done in the years I
have been here, I want to congratulate
the members of the majority and the
members of the minority; the staff of the
majority and the staff of the minority,
although the latter comprises only one.
I do feel they have done a wonderful job
trying to prepare this legislation and the
amendments I think have been well pre-
pared and dutifully considered.

Madam Chairman, I rise in support of
H.R. 11677. I have long favored, in and
out of Congress, equal pay for equal
work. At the present time many women
in America are discriminated against
in the matter of rates of pay, and this is
grossly unfair. These women are often
the breadwinners for a family or elderly
parents. The need for sufficient money
to support this family or these parents is
certainly present. In this day and age,
I cannot conceive of one valid reason for
refusing to pay equally as between men
and women when a woman or a man
is performing equal work.

The subcommittee which handled this
bill, as well as the full Education and
Labor Committee, are to be commended
for the legislation which they have
forwarded to the House floor. In the
present bill there are a number of im-
portant safeguards. For example, the
Secretary of Labor can institute an in-
vestigation only after it is charged, in
writing, and under oath, by a grieved
person, that a violation has occurred or
when the Secretary, himself has reason-
able cause to believe that an investiga-
tion will disclose that a charge is true.
Moreover, the Secretary is then limited to
an investigative and mediation role and
all enforcement proceedings must be in
a U.8. district court. This last point
is extremely important, and here the
committee has recognized and reestab-
lished the importance of a judicial pro-
ceeding where all rights of due process
will be protected. There will not be an
administrative proceeding which all too
often results in the same person perform-
ing as judge, jury, prosecutor, and
investigator.

Unfortunately the bill as now written
contains several defects. The major de-
fect is that nowhere are discriminatory
activities on the part of labor unions pro-
hibited. As you know, Madam Chair-
man, labor unions are presently pro-
hibited from eausing or attempting to
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cause an employer to discriminate un-
der the provisions of the Taft-Hartley
Act. In the Equal Employment Oppor-
tunities Act, which our committee has
recently reported out and which is now
pending before the Rules Committee,
the labor unions similarly are prohibited
from such activity. Unless this prohibi-
tion is applied in this bill, there will be
a major loophole which may well mean
that the law, if enacted, will be mean-
ingless and ineffectual. I am certain
that an overwhelming majority of the
Members of the House of Representa-
tives will want to amend the present bill
so as to prohibit diseriminatory con-
duct on the part of unions. ;

Another possible defect in the present
bill occurs because the bill, in section
4, refers to discrimination in any place
of employment. It was the intent of the
full committee that the charge of dis-
crimination and the investigation be re-
stricted to the particular establishment
wherein the grieved employee is em-
ployed. Unfortunately the language of
the bill is ambiguous and could be con-
strued differently. It should be noted
that the Labor Department has stated
that “place of employment,” which is
used a number of times in the Fair Labor
Standards Act, never has been defined by
them to mean more than one plant.
This is certainly the type of interpreta-
tion which the committee intended to
have placed on this phrase. This is
pointed out in the committee report.
Therefore, I want the record to clearly
reflect that by place of employment we
mean the one particular plant or estab-
lishment wherein the grieved person is
employed.

I urge that H.R. 11677 be enacted, with
tc‘.lhe amendments that will be offered to-

ay.

Mr, GOODELL. Madam Chairman,
I make the point of order that & quorum
is not present.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will
count., Eighty-four Members are pres-
ent, not a quorum. The Clerk will call
the roll.

The Clerk called the roll, and the
following Members failed to answer to
their names:

[Roll No. 176]

Alford Harrison, Va. Pilcher
Anfuso Hébert Powell
Ashley Hoffman, Mich. Purcell
Aspinall Judd Rains
Baring Kilburn Rogers, Colo.
Bass, NH King, Utah Rogers, Tex.
Blitch Eluczynski Rousselot
Boggs Loser St. Germain
Bolton McSween Saund
Buckley McVey Scherer

d Macdonald Smith, Miss.
Cramer Madden Spence
Curtis, Mass Mason Steed
Davis, Tenn Merrow Taber
Dawson Michel Teague, Calif
Diggs Minshall Thompson, La,
Flynt Moulder Willis
Frazier Norblad Winstead
Gubser Peterson Yates

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having assumed the chair,
Mrs. KELLy, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Committee,
having had under consideration the bill
H.R. 11677, and finding itself without a
quorum, she had directed the roll to be
called, when 378 Members responded to
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their names, a quorum, and she sub-
mitted herewith the names of the absen-
tees to be spread upon the Journal.

The Committee resumed its sitting.

Mr. ZELENEO. Madam Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Washington [Mrs. HANSEN].

Mr. RYAN of New York. Madam
Chairman, will the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. HANSEN. I would be glad to
yield to the gentleman from New York
[Mr. RYAN].

Mr. RYAN of New York. Madam
Chairman, I should like to commend the
gentlewoman from Washington [Mrs.
HanseN] for her longtime interest in this
field. She sponsored similar legislation
in the House of Representatives in the
State of Washington which was en-
acted in 1943.

It is interesting to note that our
women legislators have been in the fore-
front of the fight for this legislation.
The bill before us today is the culmina-
tion of years of effort on the part of our
colleagues of the opposite sex. Equal
pay bills have been introduced for a
long time by many Congresswomen, in-
cluding Representatives EpitH GREEN,
MarTHA GRIFFITHS, EDNA KELLY, LEONOR
SULLIVAN, JEssIcA WEIs, KATHERINE ST.
Georce, and FLoRENCE DWYER. Some-
how the Congressmen are “Johnnies
come lately” in this area.

I should like to commend our col-
league, the gentlewoman from Oregon,
EpiTH GRrEEN, for her role in advanc-
ing this legislation. She has intro-
duced equal pay hills ever since her elec-
tion to this House. On August 24, 1961,
she sponsored the administration bill
for equal pay—H.R. 8898. The bill be-
fore the House today is almost identical
to H.R. 8898. As a member of the Presi-
dent’s Commission on the Status of
Women, the gentlewoman from Oregon
[Mrs. GrReeN] has worked with dedica-
tion and determination to see that
women receive equal treatment with men
in employment.

Madam Chairman, I support this bill
to provide justice in the pay envelope
to both men and women by forbidding
employers in interstate commerce to dis-
criminate among their employees on the
basis of the sex of the worker in setting
rates of pay.

Diserimination in the form of a rate
differential for comparable work when
performed by women instead of men is
based on a discredited notion that a
woman, although she may accomplish as
much or more, deserves less pay than a
man. It is shocking to think that one
would pay a woman less than he would
pay a man for doing the same work.

We may not be aware of the role
women have come increasingly to play
in the economic life of America. The
civilian labor force in April of this year
numbered nearly 71 million. Over 24
million were women; well over one-third
of this total. By 1970 it is estimated that
the number of women workers will ap-
proach 30 million. In 1920 there were
about a quarter of that number, 8.2 mil-
lion. The place of women in our labor
force has changed since 1920. Tradi-
tionally, they were only temporarily a
part of that force. A girl left school,
worked for a few years, married, and
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left the labor force for good. This was
never a true or a complete picture of
the place of women in the labor force,
but it was sufficiently accurate to gain a
wide degree of acceptance.

Today it is not true at all. Whereas,
as recently as 1930, 40 percent of women
workers were under 25 years of age and
less than 20 percent over 45, today the
proportions are reversed. Less than 20
percent in 1960 were under 25 and nearly
40 percent are over 45. Women enter
the labor force, leave it temporarily to
have children, and return to it, for good.
In 1930, 29 percent of working women
were married. In 1961, 61 percent of
the women who work were married.
This is one of the significant and major
changes in our labor force in this genera-
tion. Working women are as much a
permanent part of the labor force as the
working men.

The studies submitted by the Depart-
ment of Labor during the hearings are
clear evidence that this bill is needed.
Simply by examining job orders placed
with public employment agencies in five
cities last year, the Department uncov-
ered a wide variety of discriminatory
practices. A grocery chain offered to
hire checkers at $56.88 per week for
women. A man received $62.90 to start.
An inventory clerk in a factory received
$250 a month if a woman; $300, if a man.
A department store hired men as sales
clerks at $1.25 per hour; $1 was offered
to women. Tailors were to be paid $75
if males, $65 if females. A printing
plant would pay women bookkeepers
$325 a month, but offered men $375.

Perhaps the worst example of blind
prejudice was the electrical manufac-
turer who was hiring assemblers. In
this industry the deft fingers and steady
nerves of women give them, if anything,
an advantage over men in assembly work.
Other things being equal, women would
probably prove worth more rather than
less to an employer on this type of work.
Yet the offer was: $1.40 an hour for
women; $1.55 an hour for men.

It should be noted that this bill does
not raise wages. Each employer is left
entirely free to set his own wage stand-
ards within the existing framework of
law. Neither would it prevent an em-
ployer setting different wages, area dif-
ferentials, in plants located in different
areas of the United States. But once
set, it prohibits paying a wage differen-
tial between men and women for work of
a comparable character at the same lo-
cation on jobs the performance of which
requires comparable skills. If a woman
does the same work as a man, she must
receive the same pay.

The bill would prohibit three separate
acts of discrimination:

First. An employer engaged in com-
merce or the production of goods for
commerce may not pay wages to any
employee at a rate less than he pays in
the plant to any employee of the oppo-
site sex for comparable work.

Second. An employer may not meet
this requirement by reducing the wages
of an employee to remove such a differ-
ential in wages rates. He must raise the
wages of the employee discriminated
against. This is not intended and would
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not prevent any employer from making
wage adjustments which are not an at-
tempt to avoid obligations under the bill.

Third. Finally, an employer may not
discharge or discriminate against any
employee for any action he or she may
take to assert his or her rights under the
law.

The bill would vest the administration
of this law in the Secretary of Labor.
The Secretary is expected to make every
effort to administer the law in such a
way as to secure an end to discrimina-
tion through education and by voluntary
action. An informed and specialized
staff such as the Department of Labor
possesses should be able to administer
the law with only infrequent resort to
the courts. With their knowledge of
wage rate practices and methods they
should be able to secure the voluntary
discontinuance of violations. From the
Department’s experience in administer-
ing the Fair Labor Standards Act would
come the ability to supervise the restitu-
tion of wages, not paid because of dis-
crimination, to the employees diserim-
inated against.

To this end, the bill authorizes the
Secretary of Labor to supervises pay-
ments of wages withheld in violation of
the law; to hold sums owing employees
in a special deposit account, subject to
disbursement by the Secretary: and to
cover sums which cannot be paid to
employees within 3 years into the Treas-
ury as miscellaneous receipts.

My own State of New York was among
the first of the 22 States which
now have laws aimed at ending discrimi-
nation between men and women in pay
for comparable work. New York’s law
became effective nearly 20 years ago,
on July 1, 1944, To that extent, New
York has taken a stand on the principle
of nondiscrimination on the basis of sex.

However, it is not a strong law. Its
standards for the determination of what
constitutes discrimination in wage rates
are not clear. The authority granted
the commissioner of labor to enforce
the law is not adequate. The law does
not require the keeping of records by the
employer or the posting of notices in-
forming employees of their rights. It
makes no provision for the collection of
back wages due employees who suffer
discrimination. And it provides no ade-
quate means of enforcement.

One reason the State of New York has
not acted to provide a more adequate
law is because it has been and is faced
with the problem of interstate competi-
tion. At the time New York’s law was
passed, only three other States, Michi-
gan, Montana, and Washington, had laws
of any kind prohibiting discrimination
in wage on the basis of sex. The passage
of the Federal law will act as a spur for
the States who now might fear the com-
petition of other States to pass effective
laws. Section 10 provides that the Sec-
retary of Labor may, by agreement, cede
to a State agency jurisdiction over any
cases where such State has a statute ap-
plicable to the determination of such
cases, if the provisions of the State laws
are not consistent with the provisions of
the Federal law.

It is clear that we need this law. We
need it to protect employees who need
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protection against unfair, unequal, and
unjust treatment. I urge its adoption.

Mrs. HANSEN. Madam Chairman,
first I would like to commend the Speak-
er of the House of Representatives this
afternoon for honoring American women
by having preside over the Commitiee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union the very distinguished gentle-
woman from New York [Mrs. KeELLy].

Madam Chairman, I am strongly in
support of this measure, because 19 years
ago this summer our own State was one
of the first in the Nation to enact this
type of legislation and place it on the
statute books.

Madam Chairman, I do have a few
responses that I would like to make to
various Members who have commented
on this measure. In reply to my col-
league from the State of Washington,
may I say that yesterday President Ken-
nedy made very clear his position on
antidiserimination for women in all Fed-
eral agencies. ’

Madam Chairman, the second thing I
would like to comment upon is the state-
ment made by the gentleman from Cali-
fornia who said “we are for the principle
of the bill.” I say to the Members of the
House of Representatives it is very easy
to be for principle. Nevertheless, it is the
“buts” and the crippling amendments
which destroy the enactment of the
principle,

Madam Chairman, may I say that I
think this is one of the fundamental
equalities that all of us assumed should
be possessed by all women. In reiterat-
ing the words of the gentlewoman from
Michigan [Mrs. GrRIFFITHS], may I say
that those who enjoy the privileges of
equal suffrage never expected that this
legislation would become mnecessary.
However, it is necessary if we would
utilize our womanpower.

Time after time in the history of our
Nation and during its eritical hours, elo-
quent proof of the skill potential of
women workers has been proven. We
know that the demands of industry for
higher skills are unremitting and will
continue to grow. The equal pay rate
base which this bill would reaquire will
supply an unmatched incentive for the
acquisition of these skills.

The Labor Committee reported it
without dissent. The witnesses who ap-
peared before the Select Labor Subcom-
mittee to testify on it supported it with-
out dissent. Many of the able Members
of this body have urged its passage
either by appearing before the subcom-
mittee or filing statements of approval.
These Congressmen and Congresswomen,
who actively support the equal pay prin-
ciple embodied in the bill, are both Re-
publicans and Democrats.

There comes a time when the forces
of right—shall we say—take over and
seem to chart an undeviating course.
I believe that time is now for the adop-
tion by Congress of an equal pay law.
Proposals for equal pay have been in-
troduced in many Congresses and even
reported. Today we have the opportu-
nity for enactment.

The proposal has one simple and
laudable purpose, to assure wage justice
for workers. It prohibits an employer
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whose employees are engaged in com-
merce or in the production of goods for
commerce from paying a lower wage
rate to employees of one sex than he
pays to the opposite sex for performing
substantially the same job. In more
technical terms, under this bill, em-
ployees of a single employer must be
paid the same wage rate irrespective of
their sex for work of a comparable
character on jobs, the performance of
which requires comparable skills.

It does not in any way provide for the
equalization of wage rates between dif-
ferent employers. Moreover, it permits
different wage rates where the rates are
based on a seniority or merit increase
system or a bona fide job classification
system of an employer. It strikes only
at the degrading and arbitrary practice
whereby an employer downgrades an
employee—usually a woman—by paying
less for her preduct than one made by
a man.

As the hearings made clear by re-
ferring, for example, to job orders filed
by employers with the local employment
service offices, employers without any
justification frequently have dual pay
scales for men and for women perform-
ing the same jobs.

While other diseriminations exist
against women workers—some of which
are deeply embedded in our culture—
none is more flagrant and I think ac-
tually more cruel than the diserimina-
tory pay practice which this bill would
seek to end in commerce channels inso-
far as employers of 25 or less employees
are concerned.

One argument which one hears ad-
vanced against equal pay legislation is
that in time and because of some unde-
fined circumstances, discriminatory pay
practices will just disappear. This lame
assertion, in essence without any per-
suasive power, was refuted by specific
testimony at the recent hearings.

Mrs. Esther Peterson, Assistant Secre-
tary of Labor, for example, expressed her
deep concern that the pattern of wage
rate discrimination on the basis of sex
was being mirrored in some of the newer
industries. We cannot rely, therefore, on
the vaguely optimistic prediction that
somehow things will turn out to bring
about wage justice whether Congress
does anything or not, The facts prove
otherwise. We have a responsibility to
act in adopting the measure reported
and I urge that we discharge this re-
sponsibility.

If we are going to be consistent in pur-
suing methods of effective manpower
utilization, we cannot afford to reject
this bill. Without a measure of this kind,
tremendous manpower—or rather wom-
anpower—waste is inevitable. At pres-
ent, approximately 24%; million workers
are women. By 1970 this number will
grow to 30 million. The degree of skill
level which these workers will achieve
has a great deal to do with their incen-
tives and their morale.

Industry during World War II was
willling then to pay equal pay. The op-
portunity of eradicating differentials
was seized upon as a means of raising
wage levels under stabilization in a tight
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labor market in which production had to
be maximized.

The fair, equal wage rate levels which
H.R. 11677 will require will, I believe,
once more stimulate our women work-
ers to efforts such as they made in war-
time.

It is significant to me that the hill
provides expressly for the Secretary of
Labor to attempt to settle violation cases
through persuasion without pursuing the
court action enforcement which is au-
thorized. It is my opinion that much
can be done to eliminate discrimination
in this way. Discrimination of this kind
involves not only economics but also
ethics. I look forward to a signal record
of voluntary settlements under this bill,
stemming from ethical considerations.

It is to be pointed out that employers
who have a “good faith” defense will
not suffer any penalties under the act.
Also, that in voluntary settlement cases,
the employer will be liable for the pay-
ment of only the sum of back wages.
When court enforcement of the equal
pay mandate is necessary, the court may
include in its enforcement order the pay-
ment of an additional amount to the ag-
grieved employee not to exceed the back
wages found to be due.

The bill is a balanced bill. It will help
the downgraded worker—whether man
or woman. It will contribute a factor of
stabilization in employment relation-
ships and help to support and increase
our purchasing power.

When we vote for HR. 11677, all our
people will come under “equal protection
of the law,” in the way which our Con-
stitution promises. It is difficult to be-
lieve that we can default from making
this promise come true.

Mr. ZELENKO. Madam Chairman, I
vield 2 minutes fo the gentlewoman from
Idaho [Mrs. ProsTl.

Mrs. PFOST. Madam Chairman,
those of us who have long sponsored
equal pay for equal work legislation
once again urge passage of the legisla-
tion under consideration today. It is
part of the historical fight of women
for full equality under the law on their
basie rights as workers and citizens, and
enactment is long overdue. Diserimina-
tion in any form is evil and unjust. And
diserimination against workers—solely
on the grounds of sex—is both socially
immoral and economically unsound. It
is a hangover from an antiquated social
order not at all in step with the enlight-
ened thinking of this 20th century.

It was the Second World War that
proved beyond the shadow of a doubt
that women workers were capable of
performing many jobs on the produc-
tion line as well as in the offices of in-
dustry. Today, almost two decades since
the end of the war, some one-third of
the working population is made up of
women. In 1970, we are told, the pres-
ent 24.5 million women in the work
force will have grown to more than 30
million. Yet, despite this growing role
of women in our economy, the vestiges
of diserimination remain which deny
them equal pay for equal work. This
means a hardship to the millions of
women who are the sole support of their
families through widowhood or for other
reasons. !
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The bill now before Congress does not
seek to give women workers any special
protection, nor does it set forth any revo-
lutionary provisions. It simply asks for
the end of unfair and illogical discrimi-
nation against the female sex. It rightly
declares that, as a matter of national
policy, “work of comparable character
on jobs requiring comparable skills”
should receive equal remuneration, re-
gardless of whether the work is per-
formed by a man or a worman.

There is nothing in this legislation
that would set pay rates. There is noth-
ing in it that would prevent pay differ-
entials because of seniority, merit, or
bona fide job classifications. It ealls for
nothing more than the prohibition of dis-
crimination against an employee because
that employee happens to be a woman.

“Equal pay for equal work” is not a
new concept. Twenty-two States have
such laws, although many of those stat-
utes have no teeth and are little more
than policy positions. Both of our
neighbors—Canada and Mexico—have
Federal legislation in this area. And 36
nations have adopted an International
Labor Organization conference agree-
ment mandating equal pay.

There is no excuse for the United
States to lag behind in this important
area. If we are to truly reflect the lead-
ership of the free world, and set an ex-
ample for womanhood everywhere, then
we must demonstrate our principles
through the passage of this legislation.

As I told the Select Subcommittee of
the House Labor Committee during hear-
ings, this bill already has the support of
both the Democratic and Republican
Parties, the AFL-CIO, the National As-
sociation of Manufacturers, and the
U.S. Chamber of Commerce.

I want to add a word of praise, in con-
clusion, to the gentleman from New
York, Chairman ZerLenko, and his sub-
committee for having steered this legis-
lation- to the floor of the House at this
early date. I strongly urge the Members
heg to give it their wholehearted sup-
port.

Mr. KEARNS. Madam Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
New York [Mr. BARRY].

Mr, BARRY. Madam Chairman, as
the sponsor of House Joint Resolution
540 which proposes an amendment to
the Constitution relative to equal rights
for men and women, I rise today in sup-
port of the bill before us, HR. 11677,
which seeks to provide equal pay under
Federal law in interstate commerce ac-
tivities, I commend my colleagues on
the House Education and Labor Commit-
tee who have contributed their time and
efforts to this legislation, the need for
which has been clearly demonstrated.

There are currently 2414 million
women employees in the United States,
and women are taking an ever-increas-
ing part in our Nation's productive re-
sources. In almost every area where
women are employed they are doing the
same or comparable work to that per-
formed by men, and they should be paid
accordingly. Those employers who rec-
ognize this comparability will not be
affected by the provisions of this legis-
lation, as it applies only to those who ad-
here to the outmoded belief that women
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are inferior to men and therefore should
be paid less for their skills.

Persons working for employers hav-
ing more than 25 employees and who are
engaged in interstate activities will be
afforded the protection of H.R. 11677.
States rights will be protected to the
extent that the Secretary of Labor, by
agreement, may cede to a State agency
jurisdiction over any cases where the
State has effective anti-wage-discrim-
ination statutes. The bill has a realistic
maximum appropriation authorization,
it does not propose to establish a new
administrative agency but instead makes
use of available executive resources, it
offers ample protection for men and
women alike subject to its provisions. In
my opinion, Madam Chairman, this hill
deserves the unanimous support of the
Congress.

Mr. KEARNS. Madam Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
HALPERN],

Mr. HALPERN. Madam Chairman,
as a cosponsor of this legislation I rise in
support of it. I heartily commend the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Ze-
LeNko] for his superb work and leader-
ship on this issue. The objectives of this
bill are long overdue and highly desir-
able. I trust it will be approved over-
whelmingly.

The bill will go far in eliminating a
thoroughly inequitable employment
practice. It would establish wage justice
for working men and women. It would
insist on equal opportunity in all areas
of interstate employment regardless of
sex. Enactment of this bill establishes
once and for all that work of comparable
character, requiring comparable skill,
must be compensated on a nondiscrimi-
natory basis.

Unfortunately today in the United
States too many women still work under
wage and opportunity handicaps. The
time has come when we need to banish
all discrimination against working
women and to wipe out these long-
standing pay differentials between men
and women doing the same work.

I urge my colleagues to join me and
the other supporters of this bill to make
this a day to be remembered by all
women. Let us leave this House today
with the knowledge that we have wiped
out a great social inequity.

Mr, ZELENKO., Madam Chairman,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. KEARNS].

Mr. KEARNS. So that none of you
will have any ideas about an early de-
parture this evening, we have several im-
portant amendments pending. I just
want to give this foreword to you. The
law we are passing now, the way it is
written, may be devastating to the Na-
tion unless the amendments are adopted.

The House in its wisdom today can do
a good job. I am making this appeal,
the last speech I will have on this par-
ticular bill, that we stay on the floor and
do a job on our amendments.

Mr., ZELENKO. Madam Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. O'Haral, the
gentleman from Alaska [Mr. RiIvers],
the gentlewoman from Pennsylvania

[Mrs. GRANAHAN], g.nd the gentleman
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from Pennsylvania [Mr. ToLn] be per-
mitted to extend their remarks at this
point in the REcorbp.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. O'HARA of Michigan. Madam
Chairman, I am one who believes every
worker should be paid for the job he
or she does, without adding to or sub-
tracting from the rate of pay because of
the sex of the employee. That is why
I believe that the old myth that women
are inferior workers should be destroyed
today. For by our votes here today, we
can tell our country and the world that
we know that it takes the skills of
women, as well as of men, to maintain a
healthy economy.

Wage discrimination based on sex
should have no place in our American
economiec structure. As long as we have
such discrimination, whether against
men or women, so long will we be plac-
ing barriers in the way of the full par-
ticipation of needed workers in American
economic and social life.

We all know that women are not in-
ferior workers. We have seen examples
of their outstanding performance during
two World Wars. We have seen them
come into the labor market and do sue-
cessful jobs there as the need for their
services has grown.,

Today women are employed in almost
every kind of occupation. Most jobs
today can no longer be designated as
“men’s work” or “women’s work.” Most
jobs today can be done by any worker,
whether man or woman, with the proper
skills and training.

And payment for work should not be
based on sex. It should be based solely
on the job,

That is why I support H.R. 116717, the
Equal Pay Act of 1962. That is why I
urge its support by my colleagues.

Our Nation should not suffer because
of unfair wage practices, and, in my
opinion, H.R. 11677 would do much to
remove the likelihood of such unfairness.

Letters have come into my office from
many women in my district telling of
the discriminations they have suffered on
the job. Although they do the same
work that men do, many of them write
that they are paid at a lower rate be-
cause they are women.

This is not fair. This is not demo-
cratic. This is not good business.

Enactment of this bill will give all of
our workers equality and justice in the
labor market.

Mr. RIVERS of Alaska. Madam
Chairman, I rise to speak in favor of
H.R. 11677, a bill comparable to one I
introduced early in this Congress. In
supporting this legislation Members of
this body are showing their appreciation
of the contributions American women
have made to this country, its economy,
and to our democratic institutions.
Highlighting this statement is the pres-
ence of the distinguished gentle ladies
who are Members of this House, and all
of whom have worked for many years in
fostering the type of legislation now
before us.

From the early days of our history,
when the colonists were struggling for
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adequate food and shelter for their fam-
ilies, American women have worked side
by side with their men to provide—with-
in the context of freedom and human
dignity—security for their families and
security for their country.

Now as the amazing tools of improved
technology have freed women from de-
voting all of their time to the cares of
the home, they have been making nu-
merous and significant contributions to
America’s productivity, improved stand-
ard of living, and our national security.

Today we find that one-third of our
total working force is composed of
women. About half of these women are
single, about half are married. An im-
portant fact to note, I believe, is that of
the married women who are employed in
the American labor force, only one out
of six is a mother with children under
3 years of age. This indicates, I feel
sure, that mothers of young children do
not want to work, and do not work, un-
less dire necessity compels them to work.

The vast majority of our women work-
ers, I am sorry to say, are bunched in
the lower pay, lower status, bracket of
our economic scale. Over 4 million of
these workers are heads of families.
Others must work to supplement in-
comes of their husbands.

For these reasons—and for the further
reason that the world’s leading democ-
racy should apply to all its citizens the
principles of fairness and justice—I
commend H.R. 11677 to provide equal
pay for equal work for men and women
employed in interstate commerce and
upon certain Government contracts.

I trust that this measure will be
enacted.

Mrs. GRANAHAN. Madam Chair-
man, many of our businessmen who pro-
fess to be bitterly against communism—
and who are, I am sure, genuinely
against communism—nevertheless prac-
tice one of the basic principles of com-
munism in the treatment of some of their
employees.

The Communists claim that in their
system, the principle which governs is
“From each according to his abilities; to
each according to his needs.”

Under that theory, every employee do-
ing similar work and using similar skills
and abilities would receive a different
rate of pay depending not upon job per-
formance, but upon whether the worker
was single or married, a parent or child-
less, male or female, a provident investor
or an unlucky one, a homeowner or rent-
er, and so on. Of course, in practice,
operating such a complex wage system
would be almost impossible; and even
the Communists apparently have finally
recognized that wage scales must reflect
the skills used, rather than the personal
needs of the worker for more or less pay
than another worker.

Yet we still have signs of this system
persisting in this country, particularly
when employers insist on paying women
workers less than men for doing similar
work requiring similar skills and abilities
and performance. And occupations and
professions in which women make up the
majority of the employees usually carry
lower salary or wage levels than other
fields, on this communistic theory that
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women workers perhaps may not need as
much pay.

Madam Chairman, I support the equal
pay bill now before the House because I
believe these outmoded practices must
now be eliminated in interstate com-
merce. We need trained women in all
of the professions and in many technical
skills. We have all been urging the girls
in school to continue with their educa-
tion, to develop employment skills, so
that they can help meet the production
requirements of our economy. It is up
to the Congress to make sure that the
women who are needed in the labor
force—whose skills are required—are
treated fairly and without discrimination
in the salaries and wages they are paid.

To permit employers to discriminate
on the basis of sex—to pay women work-
ers less merely because they are women,
and regardless of the relative skill and
performance of the employee on the job—
is to deny one of the basic principles of
fairness in a democracy, and is, as I said,
the practicing of a form of communism
which even the Communists now seem
willing to concede does not make any
sense.

Mr. TOLL. Madam Chairman, I am
glad to have the opportunity to support
H.R. 11677, which prohibits discrimina-
tion on account of sex in the payment of
wages. In the 86th Congress I intro-
duced House Joint Resolution 255, pro-
posing an amendment to the U.S. Con-
stitution providing that equality of
rights under the law shall not be denied
or abridged by the United States or by
any State on account of sex. In the 87th
Congress I introduced House Joint Reso-
lution 430 to the same effect.

I agree with the report presented by
the committee that the objective sought
by this legislation is wage justice for
working men and women. The Demo-
cratic platform of 1960 contained as one
of the objectives the following language:

We support legislation which will guaran-
tee to women equality of rights under the
law, including equal pay for equal work.

This bill makes good on the part of
the platform promise.

In the great Commonwealth of Penn-
sylvania, where I live and in which I
have the honor to represent a Philadel-
phia distriet in this Congress, the clear-
cut right of women to equal pay for
equal work was recognized by the en-
actment of Public Law 1913 in 1959.
The people of Pennsylvania have always
been leaders in the movement to estab-
lish equality in all fields of human en-
deavor. It is a pleasure to represent
people in the Commonwealth which en-
acts liberal legislation of this kind and
also to participate in the action taken
today in the House of Representatives,
which I hope will also enact such liberal
legislation.

Mr. ZELENKO. Madam Chairman, in
concluding this debate I would say that
the proposed amendments to be offered
by the minority should come as a sur-
prise not only to them but to those of
us who took part in the committee opera-
tion, for this bill in the form in which
it was written and the substitute as I
shall offer it, with only slight amend-
ment, had the careful consideration of
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all of the members of the committee and
was voted out favorably unanimously.
I ask the Members of this Committee to
consider carefully every phase and every
section of this bill as urged by the com-
mittee. The amendments which I under-
stand will be offered by the minority
will gut this bill and all we will have will
be a title.

At this time I wish to commend all
the members of our committee, the dis-
tinguished chairman of our committee
and particularly the distinguished gen-
tlewoman from New York who is presid-
ing, for I understand it is only the sec-
ond time in a century that we have had
the honor and privilege of having a
female colleague who is incomparable,
doing incomparable work with equal
skill for equal pay, presiding. :

The fundamental principle of equal
pay for equal work must be established
as a touchstone of our national labor
policy. H.R. 11677, the Equal Pay Act
of 1962, involves no revolutionary con-
cepts. Its principles are as old as the
fight for freedom from all forms of prej-
udice, discrimination, and injustice.

This is not a partisan bill. Equal-pay
legislation was included in the platforms
of both the Democratic and Republican
Parties. It has received the endorse-
ment of our great union and manage-
ment organizations. Our colleagues on
both sides of the aisle have testified in
support of this legislation.

I specially commend and compliment
our incomparable female colleagues who
have, with us, been performing com-
parable work for comparable skills for
equal pay, for their understanding of
the problems of wage discrimination
and their efforts through the years to
enact this much-needed remedial leg-
islation. The gentle lady from Ore-
gon, the Honorable EpiTH GREEN, one
of the hardest working and effective
members of the Committee on Education
and Labor, who have long pioneered for
this bill, is to be congratulated on her
efforts, as is the gentle lady from Wash-
ington, the Honorable Juria BUTLER HaN-
SEN, also a vital force on the committee.
Similar legislation was introduced by the
following gentle ladies whose support is
greatly acknowledged: the Honorable
Jessica McC. Wers, of New York, the
Honorable MARTHA W. GRIFFITHS, of
Michigan, the Honorable Epna F. KELLY,
of New York, the Honorable LEonor K.
Svrrvan, of Missouri, the Honorable
KATHARINE ST. GEORGE, of New York, and
the Honorable FLORENCE P. DWYER, of
New Jersey. I also wish to commend the
Honorable Gracie Prost, of Idaho, and
the Honorable Frances P. BoOLTON, of
Ohio, for their invaluable assistance.

In the spirit of this legislation and not
wishing to discriminate against the male
Members of this body, I wish to acknowl-
edge the introduction of similar legisla-
tion by the following gentlemen: the
Honorable Abraham J. Multer, of New
York, the Honorable Hugh J. Addonizio,
of New Jersey, the Honorable Ralph J.
Rivers, of Alaska, the Honorable James
G. Fulton, of Pennsylvania, and the
Honorable Seymour Halpern, of New
York.

I would also like to take this oppor-
tunity to acknowledge the leadership of
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President Kennedy and the administra-
tion for including this bill as an impor-
tant part of the administration’s legis-
lative program.

I would be remiss if I did not specially
acknowledge the great leadership and
assistanct of my colleague, the gentle-
man from New York, Congressman ApaM
CrayroNn Powern, the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Educa-
tion and Labor, without whose direction
and guidance this bill would not have
reached its present stage of success, and
all of my distinguished colleagues on the
Education and Labor Committee who
gave of their time, effort, and work-
product to perfect the equal pay legis-
lation for your consideration today.

I am truly privileged and honored to
be a member of the team behind the
equal-pay-for-equal-work legislation. I
am doubly pleased since the principle of
equal pay has been a personal legisla-
tive objective of mine for many years.

It remains now for us of the present
Congress to build upon the real progress
that has been made and to translate this
widely accepted principle into equally
widely accepted practice, by enacting this
Federal law which concretely forbids dis-
crimination in wage rates on the basis
of sex.

Mr. CURTIN. Madam Chairman, I
rise in support of H.R. 11677 which is
legislation officially designated as the
“KEqual Pay Act of 1962.”

I feel that it is high time that members
of the female sex receive the same pay
for the same work as do members of the
male sex.

It is, of course, obvious that there are
certain types of work which must be per-
formed by men, particularly those in-
volving heavy manual labor. It is
equally as well known that there are
also certain types of work involving skill
of a delicate kind which can best be per-
formed by women. For each of these
types of work, the one performing the
same, whether a man or a woman, should
receive a wage commensurate with the
work.

However, there is a tremendous middle
ground of thousands of positions, or
types of work, which women can perform
just as efficiently and effectively as can
men. In all of such types of work there
certainly should be no distinction in the
pay for the same; women should not be
asked or expected to do such work at a
cheaper pay than do men.

Let us end such diserimination wher-
ever it shall exist, and a big stride in
accomplishing this will be by the enact-
ment into law of this legislation.

Mrs. BOLTON. Madam Chairman, as
a longtime advocate of the principle of
equal pay for comparable work per-
formed by men and women, I am glad
to speak in favor of H.R. 11677. This
bill is similar to one I sponsored in the
85th and 86th Congresses. As a matter
of fact, such legislation has been intro-
duced in every session of Congress since
1945 by members of both parties—so
this is a bipartisan effort.

There are over 24 million women in
the labor force today and by 1970 we
shall have over 30 million. Most women
work to contribute to essential living
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expenses for themselves or their fam-
ilies. For example, over 6 million single
women workers support themselves;
over 2 million working women are heads
of families; others are the primary wage
earner in the family although not tech-
nically the family head. Married women
who are not the primary wage earner
in the family work to raise family living
standards and to send children through
college. The contribution of these
women to the Nation’s productive re-
sources must be encouraged and maxi-
mized. Equal pay for equal work legis-
lation will help create the necessary
incentive.

It is a matter of simple justice to pay
women the same rate as a man when she
is doing the same or comparable job.
We have equal pay in the Government
and it has worked out well through the
Federal classified civil service. It is
good to note that real progress has been
made in the matter of equal pay for
equal work through the enactment of
State laws. Twenty-two States now
have equal pay laws on their statute
books. However, a Federal law is needed
to give complete and adequate coverage.
I am glad that special provision is made
in this bill to permit cession of Federal
jurisdiction where State statutes mirror
Federal provisions. This should give
encouragement to the States to continue
progress in this field through the enact-
ment of their own laws.

It is my hope that the House will give
favorable consideration to H.R. 11677.

Mr. COHELAN. Madam Chairman, I
rise in support of this long overdue legis-
lation to prohibit discrimination on the
basis of sex in the payment of wages.

The right of equal opportunity is one
of the great pledges of the United States
to its citizens. In the field of employ-
ment this pledge should at least mean
the right to equal pay for work of com-~
parable character which requires com-
parable skill. Both the hearings and
report of the House Committee on Edu-
cation and Labor make it very clear,
however, that such is not the case—that
discrimination in wage payment on the
basis of sex continues to exist—that un-
equal pay has not been nearly so widely
eliminated in practice as it has in theory.

Such diserimination is obviously con-
trary to the basic principles upon which
this country was founded and upon
which it has grown strong. It is, fur-
thermore, economically wasteful and
from the viewpoint of our national se-
curity we cannot afford such waste.

Madam Chairman, for these and the
reasons so ably presented by the distin-
guished members of the Education and
Labor Committee, I urge that we ap-
prove this legislation without delay. I
would also like to express the hope that
before the close of this present Congress
we will be able to consider and pass an-
other bill, already approved by the same
committee, which would enable us to
move still further ahead in the promo-
tion of the equality of man and his op-
portunities—the equal employment op-
portunities bill of 1962.

Mr. ALBERT. Madam Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from Delaware [Mr. McDowEeLL]
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may extend his remarks at this point in
the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

Mr. McDOWELL. Madam Chairman,
I rise in support of H.R. 116717, a bill to
prohibit discrimination on account of sex
in the payment of wages by certain em-
ployers and to provide for the restitution
of wages lost by employees by reason of
such discrimination.

The prineiple of equal pay, or payment
of a rate based on the job performed, is
fundamental to the American free enter-
prise system. Both employers and union
leaders find its application important to
the morale and efficiency of workers in
their daily employment, It benefits the
community by upholding the general
level of wages, and maintaining purchas-
ing power. In practice, it has proved
workable and advantageous.

Leading women’s and civiec organiza-
tions have long promoted the equal-pay
principle as furthering a major Ameri-
can objective—the maintenance and de-
velopment of a high level of economic ac-
tivity and employment, In recent years,
the increasing employment of women on
many types of jobs, often in new and
complex fields and on the same basis as
men, has contributed to this objective.

To encourage the use of women'’s high-
est skills, many organizations and in-
dividuals seek a more nearly universal
application of the equal-pay principle,
through voluntary action by employers,
collective bargaining, and legislation.

The cost of food, rent, and other es-
sentials of living are the same to both
men and women consumers, Women as
well as men work because of economic
necessity, and many working women
support children, dependent parents, or
husbands. However, it is not these con-
siderations but the proven efficiency of
women workers and the essential part
they play in the economy which entitle
women to equal pay.

Mr. LINDSAY. Madam Chairman, I
rise in support of this bill—H.R. 11677—
commonly known as the equal pay for
equal work bill. I represent a large seg-
ment of the garment district in New
York, and among my constituents I
count a great number of needleworkers.
This bill means a great deal to them.
It provides simply that for equal work
women shall receive the same rate of pay
as men, except where such payment is
made pursuant to a seniority or merit
increase system or a bona fide job clas-
sification program which does not dis-
criminate on account of sex.

Madam Chairman, I am opposed to the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. AsHBrook]. 'This
amendment would nullify the impact of
this law in any State which has en-
acted, or will enact, equal pay laws.

This amendment would destroy the
bill. It is a State preemption bill. It
would encourage industry to shop for
low-wage and wage-differential States.
Either we have a Federal law or we do
not. And the Federal law should be
universal in its application. This
amendment, Mr, Chairman, would in it-
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self result in discriminatory application
of the law, and it should be defeated.

Madam Chairman, this legislation em-
bodies a very sound principle and it
should be enacted.

Mr. DONOHUE. Madam Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REcorp.

The CHAIRMAN. 1Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr. DONOHUE. Madam Chairman,
as our immediate inspiration to unani-
mously approve this measure, HR. 11677,
the Equal Pay Act of 1962, we need only
to look around us and observe the most
competent, industrious, distinguished
and gracious ladies whom we are privi-
leged to call our colleagues. I know we
unanimously agree that these distin-
guished lady legislators work as hard and
as diligently as any male Member of the
Congress and indeed, by their gracious
presence, contribute more to this body
than any male Member. There is no
thought here of a differentiation in legis-
lative salary because of sex.

For our background inspiration to
promptly and favorably act on this bill,
we need only to reflect that it is designed
simply and solely to provide wage justice
for working women.

We all realize that the origin of the
wage rate differential for men and wom-
en performing comparable jobs in the
false concept that a woman, because of
her very nature, somehow or other
should not be given as much money as a
man for similar work.

This antiquated concept has been long
and completely demonstrated to be false
and it is indefensible from every stand-
point, This being so, we may wonder
why this legislation is necessary.

The answer is furnished to us in the
authoritative information provided by
witnesses before the House Committee
on Education and Labor and the im-
pressive array of statisties unhappily
proving that discrimination in wage pay-
ments, on the basis of sex, continues to
exist even in this modern space age.

Recognizing that the concept of wage
payment discrimination against women
is false; having before us the surprising
but overwhelming evidence that such
discrimination still continues to exist;
and realizing that this measure repre-
sents the correction of basic injustice
being visited upon women in many fields
of endeavor, let us, I urge you, firmly re-
ject any crippling amendments and pro-
ceed immediately and unanimously to
the enactment of this measure extending
simple wage justice to the increasing
corps of America's working women.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will
read the bill for amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Be it enacted by the Senaie and House
of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Equal Pay Act of
1962".

Mr, ZELENKO. Madam Chairman, I

offer an amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. ZELENKO:
Strike out all after the enacting clause and
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insert the following: “That this Act may
be cited as the ‘Equal Pay Act of 1962',

“DECLARATION OF PURPOSE

“Sec. 2. (a) The Congress hereby finds
that the existence in industries engaged in
commerce or in the production of goods for
commerce of wage differentials based on
Bex—

“(1) depresses wages and living standards
for employees;

“(2) prevents the maximum utilization of
the available labor resources;

“(8) tends to cause labor disputes, there-
by burdening, affecting, and obstructing
commerce;

“(4) burdens commerce and the free flow
of goods in commerce; and

“(6) constitutes an wunfair method of
competition.

“(b) It is hereby declared to be the policy
of this Act, through exercise by Congress of
its power to regulate commerce among the
several States and with foreign nations, to
correct the conditlons above referred to in
such industries.

“DEFINITIONS

“SEc. 3. When used in this Act—

*(a) ‘Person’ means an individual, part-
nership, association, corporation, business
trust, legal representative, or any organized
group of persons.

“(b) ‘Commerce’ means trade, commerce,
transportation, transmission, or communica-
tion among the several States or between any
State and any place outside thereof.

“(e) ‘Goods’ means goods (including ships
and marine equipment), wares, products,
commodities, merchandise, or articles or sub-
jects of commerce of any character, or any
part or ingredient thereof, but does not
include goods after their delivery into the ac-
tual physical possession of the ultimate con-
sumer thereof other than & producer, man-
ufacturer, or processor thereof.

“(d) ‘Produced’ means produced, manu-
factured, mined, handled, or in any other
manner worked on in any State; and for the
purposes of this Act an employee shall be
deemed to have been engaged in the pro-
duction of goods if such employee was em-
ployed in producing, manufacturing, min-
ing, handling, transporting, or in any other
manner working on such goods, or in any
closely related process or occupation directly
essential to the production thereof, in any
State.

“(e) ‘Employ’ includes to suffer or permit

k

work.

“(f) ‘Employer’ includes any person act-
ing directly or indirectly in the interest of
an employer in relation to an employee, but
shall not include the United States or any
State or political subdivision of a State, any
labor organization (other than when acting
as an employer), or anyone acting in the
capacity of officer or agent of such labor or-
ganization, or any person having fewer than
twenty-five employees.

“(g) 'Employee’ includes any individual
employed by an employer.

“(h) ‘Wage’ pald to any employee includes
the reasonable cost, as determined by the
Secretary, to the employer of furnishing such
employee with board, lodging, or other facil-
ities, if such board, lodging, or other facil-
ities are customarily furnished by such em-
ployer to his employees: Provided, That the
Secretary is authorized to determine the fair
value of such board, lodging, or other facil-
ities for defined classes of employees and in
deflned areas, based on average cost to the
employer or to groups of employers simi-
larly situated, or average value to groups
of employees, or other appropriate measures
of fair value. Such evaluations, where ap-
plicable and pertinent, shall be used in lieu
of actual measure of cost in determining the
wages pald to any employee.

“(1) ‘State’ includes a State of the United
States, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico,

14765

the Virgin Islands, American Samoa, Guam,
‘Wake Island, the Canal Zone, and Outer
Continental Shelf lands defined in the Outer
Continental Shelf Lands Act.

“(]) '‘Secretary’ means the Secretary of
Labor.

“{k) "Labor organization' means any or-
ganizatlon of any kind, or any agency or
employee representation committee or plan,
in which employees participate and which
exists for the purpose, in whole or in part,
of dealing with employers concerning griev-
ances, labor disputes, wages, rates of pay,
hours of employment, or conditions of work.

“PROHIBITION OF WAGE RATE DIFFERENTIAL
BASED ON SEX

“Sec. 4. No employer having employees en-
gaged in commerce or in the production of
goods for commerce shall discriminate, in
any place of employment in which his em-
ployees are so engaged, between employees
on the basis of sex by paying wages to any
employee at a rate less than the rate at which
he pays wages to any employee of the op-
posite sex In such place of employment for
work of comparable character on jobs the
performance of which requires comparable
skills, except where such payment is made
pursuant to a senlority or merit increase
system or a bona fide job classification pro-
gram which does not discriminate on the
basis of sex, nor shall any employer reduce
the wage rate of an employee for the pur-
pose of eliminating the differential in wage
rates prohibited by this section. No labor
organization, or its agents, representing em-
ployees of such an employer shall cause or
attempt to cause such an employer to dis-
criminate against an individual in violation
of this Act. No such employer and no such
labor organization shall discharge, cause to
be discharged, discipline, or otherwise dis-
criminate t any employee on account
of any action taken by such employee to in-
voke, enforce, or assist in any manner in the
enforcement of the provisions of this Act.

“ADMINISTRATION

“Sec 5. (a) The Secretary shall have au-
thority to prescribe rules and regulations
necessary for the administration of this Act.
In any action or proceeding based on any
alleged violation of this Act, no person
shall be subject to any lability or punish-
ment for or on account of the commission
by such person of an unlawful discrimina-
tory practice prohibited by this Act if he
pleads and proves that the act or omission
complained of was in good faith, in con-
formity with, and in reliance on, any writ-
ten interpretation or opinion of the Sec-
retary. Such a defense, if established, shall
be a bar to the action or proceeding, not-
withstanding that after such act or omis-
sion, such interpretation or opinion is modi-
fied or rescinded or is determined by judicial
authority to be invalid or of no legal effect.

“{b) In connection with any investigation
of a charge filed under section 6, the Sec-
retary or his representative may enter and
inspect such places and such records (and
make such transcriptions thereof), question
such employees, and Investigate such facts,
condltions, practices, and matters as he may
deem necessary or appropriate to determine
whether any person has violated any pro-
vision of this Act, or which may aid in
the enforcement of the provisions of this
Act.

“{c) For the purposes of any Iinvestiga-
tion conducted under this Act, the provisions
of sectlons 9 and 10 of the Federal Trade
Commission Act of September 16, 1014, as
amended (15 U.8.C. 49, 50), shall be ap-
plicable to the jurisdictions, powers, and
duties of the Secretary or any officers desig-
nated by him, except that the attendance
of a witness may not be required outside
of the State where he is found, resides, or
transacts business, and the production of
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evidence may not be required outside the
State where such evidence is kept.

“ENFORCEMENT

“Segc. 6. (a) Whenever it is charged in
writing under oath by or on behalf of a
person claiming to be aggrieved, or, when
the Secretary has reasonable cause to be-
lieve an investigation will disclose the charge
is true, a written charge is filed by the
Becretary (and such charge sets forth the
facts upon which it is based) that an em-
ployer or labor organization has engaged
in a discriminatory practice prohibited by
section 4, the Secretary shall furnish such
employer or labor organization (hereinafter
referred to as the ‘respondent’) with a copy
of such charge and shall make an investiga-
tion of such charge. If the Secretary de-
termines, after such investigation, that the
charge is true, he shall endeavor to eliminate
any unlawful discriminatory practice by in-
formal methods of conference, conciliation,
and persuasion.

“{b) If the Secretary has falled to eflect
the elimination of an unlawful discrimina-
tory practice and to obtain voluntary com-
pliance with this Act, or in advance thereof
if circumstances warrant, he shall have the
power to bring a civil action to prevent the
respondent from engaging in such unlawful
practice.

“({¢) Each United States district court and
each United States court of a place subject
to the jurisdiction of the United States shall
have jurisdiction of actions brought under
this Act. Such actions may be brought
either in the judicial distriet in which the
unlawful discriminatory practice is alleged
to have been committed or in the judiclal
district in which the respondent has his
principal office. No such civil action shall be
based on an unlawful discriminatory prac-
tice occurring prior to the effective date of
this Act or more than one year prior to the
filing of the charge and the giving of notice
thereof to the respondent, unless the person
aggrieved thereby was prevented from filing
such charge by reason of service in the
Armed Forces, in which event a period of
military service shall not be included in
computing the one-year period.

“(d) If the court finds that the re-
spondent has engaged in or is engaging in
an unlawful discriminatory practice charged
in the complaint, the court may enjoin the
respondent from engaging in such unlawful
practice, and shall order the respondent to
take such affirmative action, including the
payment of back wages, plus an additional
amount not to exceed the back wages found
to be due, as may be appropriate. No order
of the court may issue if the wage discrimi-
natlon was based on some factor other than
sex.

“(e) In any case in which the pleadings
present issues of fact, the court may appoint
a master and the order of reference may re-
quire the master to submit with his report a
recommended order. The master shall be
compensated by the United States at a rate
to be fixed by the court, and shall be re-
imbursed by the United States for necessary
expenses incurred in performing his duties
under this section. Any court before which
a proceeding is brought under this section
shall advance such proceeding on the docket
and expedite its disposition.

“(f) The provisions of the Act entltled
‘An Act to amend the Judicial Code and to
define and limit the jurisdiction of courts
sitting in equity, and for other purposes’,
approved March 23, 1932 (29 U.S.C. 101-115),
shall not apply with respect to civil actions
brought under this section.

“(g) Attorneys of the Department of Labor
may appear for and represent the Secretary
in any litigation, but all such litigation shall
be subject to the direction and control of the
Attorney General.
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“{h) The remedies provided in this section
for violations of this Act shall be exclusive.

"SUPERVISION OF WAGE PAYMENTS

“S8ec. 7. The Secretary is authorized to
supervise the payments of any amounts
owing to any employee which have been
withheld in violation of this Act. Any sum
owed an employee and paid to the Secre-
tary under this Act shall be held in a special
deposit account and shall be paid, on order
of the Secretary, directly to the employee.
Any such sum not pald to an employee be-
cause of inability to do so within a period of
three years shall be covered into the Treas-
ury as miscellaneous receipts.

"“"GOVERNMENT CONTRACTS

“Sec. 8. (a) Except as herelnafter provided
in this subsection, in any contract made and
entered into by any executlve department,
independent establishment, or other agency
or instrumentality of the United States, or
by the District of Columbia, the Virgin Is-
lands, American Samoa, Guam, or the Canal
Zone, or by any corporation all of the stock
of which is beneficially owned by the United
States (all of which are referred to herein-
after as agencies of the United States), for
the manufacture or furnishing of any ma-
terials, supplies, articles, or equipment, in
any amount exceeding $10,000, there shall
be included stipulations under which the
contractor (1) is required to compensate all
persons employed by him in the manufac-
ture or furnishing of such materials, sup-
plies, articles, or equipment, in conformity
with the requirements of this Act, and (2)
shall be subject to all other provisions of
this Act. The Secretary of Labor may, when
he deems that special circumstances in the
national interest so require, exempt a con-
tracting agency from the requirement of
including the provisions of this subsection
in any specific contract,

“(b) No contract shall be awarded by the
United States or any agency thereof to any
person finally determined to have violated
any of the provisions of this Act or any
stipulation entered into in compliance with
subsection (a) of this section, or to any firm,
corporation, partmership, or association in
which such person has a controlling inter-
est, until the contractor has complied with
all orders issued to him pursuant to section
6. The Comptroller General is authorized
and directed to distribute to all agencies of
the United States a list containing the
names of persons ineligible for contract
awards under this section. The Secretary
shall cause the names of persons who have
complied with orders issued pursuant to sec-
tion 6 to be removed from this list.

“POSTING

“Sec. 9. Every employer subject to this
Act shall keep posted in a conspicuous place
in or about the premises where any employee
is employed such excerpts from this Act and
from the regulations issued pursuant thereto
as will provide information adequate to in-
tAor;n employees of their rights under this

ct.
“EFFECT OF OTHER LAWS

“Sec. 10. No employer to whom section 4
applies shall be required to comply with any
law of any State, or political subdivision
thereof, prohibiting discrimination in rates
of pay on account of sex. The Secretary is
empowered by agreement with any agency
of any State to cede to such agency juris-
diction over any cases where such State has
a statute applicable to the determination
of such cases the provisions of which are not
inconsistent with the corresponding provi-
sions of this Act or has received a construc-
tion not inconsistent therewith.

“APPROPRIATION
“Sgc. 11, There are authorized to be ap-
propriated such sums (not in excess of $1,-
500,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30,
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1963), as may be necessary to carry out the
provisions of this Act.
“EFFECTIVE DATE

“Sec. 12, This Act shall take effect one
hundred and twenty days after the date of
its enactment.”

Mr. ZELENKO (interrupting the read-
ing of the amendment). Madam Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that the
further reading of the amendment be
dispensed with.

Mr. WESTLAND and Mr. GRIFFIN
objected.

Mr. ZELENEKO (during the reading
of the amendment). Madam Chairman,
I renew my request that the further
reading of the amendment be dispensed
with and that it be open to amendment
at any point.

Mr. JOHANSEN, Madam Chairman,
reserving the right to object, and I shall
not object, I wonder if we can have the
assurance from the other side of the
aisle that we will have a clear exposi-
tion of the points of difference between
the substitute offered by the gentleman
and the original bill voted out by the
committee.

Mr, ZELENKO. I assure the gentle-
man that will be done.

Mr. JOHANSEN. I thank the gentle-
man.

Madam Chairman, I withdraw my
reservation of objection.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Madam Chairman, re-
serving the right to object, will the gen-
tleman make clear, since the amend-
ment will not be read, that his proposed
amendment in the nature of a substi-
tute is H.R. 11677 as it was reported by
the committee with several amendments.
One is an amendment to include labor
organizations within the coverage of the
bill. Another amendment is on page 4
and relates to the place of employment.
It includes, on page 7, certain perfect-
ing amendments, relating to the cover-
age of the labor organizations within
the scope of the bill. On page 9, there
is a conforming amendment beginning
at line 19. With those exceptions and
certain minor perfecting amendments, is
the gentleman’s proposed substitute the
same as the bill reported out of the com-
mittee?

Mr. ZELENKO. The gentleman is
substantially correct.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. ZELENKO. Madam Chairman,
the amendment offered at this point does
not substantially change the bill as re-
ported. The one major change in the
substitute amendment from the main
bill appears on page 5 of the bill.

The major change is that there is in-
cluded in the bill a prohibition against
the labor unions or organizations that
might attempt to coerce or influence or
bargain an employer to violate the pro-
visions of this act. Up to this point, it

was the employer that was liable. But
it is thought that, perhaps, in his bar-
gaining activities between labor man-
agement and unions, there might come
a point where because of the insistence
of a labor union, he might be obliged to
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violate the law as it applies to discrimi-
nation regarding the sexes, As I said,
during the debate, organized labor is
in favor of this amendment. They are
willing to be placed in this bill and to
be subject to its penalties, if they are
involved in any violation. As a matter
of fact, as the gentleman pointed out
during the debate, this will once and for
all make it a labor-management joint
sponsorship on this bill for equal or com-~
parable pay for comparable work and
comparable skills.

The remaining amendments are mere-
ly perfecting amendments, at the bot-
tom of page 4. It is the sense of this
bill that if there is a difference in the
wage scale between the sexes that that
difference would be resolved and the act
would only apply in the very place where
these people of opposite sexes are work-
ing. It does not establish a minimum
wage. It is not industrywide nor area-
wide. If, in a factory on A Street, a
man is being paid 60 cents an hour and
a woman is being paid 50 cents an hour
in that plant, this law would apply and
the wages or pay would be equalized.

The perfecting amendment on the
bottom of page 4 reiterates that partic-
ular point; it spells it out more clearly.

Mr. GOODELL., Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr, ZELENKO. I yield.

Mr, GOODELL. It is my understand-
ing, and I think it is the Government’s
understanding, that the Fair Labor
Standards Act uses the phrase “place of
employment” in a number of places, and
it has been interpreted uniformly by the
Labor Department to mean one plant,
and that as used in this bill it would
mean one plant or one establishment.

Mr, ZELENKO. The gentleman is cor-
rect; that is the purpose of the bill; that
is the meaning of the word “place.”

Mr. GOODELL. So by no stretch of
the imagination could “place of employ-
ment” mean a company, firm or business.

Mr. ZELENKO. No, it does not.

Madam Chairman, the other amend-
ments are technical and perfecting in
nature.

On page 9 an amendment was in-
cluded at the bottom of the page inad-
vertently which should have been
omitted.

I would say in regard to the other
amendments that they are technical and

perfecting.
Mr. HALLECEKE. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ZELENEKO. I yield to the minority
leader.

Mr. HALLECK. I am a little curious
as to why in view of these changes that
have been made, a clean bill was not
introduced and reported out by the com-
mittee and brought here for action. I
raise that question because several things
occur to me as far as procedure
is concerned. The first one is that per-
fecting amendments can be offered to the
substitute, but as I understand the rule,
such amendments to the substitute as
may be adopted would not be subject to
separate votes later in the House. Sec-
ond, that if a substitute is adopted,
then the only motion to recommit that
would be available to the minority would
be a straight motion to recommit. As
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I say, I am just curious as to why this
particular procedure was followed by the
majority members of the committee.

Mr. ZELENKO. I would say to the
gentleman from Indiana that the reason
was that we had a number of technical
and perfecting amendments as indi-
cated with just one amendment of real
significance, to put labor organizations
in the bill. So we thought in the inter-
est of expedition and clarification they
should be put into one bill. That is the
reason.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has expired.

Mr. HALLECK. Madam Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. ZELENEO] may
proceed for 5 additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Indiana?

There was no objection.

Mr. HALLECK. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield further?

Mr. ZELENKO. I yield.

Mr. HALLECK. I must say to the
gentleman that if there was just one
amendment of substance to be offered
it could have been done in the commit-
tee, and the same applies to the tech-
nical and perfecting amendments. Cer-
tainly they would not encounter any
great difficulty.

I must observe that this sort of pro-
cedure, as far as the minority is con-
cerned, makes it a little difficult for us
to work our will with respect to this
legislation.

The only further suggestion I can make
under the circumstances is that the sub-
stitute and any amendments thereto be
fully explained by speakers on the ma-
jority side who are familiar with the
changes that have been made in the orig-
inal bill so we may be informed as to
what they are. They seem to be quite
extensive.

Mr. ZELENEO. May I suggest to the
respected minority leader that the
changes made are familiar to Members
on his side. As I say, aside from the
technical and perfecting amendments
there is but one amendment, the one
bringing labor unions into the bill. The
members of the committee are in prac-
tical agreement. It has been discussed
and is known to Members on both sides
of the aisle.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ZELENKO. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I think the remarks
of the minority leader were particularly
appropriate. Of course, I did not object
to the gentleman’s request because he
had provided me with a copy of his pro-
posed substitute in advance; however, I
agree that it is unfortunate that the bill
has been presented to the House in this
manner. I regret some of the gentle-
man’s remarks earlier during general
debate, when he referred to the fact that
minority members of the committee pro-
pose to offer certain amendments to the
bill on the floor.

I did not particularly appreciate the
remarks in view of the fact that the
gentleman from New York, himself, has
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incorporated in his substitute one very
important amendment, and several
other amendments, which had not been
considered by the committee. However,
we agree now that these amendments are
needed and are sound. I hope the gen-
tleman will recognize the right and the
prerogatives of those on this side to offer
amendments, too, even some of the
amendments may not have been con-
sidered in the committee because, ob-
viously, this bill has not received the full,
complete and adequate consideration in
the committee that it should have had,
in my opinion.

Mr. ZELENKO. I did not mean to
imply that there was any motive or any
intention to offer new material on the
floor. What I did say was that during
the course of deliberations in the com-
mittee many of the Members who are
now offering variations, such as “equal”
instead of “comparable,” voted in the
committee on those very points.

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Madam Chair-
man, I offer an amendment to the sub-
stitute.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mrs. St. GEORGE to
the amendment offered by Mr. ZELENKO: On
page 4, line 5, strike out “for work of com-
parable character” and insert in lleu there-
of “for equal work"”.

On page 5, line 1, strike out “comparable”
and insert in lleu thereof “equal’.

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Madam Chair-
man, when I spoke on the rule for this
bill on the 14th of June, I brought this
question up. I feel it is a very important
question. I am not a member of the
committee, but I asked permission of the
committee to offer this amendment and
speak on it briefly.

What we want to do in this bill is to
make it exactly what it says. It is
called equal pay for equal work in
some of the committee hearings. There
is a great difference between the word
“comparable” and the word “equal.”

In most people’s opinion, and in the
opinion of Webster's Dictionary, it is
quite evident that there is a difference.
I am going to read what it says:

Equal: Exactly the same in measure,
quantity, number or degree; llke in value,
quality, status or portion; characterized by
justice; fair; uniform; equable; level; evenly
balanced or portioned.

“Equal” implies no difference in
amount, number, value.

This is not true of the word “com-
parable.” The word ‘“‘comparable”
opens up great vistas. It gives tremen-
dous latitude to whoever is to be arbi-
trator in these disputes.

What I may consider comparable
work some of my colleagues may not con-
sider comparable. You may have two
people asked to do the same thing. You
may think one does incomparably bet-
ter than the other. That, it seems to me,
is getting completely away from what
we are trying to do in this bill.

Mr. LANDRUM. Madam Chairman,
will the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. 1 yield to the gen-
tleman from Georgia.

Mr. LANDRUM. Madam Chairman,
I want to support the amendment offered
by the distinguished gentlewoman from
New York, Irecall thaton the same day
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referred to by the gentlewoman, when
the rule was under debate on June 14,
the gentleman from Georgia also raised
the question of the advisability of using
the word “comparable” instead of the
word “equal.”’

If, in fact, we want to establish equal
pay for equal work, then we ought to
say so and not permit the trooping
around all over the country of employees
of the Labor Department harassing
business with their various interpreta-
tions of the term “comparable” when
“equal” is capable of the same definition
throughout the United States.

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. I thank the
gentleman from Georgia for his
contribution.

Mr. COLMER. Madam Chairman,
will the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. I yield to the
gentleman from Mississippi.

Mr. COLMER. I would be interested
to know, following the colloquy, who
makes the determination of what is
comparable work under the bill. Maybe
I should have asked somebody else.

Mrs., ST. GEORGE. Well, I would
say to the gentleman that it seems to me
quite obvious it would be up to the De-
partment of Labor where these things
will be determined, and for that very
reason I will say to the gentleman I
think the only difficulty is to make it
clear that the bill is to produce and fos-
ter equality. When you give this lati-
tude by using the word ‘“‘comparable,”
you are destroying the main purpose of
the bill.

And, if my friend would yield to me
for another moment, I would like to
point out that in the report on this bill,
in the testimony given by the very dis-
tinguished Assistant Secretary of Labor,
the Honorable Esther Peterson, she
said:

The absence of an equal pay clause in a
union contract does not necessarily mean
that pay is not equal; some contracts specify
one rate for the job, and no equal pay provi-
sion is needed. Of the 315 contracts studied
by the Women's Bureau that did not have
equal pay clauses, some applied to firms with
job evaluation plans or other wage payment
provisions based on a rate-for-the-job
policy.

Four times in that one paragraph the
word used is “equal” and not “compara-
ble‘!?

It seems to me quite evident, Madam
Chairman, that while this seems to be a
very slight change, it would strengthen
the bill; it would make it do more what
we want it to do, and that is to tighten it

up.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentlewoman from New York has expired.

Mr. ZELENEO. Madam Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
woman from New York [Mrs. Sr.
GeorGe]l may proceed for 5 additional
minutes.

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

There was no objection.

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. I thank the
gentleman from New York for his
indulgence.

Now, I agree, and I have always
agreed, and it has always been my prem-
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ise and that, I think, of most of the
people, that what we really want is
equality. We do not want favors.
There are certainly many things that
men can do better than women, and be-
fore the majority of the House gets too
thrilled by that statement, there are
very many things that women can do
much better than men. As a woman, I
do not particularly want to be compared
to a man, and I am quite sure that that
goes for my male colleagues as well.

Mr., JOELSON. Madam Chairman,
will the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. I yield to the
gentleman from New Jersey.

Mr, JOELSON. I think this might be
an appropriate time to quote what was
said in the debate in the French Cham-
ber of Deputies when differences between
the sexes were referred to; namely, “Vive
la Différence.”

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Well, I would be
inclined to agree with the gentleman on
that, too.

In summing up, I would like to say
that I have always agreed with the words
of that great pioneer for women's rights,
Susan B. Anthony. She said this 100
years ago and, Madam Chairman, it is
just as true in my book today if women
are to truly take their place in the body
politic and in the Nation: Men, their
rights and nothing more. Women, their
rights and nothing less.

For that reason, Madam Chairman, it
seems to me that equality is what we
want: nothing more and nothing less.

Mr. ZELENKO. Madam Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment of-
fered by the gentlewoman from New
York.

Madam Chairman, I hesitate not only
because of my deep respect and affec-
tion for the gentlewoman from New York
to oppose her in most anything, but I
regret that I must do so at this time, for
if the gentlewoman’s amendment were
adopted it would create a situation in
which the law would be unenforcible.
I was disturbed by the question as to
whether “equal” is the same as “com-
parable” or identical. I discussed this
with the Secretary of Labor, and I
should like to read his answer to me in
writing. It is as follows:

The language as so changed, in our
opinion, could spell defeat for the bill’s
purpose. “Equal” may be interpreted to
have a rigid connotation such as “exact uni-
formity,” “of the same measure,” and so on—
incompatible with an effective equal pay law
which necessarily must be applied on the
basis of similarity between one job in rela-
tion to another job but not the exactness
of two jobs.

If a showing of equality was a requisite
to establish the requirement of equal pay,
the conscious introduction of one slight and
trivial factor might be considered sufficient
to justify a lower wage rate,

“Comparable” is a key word in our pro-
posal. It is used in both tests which are
essential under the proposal to establish the
resemblance between jobs necessitating equal
pay, that is, “work of comparable character”
on jobs requiring “comparable skills.” It
connotes an identity of work operation and
skill permitting a realistic and practical ap-
praisal of two jobs to determine whether
they have enough like characteristics and
skill demands to warrant the same basic
pay rate.
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I thought initially, after discussing this
with the Secretary, that this basis was a
new concept. But I see that there is
legal precedent for the word “com-
parable.” The word “comparable” is the
only enforcible word to activate this
law. I find it in the National War
Labor Board’s use of the word during
World War II. During that struggle and
during the time when the National War
Labor Board was in operation there was
in effeet an equal pay policy in which
there was no discrimination on the basis
of sex.

Mrs. 8T. GEORGE. Madam Chair-
man, would the gentleman yield?

Mr. ZELENKO. I would be happy to
yvield to the gentlewoman from New
York.

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. I would like to
say to the gentleman that of course the
National Labor Board to which the gen-
tleman refers is rather old hat. I mean
it goes back quite a long way,

I would also like to point out to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. ZE-
LENKO]—as I am sure he already
knows—that the word “comparable” ap-
pears in some State statutes. But there
are an equal number of State statutes
carrying the word “equal” in their labor
laws.

I do not want to argue with the gen-
tleman because I know the gentleman
knows far more about this than I do,
and I would not even venture to step
into the arena with him. But here,
again, we are not “comparable.”

I would like to say that what the gen-
fleman has said merely bears out what
I have thought right along I have guessed
the word “comparable” to mean. In
reality by using that word you are not
giving full equality; you are making this
differential which is the one thing I am
not particularly anxious to see. You are
going back to that good old adage that
women are so weak and delicate that
they need protection. I think equality
is one thing, but when we go into these
hazy words, it is another matter.

Madam Chairman, I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding to me.

Mr. ZELENKO. May I say to the dis-
tinguished gentlewoman from New York
[Mrs. St. Georce]l that my knowledge
in the arena is no match for her charm
or persuasiveness.

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Madam Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, ZELENKO. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Michigan.

Mrs. GRIFFITHS. Under the theory
of equal pay for equal work, if that were
applied to this Congress it could be said
that no two Members could draw the
same pay?

Mr, ZELENKO. That would be cor-
rect.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Madam
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ZELENKO. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Oregon.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon., The Secre-
tary of Labor has said to the committee:

The language as so changed, in our opin-
ion, could spell defeat for the bill's purpose.

I would say to my colleague, the gen-

tlewoman from Michigan [Mrs. Grir-
riTas], that in this Congress there are
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no two Members who have equal size
distriets to represent, who have an equal
amount of mail, who have an equal num-
ber of conferences or equal committees
or subcommittees on which to serve.
The chairman of the Appropriations
Committee and a new member on the
Post Office and Civil Service Committee
do not perform equal work.

If there were a wage differential in the
Congress of the United States—and the
men Members received a higher wage
than did the women—and this were to
come to the point of proving that there
was absolutely equal work, we could not
prove that this were true. But if the
word were ‘“‘comparable,” meaning that
the men and women Members of Con-
gress were doing comparable work, then
we could require the same amount of pay.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the

gentleman from New York [Mr.
ZELENKO] has expired.
Mr. ZELENKO. Madam Chairman, I

ask unanimous consent to proceed for 5
additional minutes.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. ZELENKO. Madam Chairman,
may I continue further in response to
the gentlewoman from New York [Mrs.
St. GeorGgel. There is no intention in
this bill not to afford the women the
equality they deserve. But on the ques-
tion of comparability of jobs this is true
even in regard to the work of one man
vis-a-vis the work of another man. But
what has happened in the past and what
we are attempting to correct is that re-
gardless of the similarity of the com-
parability of jobs, which in the case of
men has refurned equal pay, in the case
of women this has not been true.

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Madam Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ZELENKO. I yield to the gentle-
woman from New York.

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Madam Chair-
man, may I tell my friend that I am
grateful to him for helping my argu-
ment. He has used the very words I
have used to prove that women have not
had equality. May I say also that while
we are talking about comparability and
the jobs of Members of Congress, which
is an extremely good comparison, that I
happen to know that one of the largest
districts in the whole of the United
States is represented by a woman. I do
not say for that reason that she should
be paid more than some gentleman who
may represent barely 300,000. But I do
say this, that whether it is her district,
my district, or the district of the very
distinguished gentleman in the well of
the House, we all have the same respon-
sibility, whether it be to 10 people or
whether it be to 1,000.

Mr. ZELENKO. I respect the conten-
tion of the gentlewoman from New York,
but I just as respectfully urge that she
is mistaken in her argument for this
reason. Equality of pay is what we are
seeking for comparable or, if it could
be enforced, equal work. The point is

that the only enforcible legislation
that could be effective to achieve equal

pay would be that legislation based on
comparable pay, comparable work, re-
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quiring comparable skills. And it is on
that basis that equal pay is achieved,
man against man and man against
woman.

Madam Chairman, just to conclude
my argument, this policy of determining
the equality of pay based on the com-
parability of work was established by
the War Labor Board and worked effec-
tively and became the guiding principle
on job classification. The leading case
in which this very point arose was that
of General Motors, Nos. 125 and 128, re-
ported in 3 War Labor Board Reports
348. This very point was raised:

The Board has directed the parties to in-
clude in their new agreement a provision that
wage rates for women shall be the same as
for men where they do work of comparable
quantity and quality in comparable occupa-
tions.

There was another case, Browns &
Sharpe Manufacturing Co., No. 101, 3
‘War Labor Reports 321, and the relevant
quotation from that case is:

That wage rates for women shall be the
same for men where they do work of com-
parable quantity and quality in comparable
operations.

General Order No. 16 of the National
‘War Labor Board stated:

Adjustments which equalize the wage or
salary rates paid to males for comparable
quality and quantity of work on the same or
similar operations and adjustments in ac-
cordance with this policy which recognize
or are based on differences in quality or
quantity of work performed may be made
without approval of the War Labor
Board.

What we have here is the statement
of the Secretary, who is bound to enforce
the law, giving us a definition which he
says is enforcible and which in past
practice under Government auspices the
War Labor Board has found to be en-
forcible. Anything else, as he urges,
would vitiate the purposes of the act, be-
cause it could not be enforced with ex-
actitude,

There is a labor experience here.
There is a classic word, “‘comparability.”
It is the same as “anatomy.” ¥You can-
not change anatomy. It acquires a cer-
tain classic meaning. In labor-manage-
ment decisions the word “comparability”
or “comparable” has a classic meaning,
and it means comparable work for com-
parable skills which lead to equal pay,
for no job one as to the other is exactly
the same. If an employer wishes to
avoid the law, all he has to do is change
one operation.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Madam Chairman, I
rise in support of the amendment.

The question of legal precedence for
the words “equal” and “comparable’” has
been raised by the gentleman from New
York [Mr. ZerLenkol. Of the States
which now have laws in this area, it may
be of interest to know that 5 use the
term “comparable,” while 11 States use
neqlml”) “Sa.me,” or ueqmvalen .!r

Let us look at other countries of the
world. The International Labor Organ-
ization has a convention which has been
ratified by 38 countries on this subject
which calls for “equal pay for equal
work.” The countries of the European
Common Market in their Treaty of
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Rome adopted a provision binding them-
selves to provide “equal remuneration
for equal work as between men and
women."”

Lastly but not unimportantly, in the
1960 Democratic platform the pledge
was made to provide “equal pay for equal
work,” and in the Republican platform
of 1960 the pledge was made to provide
“equal pay for equal work.”

I urge support of the amendment of-
fered by the gentlewoman from New
York.

Mr. HOSMER. Madam Chairman, I
move to strike out the requisite number
of words.

Madam Chairman, I rise to ask the
chairman of the subcommittee questions
on two subjects. One has to do with the
mention during general debate of the
difference in beginning job offers to men
and women, indicating that women’s pay
offers generally are a little less than
those of men graduating from college.
I wonder if a part of that is based on the
employer’s anticipation that in hiring a
woman he is less likely to have her on
the payroll for a long number of years
after training her for the work and,
therefore, some of the fixing of wages
has that in mind. Is that a factor that
is considered or not considered by the
bill that is before the House today, or is
it a legitimate thing to consider?

Mr., ZELENKO. It is a legitimate
thing to consider for this reason: Where
there is a merit system, a seniority sys-
tem, or a bona fide classification system,
there could well be a difference in the
wage between a man and a woman, but
this law takes into consideration those
areas where you do not have the merit
system, the seniority system, or the class-
ification system.

In further response to the gentleman's
question in which he asks whether this
difference was due to the fact that per-
haps some woman or women had worked
in a place for some time, may I indicate
that in a table which appears on page
63 of the hearings the job requests look-
ing for workers are replete in every in-
dustry with requests for workers such
as accounting clerks, assemblers, and
many other types of available jobs. So
there is a definite and vital need for
this legislation.

Mr. HOSMER. My other question has
to do with State laws that require spe-
cial treatment, for instance, requiring
certain rest periods or prohibiting the
employment of women over so many
hours of overtime a week, where it does
not have that effect on the men.

Now an employer has some of those
considerations in mind when he fixes
wages, and I am wondering if those are
legitimate considerations and if they
are considered in the legislation before
us.

Mrs. GREEN. Madam Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HOSMER. I am glad to yield to
the gentlewoman.

Mrs. GREEN. This matter was con-
sidered by the committee. It was cer-
tainly considered when the legislation
was originally drafted. It was a mat-
ter of a great deal of study and con-
sideration by all of the women's organ-
izations throughout the Nation that have
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studied this type of legislation over a
long period of time. They do nof feel
that the factors which you have men-
tioned should be responsible for the tre-
mendous difference there is in wage
scales between men and women through-
out the country in the professions, the
skilled, semiskilled and clerical fields and
in all kinds of work. But it was a factor
that was considered.

Mr. HOSMER. I thank the gentle-
woman.

Mrs. HANSEN. Madam Chairman,
I move to strike out the last word and
rise in opposition to the amendment.

Madam Chairman, I have before me a
digest of State equal pay laws. If be-
comes increasingly obvious as we review
these laws and look through them that
the words “similarly” or “comparably”
are used. In this particular act, the
word “equal” can possibly become a mon-
strosity and cause of tremendous admin-
istrative technical difficulties. I think
even in our own offices those who try to
use the words “equal work” as a base of
!:glty operations are in administrative diffi-

Madam Chairman, this is a matter of
commonsense, Historically, as we have
listened and read the debates in our own
State legislatures over the years where,
of course, these laws were established
for the first time, and in hearings be-
fore their committees, the administrative
difficulties were developed. If you go
through these State laws, you will find
that State after State has begun to mod-
ify their language and there is often the
use of the word “comparable” or the
word “similar.”

If I had the time, I could read many
of these to you. Massachusetts, particu-
larly, spells out “similar.” I believe the
State of Michigan, and the gentleman
from Michigan probably knows this, uses
the word “similar.” In the State of Ore-
gon and in the State of Washington, the
words “comparable” and ‘‘similar” are
used. I notein some of the other States,
the prohibition is that “there shall be no
discrimination because of sex.” It is
spelled out in just that way—period.

So, Madam Chairman, I think if we
review the history of this legislation in
these 50 States of ours and, certainly,
all of us are interested in the experience
in the several States since that is why
we are here, to interpret that State expe-
rience and to bring to our debate the
useful State experience for assistance
in the solution of our national problems,
and to use it as a floor for solution.

Thus, Madam Chairman, let us use
these historical State experiences, par-
ticularly those of administration. Let us
use the word “comparable.”

Mr, OLSEN. Madam Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

Madam Chairman, I am not a member
of the committee, but I have familiarized
myself with the bill and with these words.
It seems to me that a requirement of the
word “equal” is just what the dictionary
says. The word “equal” means “exactly
the same in measure.”

My impression of the amendment of-*
fered by the gentlewoman from New
York is that her amendment would re-
quire an impossible proof, an impossible
amount of proof, to require that the

work and the skill be exactly equal. I
think this would be an absolute impossi-
bility. To have such an amendment in
this legislation would be like having no
bill at all. I think it would be much
better to have the word “comparable”
in the legislation.

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Madam Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. OLSEN. I do not yield at this
time, Madam Chairman.

The word “comparable” as taken from
the dictionary, means “capable of being
compared with; worthy of comparison
to; to represent as similar; to liken.”
This is more nearly possible of-proof.
This means, then, that in substance we
would actually be passing a bill in good
faith., Leaving in the word “compara-
ble” is leaving in a possibility of proof
of similarity and comparability of work
and of skill. I very much favor equal
pay for both sexes for comparable work
of comparable skill and I therefore urge
my colleagues to vote against this
amendment and retain a practical en-
forceable piece of legislation.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Madam Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. OLSEN. I yield.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Under the dis-
tinction the gentleman has just drawn
between the word “equal” and “com-
parable” how would it work out in actual
practice? Let us take for example a
store that is departmentalized. In one
department they sell ladies’ hosiery, and
in another, shoes, yet in each depart-
ment they employ salesmen and sales-
ladies operating under a number of con-
ditions, -doing their work either on
straight salary, or salary and commis-
sion, or maybe straight commission. It
is well know that as between these two
departments greater profit is made on
shoes than on ladies’ hosiery. Under the
definitions the gentleman has just given
how can there be comparability between
these two departments when there is this
wide difference in profits? Is the em-~
ployer to give the same money to all
these people when the profit they pro-
duce in their respective departments is
not on a comparable or equal basis and
there is a great variation in the owner's
earnings and ability to pay.

Mr. OLSEN. This proposition, of
course, does not refer to profit. It is
that there can be no discrimination of
pay by reason of sex.

Mr. WAGGONNER. If it has no re-
lationship to the returns to the owner,
is not he the one being discriminated
against?

Mr. OLSEN. The store owner can-
not discriminate between the two sexes
where there is comparable skill at com-
parable work.

Mr. WAGGONNER. But if they are
not making the same profit in the store
percentagewise or dollarwise in their de-
partments how can they be comparable
in what they produce for the owner?

Mr. OLSEN. Here is the way I look
at it; I say there would be several classi-
fications, and within any of the classifi-
cations there should be the same pay
for either sex, given comparable - skills.
If there were an entirely different classi-
fication, people in the lesser classification
would not be entitled to the same pay
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as those in the higher classification; but
within any one classification the pay
should be the same for either sex where
the work is comparable and the skill is
comparable.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Let us look at
it from this point, then. This amend-
ment and this legislation is intended for
a noble purpose; there is no doubt about
that, but I fear sincerely that this is
going to work against the success of the
legislation that is being considered here,
because the man in business is going to
be fearful every time he hires a woman
that he is letting himself in for a civil
lawsuit.

Mr. OLSEN. Not at all, because he
only has to treat them the same when
they are in the same classification.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Not comparable,
but the same. Then “same’” means the
same thing as “equal” and is satisfactory
as a substitute for the word “compa-
rable.”

Mr. OLSEN. No, it does not.

Mrs. MAY. Madam Chairman,I move
to strike the requisite number of words.

Madam Chairman, it is beginning to
sound to me that we have shifted from
the battle of giving equal pay for equal
work to women to a battle of semantics.
I rather think that is what is happening
here.

Consistently, before my service in Con-
gress and during my 4 years in Con-
gress, I have been in favor of this legis-
lation. For the past 24 hours I have
been studying the amendment and the
implications of the difference between
“‘comparable” and ‘“‘equal.” I assure you
I would not do one thing to weaken this
legislation; I want to strengthen it.
Therefore, I support the amendment as
offered by my distinguished colleague,
the gentlewoman from New York [Mrs.
Sg. GeEeorGE]l, because I think it does do
that.

In my opinion, the word “equal” is go-
ing to make this act easier to administer.
I would also like to point out that we use
the world “similar” not “equal” in the
State of Washington. There are many
reasons why they use different words in
different States. But what really is im-
portant, is it not, is legislative intent?
We are making that record of legislative
intent right now, and attempting to tie
this down to a word that will make the
legislation easier to administer and
fairer to all and more acceptable to those
who are going to be involved in this
legislation.

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. Madam Chair-
man, will the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. MAY. I yield to the gentle-
woman from New York.

Mrs. ST. GEORGE. I want to thank
the gentlewoman for her support so
eloquently stated.

I would like to ask her, while we are
on this subject, if she does not think, in
view of the statement that has been
made here, that the word “equal” is a
legislative monstrosity, that we might do
very well to change the wording of the
Declaration of Independence where it
says that all men are created free and
equal and substitute the word “com-
parable.” :

Mrs. MAY. The gentlewoman from
New York makes an excellent point,
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Mr. STRATTON. Madam Chairman,
I move to strike the last word.

Madam Chairman, I am not interested
so much in the philosophical argument
that has been raised in the amendment
offered by my colleague, the gentlewom-
an from New York, as to the relative
virtues of these two words, as I am in
the practical effect of the amendment
if it is adopted.

I represent a district where glove man-
ufacturing is an important operation.
I wonder, if the gentlewoman’s amend-
ment were adopted—and I would like
to get the view of the chairman of the
subcommittee on this—and we were con-
fronted with a situation in Gloversville,
for example, where we have people sew-
ing knitted gloves in one building and
sewing leather gloves in another, whether
under the gentlewoman’s amendment it
may not turn out this is not equal work,
because in one case you are sewing
knitted gloves and in the other case you
are sewing leather gloves? If the gentle-
woman’s amendment were adopted,
would it not be easy for an employer to
argue in such cases that these operations
were not equal, so if all of those sewing
knitted gloves happened to be women
and all of those sewing leather gloves
happened to be men, might it not be
possible in that case, under the St.
George amendment, for an employer to
evade the clear intent of Congress in
passing this legislation?

I would like to know if the chairman
would not agree with me if we keep in
the word “comparable”, then similar or
comparable work is clearly being per-
formed whether the gloves are woolen,
leather, red, or blue, and thus there can
be no possible excuse for evading the
payment of equal wages.

Mr, ZELENKO. The gentleman is
correct. This is a question of enforce-
ability. Equal pay and equal work is
a gross term, but when it comes to en-
forcemient the word ‘“comparable” has
a meaning., It has the meaning which
exists in this bill. It is a workable
meaning, and the only workable mean-
ing to evade the provisions of this act
would be for one to change the job
slightly. I agree with the gentleman
if you put in the word “equal” we will
have no equal pay bill,

Mr. STRATTON. I want to thank
the chairman, because I think this is
a vital point. The gentlewoman from
New York is extremely persuasive, and
on the philosophic issue there is a
lot to be said for her views. But the
practical situation turns out to be com-
pletely different. I want to see that the
women in my congressional district are
effectively protected and therefore I must
oppose the gentlewoman's amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from New York [Mrs. Sr.
GEORGE].

Mr, HALLECK. Madam Chairman,
on that I demand tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mrs. St. GEORGE
and Mr. ZELENKO.

The Committee divided, and the tellers
reported that there were—ayes 138, noes
104.

So the amendment was agreed to.
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Mr. GOODELL. Madam Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. GoopELL to the
amendment offered by Mr. ZELENKO: Begin-
ning in line 4 on page 5, strike out “nor”
and all that follows down through “section”
in line 7.

Mr. GOODELL. Madam Chairman,
it is difficult to deal dispassionately with
this particular subject. As one of my
colleagues said a few minutes ago, “Any-
body who says that marriage is a 50-50
proposition, either does not understand
women or does not understand frac-
tions.”

However, Madam Chairman, I pre-
sent this amendment with a very serious
and objective purpose. I frankly favor
the general objective of this legislation.
But I say to the Members of the House
in all sincerity that there are some pro-
visions in this bill—and my amendment
would correct one of them, particularly—
if allowed to remain and become law
could be the sleepers of this entire legis-
lative session. They could redound to
the very great harm of the movement
for equal rights for women. We may
find, if this becomes law in its present
form, that the women will be at us from
one side and the retailers and the small
businessmen will be eruptihg under our
feet. And we will have a very difficult
time. This amendment in simple terms
on page 5, line 4, eliminates these words:

Nor shall any employer reduce the wage
rate of an employee for the purpose of elimi-
nating the differential in wage rates prohib-

ited by this section.

A little while ago, before we started
this debate, a representative of retailers
spoke to me outside and he said—and I
use the word advisedly—that they are in
panic over the implications of the lan-
guage as it stands today and the possible
ramifications for small business and for
retailers who employ large numbers of
men and women. They agree with the
objective and they want to promote that
objective. But we all know today, per-
haps it is wrong but it is true, that it
is a common practice in many small in-
dustries, and particularly in the retail
business, to pay men more, because they
are the heads of households, the heads
of families, they are supporting the chil-
dren; and employers are employing
women side by side with the men and
paying them less. This bill is designed
to correct that. We can pay them with-
out discrimination on the basis of sex;
but the provision in the bill will require
every employer without variation to raise
all the women’s pay up to the men’s
pay. He cannot negotiate with his em-
ployees. Now what can the employer
do? The first thing he can do is fire all
the men, or fire all the women who are
in this category. And, believe me, I
think we all know he will do this if it
means the difference between staying in
business and going out of business. He
will have no choice. There will be no
room for negotiations of any kind.

The second thing he ean do is to try
to devise some means of evading the
law. He will probably use his imagina-
tion to get around the purposes of this

14771

law because he will find them unwork-
able in their practical impact upon him.
Of course, if the impact is serious
enough, he may just throw up his hands
and go out of business and they will all
lose their jobs.

If he is represented by a union he may
not under this provision go to the union
heads and explain his problem sincerely
and say, “I want to do what you are
doing, I want to promote your purposes
to get them all on an equal basis, but
there is no opportunity for negotiation; I
have to raise all the women right up to
the men's level.”

I do not think we want to do this. One
final alternative; if he has unions he can
perhaps sustain a loss for a few years
and stop hiring women because they
create a problem to him in this respect.
I do not think that is the purpose of the
proponents of this legislation. I think
if we take out this provision there will
be an adjustment that will provide equal
pay for equal work.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Goob-
ELL] has expired.

Mr. GOODELL. Madam Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent to proceed for 2
additional minutes.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. GOODELL. Madam Chairman, I
believe sincerely if we take this out there
will be flexibility in here to protect the
women, to give them the protection un-
der the law without prejudicing their
case with the businessmen who have to
meet these additional costs. We will
have a transition period during which
the ladies will achieve equality without
actually doing more harm to their pur-
pose than good.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GOODELL. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. May I ask the
gentleman whether his solution is not
simply to go forward and say to the man,
“Look, there is a woman working beside
you, side by side, but now we have to
take care of women's rights so we will
reduce your rates.”

Mr. GOODELL. When we legislate
wage rates we have problems. I say
there should be flexibility in approach-
ing this problem. We should not say
to the employer arbitrarily that regard-
less of the circumstances he has to raise
all the women up to the level of the men.
He can go to the union and explain his
problem if his workers are represented
by unions and negotiate a reasonable
compromise in equating these two. We
are not passing a wage-fixing bill to raise
wages, We are trying to make equality
the purpose of this bill. It seems to me
we do not have the necessary flexibility
in the bill without this amendment.

Mr. ROOSEVELT, Obviously the
gentleman refers to the fact that he
talked to a retail man and the retail man
did a good job, but 80 percent of the
retail business is nonunion. How is this
employer the gentleman referred to going
to negotiate with a union that does not
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exist? Obviously, I think, the gentle-
man has been kidded a little bit by the
gentleman he talked to.

Mr. GOODELL. I appreciate the
gentleman's comment, but this is an
amendment I have felt very strongly
about for a long while. I think the
retail people are just awaking to the im-
plications of the bill as it is written
here.

Mr. ZELENKO. Madam Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

Other than protesting his desire to
allow women to achieve equality in pay
rates, the subject of the distinguished
gentleman's argument was, “Let us
equalize them downward.” This was
put into the bill for a specific reason.
The purpose of this bill, as it is amended
now, is to enable women to achieve equal
pay for egqual work. The gentleman
argued for the word “equal.” This spells
it out with exactitude so there can be
no mistake in enforcing it. This sen-
tence which he seeks to delete does the
very same thing. Then it says that the
woman who does not receive equal pay
for equal work shall receive it under
this bill. So the very purpose of this
bill is to raise her up to the higher level
of the man so that she may be equal.
This spells it out. In this instance the
gentleman wishes to delete a sentence
which spells out the duty of the enforcer
and the requirement of the law with
exactitude. May I ask the gentleman,
How else would he equalize the pay of
women in a case where a woman has
been discriminated against but to raise
her pay to that of the man, unless you
lower the man’s pay? Is this not the
only way to equalize it?

Mr. GOODELL. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. ZELENKO. I have asked the
gentleman a question, and I yield for
an answer.

Mr. GOODELL. In all sincerity, I
would hope and expect that in the nor-
mal circumstances the employer would
raise the pay of the women to the same
level as that of the men. This would
be the normal solution to the problem.
But if it is economically impossible for
the employer to do so, then if it is so
inflexible as you have it in your bill he
either has to zo out of business or fire
the women or the men. We can equalize
it if we make it flexible, without this
kind of harsh and drastic provision.

Mr. ZELENKO. The gentleman’s
amendment would vitiate the purpose
of the bill. It would counteract the pro-
posal, because what it would do would
be to invite the employer to reduce the
man’s pay to that of the woman’s.
Here her pay must be raised.

I urge the members of the committee
to vote down this amendment. If you
do not, all you will have is the title, and
you will not have a bill which will give
equal pay for equal work,

Mr. GOODELL. Will the gentleman
concede that the administration bill
sent down here by Mrs. Peterson in the
administration did not include this
sentence, that this was added by the
subcommittee as an afterthought?

Mr. ZELENKO. That is right. The
gentleman was one of those who ap-
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proved it. The gentleman was one of
those who put this sentence in and
voted for it.

Mr, GOODELL. No, I did not. This
was not adopted unanimously in the
committee, it was adopted by a yea-and-
nay vote, and there were nay votes.
There was an attempt to amend the bill
as it came out of the subcommittee. But
the point is, I think that Mrs. Peterson
sent up a hill that left out this sentence.

Mr. ZELENKO. They sent up a hill
with the word “comparable,” but we
improved the bill because we wanted to
make sure that when they made an
equalization it would not be downward,
it would be upward.

Mr. GRIFFIN, Madam Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

Madam Chairman, I hope the Mem-
bers of the House will take a good look
at this amendment. It is a very im-
portant amendment. As the gentleman
from New York [Mr. Goopert], has said,
the language he proposes to strike was
not in the administration bill when it
was sent up to the House. The admin-
istration did not include or advocate
the provision when the bill was proposed.

Are we about to pass an antidiserim-
ination bill or are we about to pass a
wage-fixing bill? That is the issue right
now.

Let us'look at the situation where one
plant employs all women; another plant
doing the same kind of work in another
State or in another county employs
mostly women but a few men. Assume
that the management of the latter plant
has discriminated—they have employed
a few men and pay them 50 cents or a
dollar an hour more than the women.
They would be in violation of this law.
The management of such a plant must
do something about it. They must come
into compliance with the law. As it is
written this bill says that the only thing
they can do is to raise the wages of all
the women by 50 cents or a dollar an
hour,

In many situations, the wages of the
women will be raised to the wages of
the men to comply with this law. But
should this be an inflexible requirement
under which we leave no choice? In
some instances, I am sure, it might be
equitable to pay a rate somewhere be-
tween the rates paid to men and the
women. I am sure that in some cases
the men and the unions involved would
be willing to take a slight reduction, if
necessary, in order to keep the plant op-
erating.  But under this bill, they could
not work out such a solution no matter
how equitable and desirable it might be.

This is not an issue that has been
dreamed up. Irefer you to the hearings.
Look at page 145 of the hearings. There
appeared before the subcommitiee the
head of the Bureau of the Women's
Division of the Pennsylvania Depart-
ment of Labor who testified concerning
this bill. Pennsylvania has a State
equal pay law, and listen to what she
said. This is very important:

The big problem comes when the number
and proportion of workers affected is high
and the size of the wage differential is large.
The problem may be further compounded
when a corporation’s plants are operating in
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several States and management can shift
production from one State to another.

The department of labor and industry has
not yet succeeded in getting compliance in
several cases of clear-cut violation for this
reason. In one Pennsylvania plant of a cor-
poration with' plants in other States, 441
women are being paid approximately 20
cents per hour less than 239 men in the same
occupation—a major one in the business,

To immedlately raise the women’s rates o
the men's would increase the annual wage
cost by $176,000 a year. The manufacturer
threatened to move his Pennsylvania pro-
duction to newer facllities in other States.
The department at first consented to allow
the company some time to come into com-
pliance by transferring the men to other
jobs.

However, the location of the plant and the
relatively few openings for men in other oc-
cupations and the wunion security rights
created problems that have made this ap-
proach to compliance impracticable.

I might add, also, that many people would
gquestion the propriety of considering any
such adjustment a proper one, but we were
in a difficult position because we did not
want to see the men put out on the streets,

I want to ask the gentleman from New
York [Mr. ZELEnNko] one question. Is
there anything in this bill or in any
other bill which would preclude an em-
ployer who is faced with this situation
from just firing the men or firing the
women?

Mr. ZELENKO. The question cannot
be answered that simply.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Yes; it can be an-
swered.

Mr, ZELENEO. The bill itself says
this:

No such employer shall discharge or other-
wise discriminate against any employee on
account of any action taken by such em-
ployee to invoke, enforce, or assist in any

manner in the enforcement of the provisions
of this Act.

Mr, GRIFFIN. I did notsay that any
of these employees had made the charge.
Suppose the Secretary of Labor brings
the charge?

Mr. ZELENKO. The Secretary of
Labor under the provisions of the act
would not bring the charge unless he had
reasonable cause.

Mr, GRIFFIN, Al right; that is all
he needs.

"Mr. ZELENEKO. And the gentleman
was the one who wrote that provision
into the act.

Mr. GRIFFIN. That is right. He can
bring the charge, if he does have rea-
sonable cause. I make the flat state-
ment that, except in instances where
union contracts are in effect and pre-
clude it, the only course which this bill
leaves in hardship cases is to fire the
men or fire the women. To leave the
bill in this condition would be most un-
fortunate,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
geatleman has expired,

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Madam
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN, TIs there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman from
Oregon?

There was no objection.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Madam
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment.
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Madam Chairman, I would like to read
the sentence that follows the testimony
which the gentleman from Michigan read
when he quoted the witness from Penn-
sylvania:

A Federal equal pay law such as you are
here considering is the obvious answer to
the problem.

In Pennsylvania they have an equal
pay law so they cannot disecriminate
against women. In adjoining States
they do mnot. Therefore, industries
might move to adjoining States where
they can pay women less than they do in
Pennsylvania. A Federal equal pay law
is the obvious answer.

Madam Chairman, I urge the defeat
of this amendment.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Madam Chairman,
will the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. I yield to the
gentleman.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I thank the gentle-
woman for that observation, and she is
absolutely right, that the witness from
the State of Pennsylvania was in favor
of a Federal lJaw. But I submit that that
point, as interesting as it is, does not
bear on the argument I was making.
Suppose we have the Federal law? Now
to follow the situation that I gave to you:
One company had all women working
in their plant and another company in
Pennsylvania or any other State has half

men working in their plant. You are
going to say that——
Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Madam

Chairman, I refuse to yield further. I
do not agree with the argument of the
gentleman from Michigan. The gentle-
man cites a case as applying to the
point he tries to make, and then when
I read the ensuing language by the same
witness, the gentleman says that it does
not apply in this particular case. I sub-
mit that it does apply. The witness be-
fore the committee was saying that if
an equal pay law is not enacted for all of
the States, then the kind of incident
which she cited would happen in many
cases because the plant would be moved
into an adjoining State, where the em-
ployer is allowed to pay women lower
salaries than they pay to men workers.

Madam Chairman, I urge the defeat
of this amendment, which further cuts
the heart out of this bill.

Mr. JOHANSEN. Madam Chairman,
I move to strike out the last word, and
to direct a question to the gentlewoman
from Oregon.

What is the gentlewoman's response to
a situation in which the bulk of employ-
ees currently are women and in which
the women are currently receiving a
lower hourly rate and in which the eco-
nomics of the situation prohibits an im-
mediate increase in pay to equal the pay
of the minority of men in the plant?
Under the rigidity of the bill, as I under-
stand it, what alternative rests with the
employer?

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. I would say
to the gentleman from Michigan and to
my colleagues on the other side of the
aisle that the purpose of this bill is to
provide equal pay for women. The pur-
pose of the bill is not to depress wages.
If the pending amen iment is adopted,
you will not be providing equal pay, but
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you will be depressing the wages of both
men and women.

Mr. JOHANSEN. I respectfully sub-
mit to the gentlewoman that she has
deliberately evaded my question. What
happens in an industry or in a plant in
which the situation is as I have de-
seribed it?

I submit, Madam Chairman, the an-
swer is that the plant goes out of op-
eration and the entire payroll is laid
off.

Mr. GOODELL. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JOHANSEN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. GOODELL. I would like to state
that in my opinion, in all sincerity, my
colleague has exaggerated the effect of
this amendment in opposition to it, be-
cause the administration submitted this
bill without the provision which I pro-
pose to delefe. I am sure they would not
support a bill here for equal rates leaving
this out if it was thought vital and the
heart of the bill.

Mr. ZELENEKO. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. JOHANSEN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. ZELENEKO. The administration
admitted it had omitted this most neces-
sary sentence in the bill, otherwise
equalization would be downward. This
spells it out exaetly. You could put one
man inte this operation at a lower wage
and depress the wages of all the women,
or you could put one woman in one
plant and depress the wages of all the
men if this amendment carries.

Mr. JOHANSEN. Madam Chairman,
¥ repeat, I did not hear the gentleman
answer my question.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is onx
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. GoobpeLL].

The question was taken; and on a
division (demanded by Mr. ZELENKO)
there were—ayes 103, noes 85.

Mr. ZELENKO. Madam Chairman, I
demand tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair-
man appointed as tellers Mr. GOODELL
and Mr. ZELENKO.

The Committee again divided and the
tellers reported that there were—ayes
132, noes 116.

So the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. ASHBROOK. Madam Chairman,
I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. AsHBROOE to
the amendment offered by Mr. ZELENKO:
Strike out lines 17 through 25 on page 11
and the first two lines on page 12 and insert
the following:

“EFFECT OF OTHER LAWS

“Sec. 9. This Act shall not apply with
respect to any employee who is employed
in a State in which there is a State law
which prohibits discrimination in rates of
pay on the basis of sex and pmvides that
such law may be enforced in the courts of
the State through ecivil or criminal actions.”

Mr. ASHBROOEK. Madam Chairman,
I would like to announce to the House
that this will be the last amendment
which the Members on our side of the
aisle have to offer to this bill, at least as
far as the members of the committee are
concerned.
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Madam Chairman, of all the amend-
ments which have been offered this is
probably the easiest amendment to
understand. All of us can agree in prin-
ciple with the purpose of this bill. This
amendment, in effect, asks one ques-
tion: What compelling reason is there,
since we all agree in principle with this
bill, to strike down the laws of 22 States?

Madam Chairman, the following
States have legislation on the books at
the present time: Alabama, Arkansas,
Arizona, California, Colorado, Connecti-
cut, Hawaii, Illinois, Maine, Massachu-
setts, Michigan, Montana, New Hamp-
shire, New Jersey, New York, Ohio,
Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island,
Washington, Wisconsin, and Wyoming.

Madam Chairman, I venture to say
that in the course of the next few months
every single one of us will go home to
hit the eampaign trail and talk about
the separation of powers and about the
need to have responsible, autonomous
States. Yet here we are saying the ac-
tions of 22 States involved will have no
force whatsoever. I suggest that there
can be but two reasons to justify strik-
ing down all 22 State statutes: Either
you are going to say that the States are
not competent to act, or you are going
to say that the States which have acted
did not act in a competent manner. I
suggest that both allegations are untrue
and that the States which have acted
and which have enacted laws of this
type should not, therefore, be placed in
the pesition of having their laws wiped
off the books.

Madam Chairman, I was very much
interested in the comments made by
the gentlewoman from Washington [Mrs.
Hansen], when she spoke of the wealth
of experience that had been built up in
the administration of these laws by the
State. I ask the simple question: Are
we now going o say that those States
have not been doing a proper job? You
States do not know what ought to be
done here. We are going to completely
strike out your laws and your efforts to
correct this problem in your own respec-
tive manner,

Madam Chairman, I suggest that this
is a very important amendment to the
bill and that it should command the
earnest support of all who believe truly
in the separation of powers, who be-
lieve in the responsibility of the States
and who do not fall for the idea that
every answer to every problem should
emanate from Washington,

Madam Chairman, I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Madam
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the
amendment.

Madam Chairman, it seems to me that
the purpose on one side of the aisle is
abundantly clear now. A few moments
ago when an amendment was offered,
the gentleman from Michigan quoted a
woman from Pennsylvania as objecting
to the situation at the present time be-
cause it would force an industry to move
to another State where they did not have
the same kind of law., The gentleman
from Michigan supported the amend-
ment on this basis, that this would be
unfair, Now we have an amendment
which says in effect, “We do not want
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the laws in all of the States to be the
same. We will pass a meaningless Fed-
eral law, but we will allow the State laws
in 22 cases to take precedence over the
Federal law. So that if we have an in-
dustry which is forced to pay higher
wages under the Federal law it will move
to an adjoining State where it can get
away with anything.”

The gentleman from Ohio is right.
There are 22 States that have an equal
pay law at the present time. If his
amendment is adopted it will extend an
open invitation to all of the other States
in the Union to pass the most meaning-
less legislation they could conceive of,
which would simply say, “Let us have
equal pay for egual work for men and
women in this country.” This is all it
would do. I think now we see the clear
picture of what the Republicans have
done. They have taken out of the bill
the enforcement procedures in it. They
have said upon the record, “Oh, we love
women and we want women to be paid
the same wages men are paid, but we
make it impossible to enforce the Fed-
eral law. Then we say that the Federal
law has no meaning, that the State laws
will take precedence.”

The Solicitor of the Department of
Labor says that he knows of no com-
parable provisions allowing State laws to
supersede Federal legislation in existing
labor law or in any other law.

1 suggest, if this amendment is ap-
proved it will completely nullify or com-
pletely contradict the purpose of this
legislation. No matter how weak a State
law is, the Federal Government could
not apply this legislation.

Let me cite some specific States. Illi-
nois has had an equal pay law since 1944.
It applies only to employers who are en-
gaged in manufacture. It does not re-
quire employers to keep any records, nor
does it specifically place responsibility
for enforcement in a State labor com-
missioner. It says that wage differen-
tials based on sex are not prohibited
where authorized by contracts between
the employer and a recognized bargain-
ing agent.

The people on this side of the aisle
supported the amendment which was
offered by the gentleman from New York
which brought the labor unions under
it. Again, if the amendment is adopted,
which was offered by the gentleman from
Ohio, this will make it impossible in the
State of Illinois, according to the State
law which would supersede the Federal
law, to be enforced there.

1 might say also that there are laws
in New Hampshire and Rhode Island
which permit a differential in wage
rates, and if a woman worker is covered
by a union contract which establishes a
wage differential based on sex then the
law does not apply.

Pennsylvania has an equal pay law
with some teeth in it. But here is the
testimony of the same woman who was
cited by the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. GrIFFIN]. This is her testimony
before our committee:

We in Pennsylvania will welcome the day
when the Federal Government will take over
responsibility for equal pay statutes where
interstate commerce is involved. There is
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still a wide field of employment where the
State will continue to have sole responsibil-
ity for securing equal pay for equal work.
Then the Federal law should be released to
concentrate our limited recources on inter-
state cases.

I might cite Arkansas which also has
an equal pay law with enforcement pow-
ers. Here is the testimony of the Com-
missioner of Labor for Arkansas who is
also the President of the International
Association of Government Labor Offi-
cials, This official from Arkansas says:

It may very well be that the Congress is a
guarter of a century late in preparation of
such an equal pay law, but certainly its
passage should not be delayed further.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentlewoman from Oregon [Mrs. GREEN]
has expired.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Madam
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to
proceed for 1 additional minute.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman from
Oregon?

There was no objection.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Madam
Chairman, I would say to my colleagues,
with every single women's organization
in the United States supporting the bill
which was voted out by the full commit-
tee, with every single one of these organ-
izations having studied these possible
alternatives and turned them down, let
us not commit a farce of standing on
the floor of this House and voting for
one amendment after another which
destroys the purpose of equal pay for
equal work. And I say finally that I do
not think we can go home to our con-
gressional districts and explain away
this kind of action. The women who
have suffered the abuses of diserimina-
tion will not stand idly by for words
that mean absolutely nothing.

Mr. GOODELL. Madam Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.

Madam Chairman, it is with great
reluctance, in view of my esteem for
my colleague from Ohio, that I rise in
opposition to this amendment. Let me
state it simply and I will sit down.
What this amendment does is that it will
provide that any State with any kind of
an equal-pay-for-women act will then
make the Federal law completely inoper-
ative in that State. It is a State pre-
emption. It means thatany State which
does not want the Federal law to apply
need only enact the title of an equal-pay
bill. There is no concept or standard in
here for judging the adequacy of the
State law, no standard whatsoever. If
the State enacts just the title of an
equal-rights-for-women bill, it would
appear it would then negate the entire
Federal law. I think the amendment in
effect would gut this bill and destroy it.
In good faith, I cannot support it, even
though I feel I would prefer to have
States rights given all possible oppor-
tunity to take over and do this job where
they have the will and the desire. I do
not like the provision of this bill which
says the Federal law preempts all State
laws on this subject, but we have the
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choice between gutting the bill or voting
down this amendment.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Madam Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, GOODELL. Iyield.

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. Would the
gentleman agree that the language that
it has been proposed be taken out is
essentially the language of the Taft-
Hartley Act?

Mr. GOODELL. I guess it is,yes.

Mrs. MAY. Madam Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GOODELL. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Washington.

Mrs. MAY. I should like to associate
myself with the remarks of my colleague
from New York, and thank him for them.
It has been stated categorically that we
on this side are trying to gut this bill,
that we are trying to ruin it with amend-
ments. I for one do not accept that
comment. I am not trying to do that.
This is why I oppose this amendment.
I do agree with the remarks made by
my colleague from Oregon [Mrs. GREEN ]
that if this amendment were adopted it
would make a mockery of this bill and
would negate everything we are trying
to do. I thank the gentleman for his
opposition to the amendment, and join
him in it.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Madam Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GOODELL. I yield to the gentle-
man from California.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Would it not also
be right to point out that in the bill
there is this language:

The Secretary is empowered by agreement
with any agency of any State to cede to
such agency jurisdiction over any cases
where such State has a statute applicable
to the determination of such cases the pro-
vislons of which are not inconsistent with
the corresponding provisions of this Act or

has received a construction not inconsistent
therewith.

In other words, it is the intent of this
Congress and certainly of the committee
that wherever there is a proper State
statute, by arrangement with the Secre-
tary of Labor that State can retain
jurisdietion.

Mr. GOODELL. I agree with the
gentleman. I have reluctance, however,
about saying that the Federal Govern-
ment will cede jurisdiction because
similar provisions in other laws have not
been operative.

Mrs. CHURCH. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GOODELL. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Illinois.

Mrs. CHURCH. I certainly want to
join the gentleman in expressing op-
position to this amendment. I thank
the gentleman for so strongly indicat-
ing what damage its acceptance would
bring. There are many here today who
have sincerely sought to strengthen this
bill by amendment. It nevertheless is
my suspicion, from what I have seen
and heard, that many on both sides of
the aisle have sought to weaken it by
amendment because they wish the
measure either to fail or at least to be
rendered ineffective. I am happy
to say that there are many on my side
of the aisle who desire a good, workable,
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effective bill. I certainly hope that be-
fore the evening is spent we may pass
a bill to enaet the prineiple concerned,
namely, that there should be no discrim-
ination in employment pay on the basis
of sex. I thank the gentleman for his
statement against this weakening
amendment, and join him in opposing
it strongly.

Mrs. DWYER. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GOODELL. I yield to the gentle-
WOomarn.

Mrs. DWYER. Madam Chairman, I
very strongly oppose the so-called Ash-
brook amendment. In my judgment,
this is the most seriously restrictive and
damaging amendment which has been
offered this aftermoon, and there have
been several unfortunate ones which I
have also opposed.

This amendment would make a
shambles of consistent administration of
an equal pay law. In practice, it would
substitute State law for Federal law in
an important area of interstate com-
merce. It would defeat the very pur-
pose of the constitutional provision em-
powering Congress to regulate commerce
between the States.

Moreover, it would introduce into the
field of equal pay a whole system of new
inequities and discriminations. Indi-
vidual State laws differ greatly. Sev-
eral are simply statements of purpose.
Many are not enforced. The efiect of
this amendment, therefore, would be to
attempt to regulate commerce under a
wide variety of inconsistent standards.

Furthermore, States which have not
yet enacted equal pay laws would be gov-
erned by the Federal statute, which in
general is a mueh more effective in-
strument than most individual State
statutes. This would mean an addi-
tional disproportion. Employees in
States which have had the initiative to
provide equal pay protection would find
themselves at a disadvantage with em-
ployees in States which failed to enact
any such equal pay law.

The fundamental purpose of this leg-
islation, Madam Chairman, is to provide
uniform standards and uniform protec-
tion to eover all employees in interstate
commerce. This would be
gravely violated by adoption of the
amendment.

Mr. ASHBROOEK. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GOODELL. I yield to the gentle-
man.

Mr, ASHBROOEK. The gentleman
from New York will admit the other
side of the coin is the faet—if this
amendment is not passed, what we will
be doing here today is striking down
22 State laws and the efforts in 22 States
to improve the situation; is that not
correct?

Mr. GOODELL. I agree to this extent.
The first thing this bill does, if it is
enacted into law, is to sfrike out 22
State laws that are now in operation.

Mr, ASHBROOEK. And that is whether
they are good laws or bad laws.

Mr. GOODELL. If it is agreed that
those 22 laws are operating effectively,
then they may seek to come under the
jurisdiction of the State agency.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Mr. JOHANSEN. Madam Chairman,
I move to strike out the last word.

Madam Chairman, I regret that the
amendment dealing with section 10 was
not in the form of a motion to delete the
entire seetion. I question whether such
an amendment would now be in order
after the disposition of this amendment.
But I take this time to read to this House,
and I am not addressing myself alone to
the Republican side, I am addressing my-
self to those on the other side of the aisle
who day in and day out and year in and
year ouft have expressed their concern
over the practice and principle of Fed-
eral preemption—I invite the attention
of all of my colleagues who have feelings
on that score to these words:

No employer to whom section 4 applies
shall be required to comply with any law of
any State or political subdivision thereof
prohibiting discrimination in rates of pay
on account of sex, The Secretary [of Labor]|
is empowered by ngreement with any agency
of any State to cede to such agency jurisdic-
tion over any case where such State has a
statute applicable to the determination of
such ecase, the provisions of which are not

inconsistent with the corresponding provi- -

sions of this act.

I suggest that the language I have just
read to you is built-in, absolutely guar-
anteed, Federal preemption. I suggest
that this is a complete reversal of the
once honored and once effective 10th
amendment to the Constitution which
declares that powers not specifically
granted to the Federal Government or
denied by the Constitution to the States
shall be reserved to the States or the peo-
ple. Now the question of whether there
is to be a reservation of powers to the
States is to be within the determina-
tion of one man, a Federal official, the
Secretary of Labor. I oppose this pro-
vision and my opposition to it has noth-
ing whatsoever to do with the avowed
purpose and principle of the basie legis-
lation. In lieu of the opportunity to
express our opposition to this form of
Federal preemption in the amendment
that I would have liked to propose, I
urge the adoption of this amendment.

Mr. GOODELL. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KEARNS. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr. GOODELL. I take this moment
since my time ran out a little while ago
to elarify one point.

The gentleman from Ohio asked me if
the effect of this law would be to negate
all State laws. It would negate State
laws to the degree that it covers em-
ployers that have more than 25 em-
ployees. If the Federal law applies to
the employees, the State law would not
apply but the State laws would continue
in effect as to all the situations that are
presently covered which the Federal law
would not cover.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Madam
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KEARNS. I yield.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. May I ask
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
Gooperr] if it would equally negate the
State as dealing with interstate com-
merce? It does not have anything to do
with laws in the 22 States that are trying
to regulate intrastate affairs,
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Mr. GOODELL. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. EEARNS. I yield.

Mr. GOODELL. Iagree with the gen-
tlewoman, but I am afraid that most of
the units covered by this law are in inter-
state commerce, and most of the units
that are covered by State law are in
interstate commerce under the present
interpretation of commerce, so what the
gentlewoman says is absolutely true. If
there are companies not engaged in in-
terstate commerce they would nof be
covered by the Federal law; therefore
the State law would still cover them.

Mr. ASHBROOK. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KEARNS. I yield.

Mr. ASHBROOK. I would ask the
gentleman from New York this: The
State of Ohio has such a law which I
was somewhat instrumental in passing,
being in the legislature at the time. This
law covers the situation of 10 employees
or fewer. What would be the situation
in a case like that? Would the gentle-
man care to say?

Mr. GOODELL. If the gentleman
from Pennsylvania will yield, 10 or
fewer employees would be covered by
the State law. The Federal law applies
to plants which have 25 or more em-
ployees and are in interstate commerce.

Mr. ALGER. Madam Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the pro forma
amendment.

Madam Chairman, I am taking this
time only to put in the Recorp at this
point for the information of my col-
leagues some very inferesting statistics
which should be considered, such items
as hours of labor, nightwork, industrial
type work employment before and after
ehildbirth, oecupational limitations, sit-
ting, weight-liffing requirements, and
other specifications, implying that there
is a difference between the sexes, a dif-
ference of such nature that if this bill
passes in its present form it will result
in eliminating an awful lot of women
from work, because they will be compet-
ing with men who are not limited in
these categories.

Under permission to extend my re-
marks, I include supporting material.

Madam Chairman, now that I have
heard the debate and some of the amend-
ments, I recognize that perhaps it is fool-
hardy for any male Member of Congress
to take the floor of the House to question
the provisions of a bill—the stated pur-
pose of which is to give equal rights to
women in the matter of wages and sala-
ries. Let me preface my remarks,
therefore, with the direct statement that
I firmly believe in women, in their rights,
and above all, in their noble role as
women in the scheme of creation, in their
inspiration to ever uplift mankind, and
in the many fields where they equal or
Surpass men.

In raising these points I am arguing
as much for the job rights of women, job
rights which have been hard won and
must be protected, as I am in pointing
out some of the imperfections of this
bill. In our desire to eliminate injus-
tice and inequity wherever it may exist,
let us not create greater problems which
may bring about greater injury and
more blatant injustice.
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In the first place, the equal pay bill of
1962, as I see it, puts the Federal Gov-
ernment unconstitutionally in the field
of prescribing wages, wage policies, and
working conditions in the various States.
This bill will control, through the Office
of the Secretary of Labor, the setting of
wages, and the hiring and firing of
workers, clearly outside the jurisdiction
of the Federal Government and an out-
right invasion of States rights. This is
bluntly brought out in section 10 of the
bill which states:

No employer to whom this act applies will
be required to comply with any law of any
State or political subdivision thereof pro-
hibiting diserimination in rates of pay on
account of sex.

Anyone who believes in States rights,
therefore, must be opposed to this effort
to enforce Federal regulation of State
laws.

No one, certainly not I, contests the
equality and fairness of workers being
paid the same amount for the same work
done. This is not what is really at stake
in this bill because the intent of the bill
goes far beyond. This bill tries to
equalize men and women as being the
same in meeting the conditions of work,
ability to maintain the same standards
on all jobs, and the ability to produce
the same output.

The bill fails to recognize the physical
differences between men and women. It
has been stated many times, sometimes
in jest, often very seriously, that there
is a difference between men and women.
To this I subscribe, and the very differ-
ence makes this bill inapplicable, The
natural results of the passage of this bill
could react to the detriment of the
female workers.

There are State laws, which this bill
says may be ignored, which make special
provision for working women—laws pro-
viding stated rest periods and special
accommodations so that women workers
will not be forced to stand for long pe-
riods. I say these are good laws and
are intended to protect women because
of their physical differences. We are
trifling with danger to permit, yes, en-
courage, disregard of these laws.

No one can contest the basic structure
of the female body, designed for the
greatest of all human achievements, the
reproduction of life. Because of this
physical structure women need periodic
rest periods unlike a man. Prior to the
menopause the structure of a woman's
body and all her functions are designed
to enable her to fulfill the reproductive
processes. She cannot, therefore, stand
for long periods, nor lift unusual weights,
nor even engage in many of the physical
activities necessary to put her on an
equal basis with a man on the job, with-
out perhaps having serious effect upon
her child-bearing ability. We must look
to her for continuance of the race and,
gentlemen, this is even a more important
responsibility than the part woman may
play in our economiec or mass production
enterprises.

Comparable production, which is what
we are really talking about in comparable
work, must be on a continuous basis and
the comparison must be on a daily basis,
every working day of the month, every
month of the year. The effect of this
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bill may well be to put a number of
women out of work, when they are not
able to match the output of men, This
bill will cost some women their jobs, it
seems to me.

The other aspect of this bill is the
effort to put the Federal Government
into yet another field of our lives with
the always-present danger of increased
bureaucratic controls, increased inter-
ference with private business, and in
further regimentation of the individual.
Here we put into the hands of the Secre-
tary of Labor and his associates the
power to determine equal skills, equal
capability, comparable work, and com-
parable accomplishments. How infal-
lible will he be? We may determine this
to some extent with the experience we
have had with Davis-Bacon and Walsh-
Healey where the absolute power of the
Secretary of Labor has increased the cost
of production in many cases and has re-
sulted in unfair and indiscriminate pen-
alties against the business community.
This further invasion by the Federal
Government, giving the Secretary of
Labor new powers, in the language
throughout this bill, will lead to further
regimentation of private industry. This
bill, therefore, does not lead in the di-
rection of correcting an inequity, but
rather will be destructive to private
business.

Protect our women we must. Assure
them every equality which they are able
to assume, but please let us not jeopardize
their more basic rights nor adopt a
measure which, in the end, will move us
one step nearer to loss of economic free-
dom for all our people, women as well
as men,

At this point, Madam Chairman, I
would like to put in this debate some of
the State law now in effect concerning
women, as different from men, in work-
ing. Many of these differences are right
and necessary. These differences, recog-
nized now in law, so far as correct in rep-
resenting differences between the sexes
in their work, will result in women losing
their jobs if this Equal Pay Act of 1962
is passed.

STATE LaBor Laws FOR WOMEN (AS OF APRIL 1,
1958)

During a century of development, the field
of labor legislation for women has seen a
tremendous increase in the number of laws
and a notable improvement in the standards
established. Today, each of the 48 States,
the District of Columbia, Alaska, Hawalii, and
Puerto Rico have laws relating to the em-
ployment of women. The principal subjects
of regulation are (1) minimum wage; (2)
equal pay; (3) hours of work, including
maximum daily and weekly hours, day of rest,
meal and rest periods; (4) industrial home-
work; (5) employment before and after
childbirth; (6) occupational limitations;
and (7) other standards, such as seating
provisions and weight-lifting limitations,
Not every State and territory has enacted
legislation in each of these fields, and the
standards established vary widely.

In some jurisdictions different standards
apply to different occupations or industries.
Only the highest standards established for
the principal subjects of regulation, in effect
April 1, 1958, are shown in this summary.!

1 Women's Bureau publications analyzing
State minimum-wage laws and orders (Bull.
247, 50 cents) and State hour laws for women
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Laws relating to minors are mentioned only
if they also apply to women.
HOURS OF WORK

The first enforcible law which regulated
the hours of employment of women became
effective in Massachusetts in 1879. Today 45
States, the District of Columbia, and Puerto
Rico have established standards governing
at least one aspect of women's hours of em-
ployment; i.e., maximum daily or weekly
hours, day of rest, meal and rest periods, and
nightwork. Some of these standards have
been established by statute, others by mini-
mum-wage or industrial-welfare orders.

MAXIMUM DAILY AND WEEKLY HOURS

Forty-three States and the District of
Columbia have laws which regulate the
number of daily and/or weekly hours of em-
ployment for women in one or more indus-
tries. These limitations have been estab-
lished either by statute or by orders. Five
States—Alabama, Florida, Indiana, Iowa,
and West Virginia—do not have such laws;
laws of Alaska, Hawail, and Puerto Rico set
no maximum daily or weekly hours but re-
quire the payment of premium rates for time
worked over hours specified.

One-half of the States (24) and the Dis-
trict of Columbia have set maximum hours
of 8 a day, 8 a day and 48 a week, or 48 or
less a week.

Nine States have maximum 8-hour day,
and of these all but one (Idaho) have a
maximum 50- or 54-hour week.

Minnesota has no daily hour limitation
;r; its statute; weekly hours are limited to
Nine States have a maximum of 10 hours
a day and from 50 to 60 a week.

The highest standard (the fewest maxi-
mum hours) for each State and the District
of Columbia applicable to one or more in-
dustries is shown here. Standards for
Georgla, Montana, and South Carolina are
applicable to both men and women.

Highest standards established for daily and
weekly hours in 44 jurisdictions are as
follows:

Maximum hours

Daily Weekly
8 45
8 |aEbE e
8 48
8 48
8 48
10 55
8 45
10 Lt}
9 s s
8 48
8 48
10 60
B 48
9 50
10 i)
g 9 48
Michigan.._____ ] 54
DEIDARORA- < = s U b5
Mississippl.... 10 60
Missouri. b 54
Montana. 8 48
Nebraska ] 54
Nevada.__ 8 48
New Hampshire 10 48
New Jersey..... 2 10 5
New Mexico. ... % 8 45
New York______ g 8 48
North Carolin 9 45
North Dakota Bly 48
Ohio___.__. 8 48
Oklahoma . _ 9 &
3,7\ R S e T 5 a4

1 Day-of-rest law provides, in effect, for 48-hour week:
§ hours a day permitted if time worked over 8 biours o
day is paid for at 14 times the employee's rogular rate,

(Bull. 250, 40 cents) can be purchased from
the Superintendent, U.S. Government Print-
ing Office, Washington, D.C. Mimeographed
summaries of State labor laws affecting
women will be furnished by the Women’s
Bureau on request (specify State).




S Maximum hours
Dafly Weekly
10 48
9 48
10 55
10 54
10 50
a b !
8 18
9 50
9 48
I e T T
- 9 50
Wyoming___ = 8 48

Virtually all State hour laws cover manu-
facturing; most of them apply to a variety
of other industries as well. Standards are
usually the same for manufacturing and
nonmanufacturing. However, in four States,
the highest standards established for daily
and weekly hours apply to nonmanufactur-
ing. For manufacturing establishments, the
maximum daily and weekly hours in these
four States are:

‘ Daily 1 Weekly

Conngeticut.. .. ... oo.... 9 48
at ] 491%
” Bilsec Bl i

T R R A 0 J 48

DAY OF REST

Twenty-two States and the District of
Columbia have established a maximum 6-day
workweek for women employed in some or
all industries; in six of these States this
standard is applicable to both men and
women. Jurisdictions providing for a 6-day
maximum workweek are: Arizona, Arkansas,
California (men and women), Colorado, Con-
necticut,® Delaware, District of Columbia,
Illinois (men and women), Kansas, Louisi-
ana, Massachusetts (men and women),
Nevada, New Hampshire (men and women),
New Jersey, New York (men and women),
North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio, Oregon,
Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Utah, and Wis-
consin (men and women).

Besides the 23 jurisdictions with laws
limiting the workweek to 6 days, 8 States
have laws which prohibit employment on
Sunday with specified exceptions: Alabama,
Florida, Maryland, Minnesota, Mississippi,
Missouri, Virginia, and West Virginia.

Eight other States—Georgia, Maine, Michi-
New Mexico, Oklahoma, Tennessee,

and Vermont—have Sunday “blue
laws” which prohibit the performance of
work by an individual. These, since they do
not regulate employment, are not listed with
the day-of-rest laws shown above.

Three additional jurisdictions—Rhode
Island, Kentucky, and Puerto Rico—have
laws which require the payment of overtime
rates on the seventh day or on Sunday, thus,
in effect, encouraging a 6-day workweek.
The Rhode Island statute, under the jurisdic-
tion of the department of labor, prohibits
employment on Sundays and holidays, but
allows work of necessity and charity to be
performed on such days by special permit,
provided time and one-half the worker's
regular rate is pald. The EKentucky law re-
quires the payment of time and one-half the
worker’s regular rate for work on the seventh
consecutive day for persons working at least
40 hours a week. Puerto Rico provides for

¢ Standard shown is applicable to females;
another statute prohibits Sunday employ-
ment of all employees in commercial occupa-
tions or work in any industrial process with
specified exceptions. (Employees covered by
statute who are employed on Sunday must be
relieved of duty for 1 of the following 6
days.)
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a day of rest but permits work on such a
day at double the employee’s regular rate.

MEAL PERIOD

Over half of the States (26), the District
of Columbia, and Puerto Rico provide that
meal periods, varying from one-third of an
hour to 1 hour in duration, must be allowed
women employed in some or all industries;
in 4 States, these provisions apply to men
as well as women. Meal periods are pro-
vided for by statute, orders, or regulations
in 28 jurisdictions: Arkansas, California,
Colorado, Delaware, District of Columbia,
Indiana (all employees), Kansas, Kentucky,
Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts,
Nebraska (all employees), Nevada, New
Jersey (all employees), New Mexico, New
York (all employees), North Carolina, North
Dakota, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode
Island, Utah, Washington, West Virginia,
Wisconsin, and Puerto Rico.

Arkansas and North Dakota combine meal-
and rest-period provisions. In addition, a
Wyoming statute mentions a lunch period
in a provision for required rest periods.

REST PERIOD

Eleven States have provided for rest pe-
riods (as distinct from a meal period) for
women workers, five by statute and six by
wage order. The statutes in Kentucky, Ne-
vada, and Wyoming cover a variety of in-
dustries (in Wyoming, applicable to women
standing continuously); laws in New York
and Pennsylvania apply to elevator operators
not provided with seating facilities. Rest
periods in one or more industries are pro-
vided by wage orders in Arizona, California,
Colorado, Oregon, Utah, and Washington.
Most of the provisions are for a 10-minute
rest period within each half day of work,

NIGHTWORK

In 20 States and Puerto Rico nightwork
for adult women is prohibited and/jor regu-
lated in certain industries or occupations.

Twelve States and Puerto Rico prohibit
nightwork for adult women in certain occu-
pations or industries or under specified con-
ditions: Connecticut, Kansas, Massachusetts,
Nebraska (except by permit), New Jersey,
New York, North Dakota, Ohio, South Caro-
lina, Utah, Washington, Wisconsin, and
Puerto Rico.

In North Dakota and Washington, the pro-
hibition applies only to elevator operators;
in Ohio, only to taxicab drivers. Utah pro-
hibits the employment of women in restau-
rants on a split shift after midnight.

In eight other States, as well as In several
of the States which prohibit nightwork in
specified industries or occupations, the em-
ployment of adult women at night is regu-
lated either by maximum-hour provisions
or by specified standards of working condi-
tions: California, Delaware, Maryland, New
Hampshire, New Mexico, Oregon, Pennsyl-
vania, and Rhode Island.

Two additional States—Arizona and Vir-
ginia—and the District of Columbia prohibit
night messenger service for females under
21; the Arizona law is also applicable to
males under 21.

INDUSTRIAL HOMEWORK

Eighteen States and Puerto Rico have in-
dustrial homework laws or regulations: Call-
fornia, Connecticut, Illinois, Indiana, Mary-
land, Massachusetts, Michigan, Missouri, New
Jersey, New York, Ohio, Oregon, Pennsyl-
vania, Rhode Island, Tennessee, Texas, West
Virginia, Wisconsin, and Puerto Rico.

These regulations apply to all persons, ex-
cept for Oregon, where the provisions apply
to women and minors only.

In addition, the Hawali territorial wage-
and-hour law empowers the commission of
labor and industrial relations to issue rules
and regulations restricting or prohibiting in-
dustrial homework where necessary to protect
the standards of the wage-and-hour law.
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EMPLOYMENT BEFORE AND AFTER CHILDBIRTH

Six States and Puerto Rico prohibit the
employment of women in one or more in-
dustries or occupations immediately before
and/or after childbirth. These standards
are established by statute or by minimum-
wage and welfare orders. In addition to the
prohibition of employment, Puerto Rico re-
quires the employer to pay the working
mother during an 8-week period one-half of
her regular wage or salary and provides for
job security during the required absence.
Women may not be employed in—

Connecticut, 4 weeks hefore and 4 weeks
after childbirth.

Massachusetts, 4 weeks before and 4 weeks
after childbirth.

Missouri, 3 weeks before and 3 weeks after
childbirth.

New York, 4 weeks after childbirth.

Vermont, 2 weeks before and 4 weeks after
childbirth.

Washington,® 4 months before and 6 weeks
after childbirth; 4 weeks before and 4 weeks
after childbirth.

Puerto Rico, 4 weeks before and 4 weeks
after childbirth.

Rhode Island’s Temporary Disability In-
surance Act provides that employed women
are entitled to cash benefits for maternity
leave 6 weeks before and 6 weeks after child-
birth.

OCCUPATIONAL LIMITATIONS

Twenty-five * States have laws or regula-
tions which prohibit the employment of
adult women in specified occupations or in-
dustries or under certain working conditions
because they are considered hazardous or in-
jurious to health and safety. In the major-
ity (17) the prohibition applies to women's
employment in or about mines (clerical or
similar work is excepted from the prohibi-
tion in half of these States). Nine States
prohibit women from mixing, selling, or dis-
pensing alcoholic beverages for on-premises
consumption, and one State (Georgia) pro-
hibits their employment in retail ligquor
stores.

The following States have occupational
limitations applicable to—

Mines: Alabama, Arizona, Arkansas,
Colorado, Illinois, Indiana, Maryland, .
Missouri, New York, Ohio, Oklahoma, Penn-
sylvania, Utah, Virginia, Washington, Wis-
consin, and Wyoming.

Establishments serving alcoholic bever-
ages: California, Connecticut, Illinois3
Indiana, Kentucky, Ohio, Pennsylvania,
Rhode Island, and Wyoming.

Eleven States prohibit their employment
in other places, occupations, or under cer-
taln conditions:

Arizona: In occupations requiring constant
standing. [

Colorado: Working around coke ovens,

Massachusetts: Working on cores over 2
cubic feet or 60 pounds.

Michigan: Handling harmful substances;
in foundries without approval of the de-

partment of labor; operating polishing
wheels, belts.
Minnesota: Placing cores in or out of

ovens; cleaning moving machinery,

Missouri: Cleaning or working between
moving machinery.

New York: Working in basements of mer-
cantile establishments or restaurants with-
out permits; coremaking, or in connection
with coremaking, in a room in which the
oven is also in operation.

* Standards established by minimum-wage
orders vary according to industry covered.

4In addition, a Florida statute authorizes
the city of Tampa to prohibit females from
soliciting customers to buy alcoholic bever-
ages.

5Illinois State law empowers city and
county governments to prohibit by general
ordinance or resolution.
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Ohio: As crossing watchman, section hand,
express driver, metal molder, bellhop, gas-
or electric-meter readers; in shoe-shining
parlors, bowling alleys as pinsetters, pool-
rooms; in delivery service or motor-propelled
vehicles of over 1-ton capacity; in operating
freight or baggage elevators if doors are not
automatically or semiautomatically con-
trolled; in and freight handling;

and handling by means of hand
‘trucks heavy materials of any kind; operat-
ing emery wheels, belts; in blast furnace and
smelter.

Pennsylvania: In dangerous or injurious
occupations.

Washington: As bellhop.

Wisconsin: In dangerous or injurious oc-
cupations,

The majority of the States with occupa-
tional limitations for adult women also have
prohibitory legislation for persons under 21
years. In addition, nine States have occupa-
tional limitations for persons under 21 only.
Most of the limitations apply to the serving
of liquor and to the driving of taxicabs,
school buses, or public vehicles; others pro-
hibit the employment of females under 21
years in jobs demanding constant standing,
or as messengers, bellhops, or caddies.

SEATING AND WEIGHTLIFTING REQUIREMENTS

A number of jurisdictions through statute,
minimum-wage orders, and other regulations
have established employment standards for
women relating to plant facilities such as
seats, lunchrooms, dressing rooms and rest-
rooms, tollet rooms, and to welghtlifting.
Only the seating and welghtlithting provi-
slons are included in this summary.

Seating: Forty-five States, the District of
Columbia, and Puerto Rico have seating
laws; all but one (the Florida law) applies
exclusively to women. Illinois, Maryland,
and Mississippl have no seating laws.

Weightlifting: Ten States and Alaska have
statutes, rules, regulations, or wage orders
which specify the maximum weight women
employees are permitted to lift, carry, or lft
and carry. Following are the highest stand-
ards established for welghtlifting and carry-
ing in the 11 jurisdictions:

Any occupation: 15 pounds in Utah; 25 in
Alaska and Ohio; 356 in Michigan,

Foundries and core rooms: 25 pounds in
Maryland, Massachusetts, Minnesota, and
New York.

Specified occupations or industiries (by
wage order): 25 pounds in California and
Oregon; “excessive burdens"” in Washington.

Madam Chairman, for these reasons I
must oppose the bill, the various amend-
ments notwithstanding. Amendments
cannot correct the bill’s basic inequities.

Mr. DINGELL. Madam Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

Madam Chairman, all afternoon we
have sat here and heard some of our
colleagues say how they favor equal
rights for ladies, how they feel that they
‘should be protected. We have before
us at this moment the prize implement
of this wrecking crew which is aimed
at further weakening and destroying a
bill which has already achieved a posi-

_tion of significant meaninglessness by
reason of the amendments we have
adopted.

What this amendment does is to offer
an incentive to every industry—the same
industries which have appeared here
and indicated some measure of accept-
ance of this bill—to take the next plane
to the State capital to have the legis-
lature enact some kind of meaningless
legislation which will for all intents and
purposes sound good but signify nothing,
and which will, for all intents and pur-
poses, deprive the women of any oppor-
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tunity for equal pay which they might
have had under the bill, having secured
the maximum legislation in the several
States which has a meaning in equal
rights and egual pay for equal skills. It
offers nothing and, as a matter of fact,
offers no protection to women workers at
all. They thereby would secure exemp-
tion from this substantially weakened if
not emasculated piece of legislation
which we are now considering.

The function of this amendment is
simply to enable States to pass mean-
ingless legislation offering no protection
to the women whatsoever and to pro-
vide exemption for industry and pro-
vide an opportunity to secure or draw
away industry from industrialized States
which have meaningful legislation of
their own.

This amendment is bad legislation.
It is an attempt further to deprive the
women of equal rights, despite the high
sounding preamble which is in the bill.
It will work nothing but mischief and
hardship on laboring women, upon wom-
en workers, and upon States which really
try in good faith to comply with stand-
ards set forth in the bill we have before
us or any legislation of its nature.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. ASHBROOK].

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. JOELSON. Madam Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. JoELsON: After
section 4, add the following:

“Sec. 5. Whenever the word ‘sex’ is used
in this Act, the words ‘or race' shall be
added immediately thereafter.”

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Madam
Chairman, I reserve a point of order
against the amendment.

Mr. JOELSON. Madam Chairman, I
am not going to attempt any impas-
sioned oratory or stirring speech on this
subject, because I know it has been
hashed and rehashed, but I cannot in
good conscience sit by while we are talk-
ing about discrimination in employment
and not offer this amendment.

That is all I have to say.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Madam
Chairman, I insist on my point of order.
The amendment offered by the gentle-
man from New Jersey is not germane
to the bill under discussion, which has
to do with equal pay for equal work. It
does not cover the subject which the
gentleman from New Jersey has cov-
ered in his amendment. Therefore, I
make a point of order against the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair feels
that the point of order made by the gen-
tlewoman from Oregon is well taken,
and, therefore, sustains the point of
order. i

Mr. WILLIAMS. Madam Chairman,
I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Winrtams to
the amendment by Mr., Zerenxo: Page 2,
line 21, strike out the period and insert
the following: “and shall include United
Btates congressional office staffs and United
States congressional committee staffs, not-
withstanding the number of persons em-
ployed in such offices.”
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Mr. WILLIAMS, Madam Chairman,
I suspect this amendment will test the
sincerity of those who wafit to inflict
this legislation on the people of the
country. If we are going to pass this
legislation, and if the legislation is good
enough to put on the employers who are
engaged in interstate commerce, indeed
it should be acceptable to us for applica-
tion in our own offices.

It is just a matter of fairness. If it is
good for the country, it must be good
for congressional offices.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Madam Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I hope the gentle-
man is not saying that this Member at
least does not pay equally to women for
equal work in his office, because I fhink
I do.

Mr, WILLIAMS. Let me say to the
gentleman that if he does he will not
be affected, but the amendment will
make the rest of the Members do the
same thing.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Madam
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield to the gen-
tlewoman from Oregon.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. I am de-
lighted that he has offered this amend-
ment. It was my opinion that that was
already covered by the bill, but if the
language was not clear enough to in-
clude congressional staffs, I will be very
happy to support the amendment.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I thank the gentle-
woman for her erudite contribution.

Mr. JOHANSEN. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS, I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. JOHANSEN. I suggest to the
gentleman from Mississippi that the ap-
parent purpose of his amendment is to
adhere to the Scriptural philosophy of
“Physician, heal thyself.”

Mr. WILLIAMS. The gentleman is
correct. I was told a moment ago that
the definition of an orator was a fellow
who was willing to lay down your life
for his country.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Madam Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Louisiana.

Mr. WAGGONNER. The gentlewom-
an from Oregon says this has application
to congressional Members and their
staffs. I do not know of any congres-
sional staff that has 25 people in their
employ. So, would that apply to Con-
gressmen even though they do not
have 25?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Oh, yes. This
amendment takes care of that situation
specifically.

Mr. GROSS. Madam Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS., I am getting to be con-
cerned about this bill. Does this mean
that if I vote for this bill that I will
have to increase my wife's allowance?

Mr. WILLIAMS. May 1 say to the
gentleman that if he is in the same
shape I am in, your wife gets all of what
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you have, anyway, so I do not suppose
it makes nﬂlgch difference on that score.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Mississippi [Mr. WiLLiaMs]1.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. WHITENER. Madam Chairman,
I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. WHITENER: On
page 5, line 14, after the word “Act” strike
out the remainder of line 14, and all of lines
15 through 25, inclusive.

Mr. WHITENER. Madam Chairman,
I am sure that the committee did not
intend what they have said in this pro-
vision of the bill. If they did, it should
be cause for alarm to all of us. The
language which we would strike by this
amendment says this, in substance: “No
person shall be subject to any liability
or punishment for or on account of the
commission by such person of an unlaw-
ful discriminatory practice prohibited
by this Act if he pleads and proves that
the act or omission complained of was in
good faith, in conformity with, and in
reliance on, any written interpretation
or opinion of the Secretary.”

Now, on page 7 of the report, in the
second paragraph it says this about this
section:

It also provides that no person will be
subject to any liability or punishment be-
cause of a violation of the act if he shows
that the act or omission which constituted
the violation was in good faith, in conform-
ity with, and in reliance on, a written
interpretation or opinion of the Secretary.

Now, if I can interpret language, it is
saying that the only defense is where the
individual has in good faith misinter-
preted the interpretation of the statute
given by the Secretary of Labor.

We have seen in recent weeks a great
effort made in so many areas of law en-
forcement to get away from the burden
of the prosecution, or the one who is try-
ing to impose a penalty upon someone,
having to prove their case and have seen
them trying to shift the responsibility
to the accused.

I say to the Members of the House
that such procedure is as contrary to
the fundamental principles of jurispru-
dence of this country as is the Commu-
nist Manifesto.

Madam Chairman, in the 22d volume
of Corpus Juris Secundum we find this
language:

In accordance with the general rules that
the prosecution always has the burden of
proving the guilt of the accused beyond a
reasonable doubt, accused never has the bur-
den of satisfying the jury of his innocence,
but has only the burden of raising a rea-
sonable doubt of his guilt. And it has even
been held that he does not have that bur-
den. However, there is a manifest distinc-
tion between the burden of proof and the
burden of adducing evidence also known as
the burden of explanation, and, while the
burden of proof never shifts, the burden of
adducing evidence may shift from side to
side, according to the testimony.

Madam Chairman, I know that none
of us here would want to place upon any
person charged with violating a statute,
which is in its nature penal, the respon-
sibility of proving his innocence. Cer-
tainly you would not want to limit his

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

defense to his being able as a layman
to understand these voluminous inter-
pretations that are generated in various
Government agencies.

I am not talking about the merits of
the equal pay situation. I am not talk-
ing about these fine political issues that
are drawn. I am interested in preserv-
ing in our country some semblance of
order in the courts of the country and
some protection to the people who come
before those courts, whether they are
administrative tribunals or duly con-
stituted courts of justice.

Madam Chairman, I urge that this
amendment be adopted because it is of-
fered in all seriousness and earnestness.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Madam Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent that the gentle-
man from North Carolina [Mr, WHITE-
NER] may be permitted to proceed for 3
additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Madam Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITENER. I certainly would
be happy to yield to the gentleman from
Michigan.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I want to say that I
have the very highest regard for the
ability of the gentleman from North
Carolina who is now in the well of the
House, and I know what he is concerned
about. However, I do not interpret this
language in the same way as the gentle-
man does.

Mr. WHITENER. Which I think
points out exactly what the accused is
going to be up against, because in 9
out of 10 cases he will not interpret the
language of the Secretary of Labor in his
interpretative bulletins as the Secretary
may.

Mr. GRIFFIN. If the gentleman will
yield further, the language which con-
cerns the gentleman was put into the
bill in committee for the precise purpose
of giving a person charged with viola-
tion an additional defense to such de-
fenses as he might have otherwise. If
a person has obtained and has relied
upon an interpretation made by the
Secretary, he should not later be de-
clared in violation because a court de-
cides that the Secretary was wrong.
This is language similar to language in
the Portal-to-Portal Pay Act, an amend-
ment to the Fair Labor Standards Act,
which was designed to give an employer
charged with a violation an additional
defense in the event he had in fact re-
lied upon an interpretation provided by
the Secretary, even though it was later

declared to be erroneous. This language

would provide an additional defense. It
would not relieve the prosecutor from the
burden of proving that the law had been
violated.

Mr. WHITENER. I would say in
answer to the gentleman if that was
the purpose of the committee in en-
grafting this language to this bill, then
the committee has engaged in a vain ex-
ercise because an accused would have
that right under our basic law, whether
it was contained in the bill or not. Cer-
tainly, no one can be charged and con-
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victed or held liable to penalty for an
act done in good faith, when such act is
based upon language of an interpreta-
tion by the enforcement agency of gov-
ernment. You are not contending, cer-
taily, that you had to have this in the
act in order to give a man a defense to
a charge made against him?

Mr. GRIFFIN. If the gentleman will
yield further, I certainly think it is well
to have this protection set forth in the
act, because I do not think it is alto-
gether clear that one can rely, under
ordinary circumstances, upon an inter-
pretative letter from an administrative
agency as a defense.

Mr. WHITENER. Would not the
gentleman agree with me, based upon
reading the report of the committee, in
reading the bill, that there must be, in
order to successfully defend one charged
with a violation, proof by the accused
that he acted in good faith in interpret-
ing the bulletins or the rulings of the
Secretary of Labor?

Mr. GRIFFIN. If the gentleman will
yield further, I will have to say that I
do not agree altogether with that
interpretation.

Mr. GOODELL, Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITENER. I yield.

Mr. GOODELL. Madam Chairman, I
can understand the gentleman’s concern
but I am afraid that he may cloud the
legislative history inadvertently by his
amendment. This language was put in
the bill, not to put the burden in any
way upon the Secretary or the Govern-
ment or the employees to show that there
has been discrimination. That burden
remains the same. In other acts, par-
ticularly the Portal-to-Portal Act, we
had a situation where the Secretary ex-
empted certain employers and thereafter
the courts ruled that the Secretary’s
exemption was invalid. As I recall, the
Government tried to convict certain em-
ployers of violating the act even though
they in good faith had relied upon the
Secretary’s interpretation of the act. We
want to be sure that this does not happen
with respect to this bill.

Mr. WHITENER. The gentleman and
his committee have worked in good faith
on this matter; still reasonable minds
differ as to the content of their effort.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr,
‘WHITENER] has expired.

Mr. WHITENER. Madam Chairman,
I ask unanimous consent to proceed for
2 additional minutes.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. WHITENER. Madam Chairman,
if the gentleman will read further in the
same section of the bill, he will see some
of the language the amendment seeks
to strike out. In line 21 you say:

Such a defense, if established, shall be a
bar to the action or proceeding.

I do not know what the committee was
thinking about there because there must
be a proceeding before this element of
proof is developed and a bar does not
occur after the proceeding is once com-
menced. The bar must occur, if you are
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going to get technical and use lawyer's
language, before the proceeding starts.

Mr. GOODELL. Madam Chairman, if
the gentleman will yield further; assum-
ing that the Secretary has exempted a
certain group of employers; he has is-
sued regulations saying that their situ-
ation clearly does not violate the act.
Now, suppose the court later gives an
interpretation that differs from the Seec-
retary’s. We want to bar any further
action against an employer whose only
violation resulted from his good faith
reliance upon the Secretary's interpre-
tations.

Mr. WHITENER. But the gentle-
man’s committee, in the language of the
bill has used the word “action” and after
the disjunctive “or"” the word “proceed-
ing.” The action is in the court; the
proceeding is before the Secretary. You
say the proceeding will be barred and
the proceeding is not barred unless-accu-
sation against the accused is prohibited
before he ever gets to the stage of a
proceeding. The bar cannot occur after
the proceeding started.

Mr. GOODELL. That is not the in-
tent of the language, and I shall take
time myself to clarify it with the
sponsors of the bill on the other side
of the aisle to be sure that the legisla-
tive history will be clear on this point.
This language adds an additional de-
fense. I think the language is clear,
that the Government cannot proceed
against an employer if he has relied in
good faith on the Secretary's interpre-
tation.

Mr, WHITENER. If the intent of the
committee was to provide an additional
defense, why did they not say that in the
bill?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
WarTeNer| has again expired.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Madam Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

I wish to suggest that by raising this
question the gentleman from North
Carolina has served a very good purpose,
because the legislative intent has been
clarified. If there is any doubt or ques-
tion, let it be clear, certainly so far as
the members of this committee are con-
cerned, that we do not intend the in-
terpretation placed on the particular
language by the gentleman from North
Carolina. I think it would be too bad
if this amendment should carry and
this language were stricken out, because
the language is intended to provide an
additional defense and it serves a good
purpose.

Mr. GOODELL. Madam Chairman.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GRIFFIN. I yield.

Mr. GOODELL. I would like to ask
the gentleman to yield fo the members
of the committee on the other side of
the aisle so there can be a clear legisla-
tive history with reference to the in-
tent.

Mr. GRIFFIN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa [Mr. SmiTH].

Mr. SMITH of Iowa. The intent was
very clear in the committee to do the
same thing we did in the Labor Stand-
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ards Act, and that was to provide an
additional defense rather than an exclu-
sive defense. I believe the language is
clear. Let it be clear that that is our
intent on both sides of the aisle.

Mr. WHITENER. Madam Chairman,
if the gentleman will yield; if that was
the intent of the committee, would it not
have been very simple to say in the bill
that in addition to any defenses which
an accused may have he shall have this
good-faith defense that you mention?

Mr. GRIFFIN. Perhaps the gentle-
man may be correct; there may be better
ways to say it. If the gentleman were
to propose an appropriate amendment
I would like to support him.

Mr, WHITENER. Does not the gen-
tleman know, further, that the courts
have consistently held that notwith-
standing the common law presumption
of innocence, by statute that presump-
tion can be weakened or even destroyed
in certain situations?

Mr. GRIFFIN. Let me say thatIagree
with the general argument the gentle-
man is making, but I do not think it
applies to this situation.

Mr. WHITENER. Would the gentle-
man agree that if he and I in good faith
might have some difference of opinion
about the meaning of the language, a
poor accused would find himself in a
rather difficult situation?

Mr. GRIFFIN. Ordinarily, a person
can only look at the statute itself. In
many situations, if one relies upon an
interpretation of some administrator, he
does so at his own peril in the event a
court later declares that the adminis-
trator was mistaken. However, in this
bill we want to protect the employer
and the union who rely in good faith
upon such an interpretation and to pro-
vide that this can be pleaded as an addi-
tional defense.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from North Carolina.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. . Madam Chairman, I
move fo strike out the last word.

Madam Chairman, I take this time to
address a question or two to the gentle-
man from New York, the chairman of
the subcommittee.

I have before me a list of the positions
in the Department of Labor that will be
needed from 1963 to 1967 in order to
carry out the provisions of the legislation
we have before us. As a member of the
Department of Labor Appropriations
Subcommittee, I am very much inter-
ested in this, because many times as we
have acted on these bills estimates have
been given to your committee as to the
employee level, but when we come to
consider the budget the employee levels
are from 50 to 150 percent larger than
the testimony that was given to the legis-
lative committee. ;

The figure that was given to the gentle-
man’s committee by the Department of
Labor was that it would take 242 addi-
tional people in the Department of Labor
to carry out the provisions of this act—
172 would be professional people and 70
of them clerical. This same employment
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level is listed from 1963 through the
fiscal year 1967.

My question is, How many of these
people are in the Solicitor’s Office and
how many of them are in the Wage and
Hour Division?

Mr. ZELENKO. I am bound by the
documents I have before me, which are
the same as the gentleman has, as a
matter of law. Under the heading “Ad-
ministration” there are 34 professional
and 21 clerical. Under the heading of
“Enforcement’’ there are 18 professional
and 15 clerical. And under the heading
“Investigations and Supervision of Wage
Payments,” there are 120 professional,
34 clerical.

I would assume that under the head-
ing of “Professional” you would perhaps
have persons associated with the Solic-
itor's Office, but that would be a matter
for the Personnel Division of the Labor
Department to work out. I could not
give the gentleman an answer exactly.

Mr. LAIRD. This includes the total
for all divisions within the Department
of Labor?

Mr. ZELENKO. I would assume that
in accordance with the statement of the
Department these people will be brought
in from the different divisions of the
Department, if possible, without the cre-
ation of a new bureau. As to the exacti-
tude of the particular profession or from
which department, I cannot say.

Mr. LAIRD, The total cost of this
program then up to 1967 would be
$2,430,000?

Mr. ZELENKO. That is an estimate
of the Department of Labor. It is only
an estimate. I would hope the actual
cost would be less. As required by law,
that was necessary to be submitted to us -
and that is why you have it. It is an
estimate of the Department of Labor.

Mr. LAIRD. There would be no rea-
son that a regular wage-hour investiga-
tor in the Wage-Hour Division would
concern himself, however, with the en-
forcement of his law.

Mr, ZELENKO. That might be so,
but I would say this, that would be up
to the departmental structure and that
personnel officer to divide the investi-
gators into the various departments.

Mr. LAIRD. You are not proposing
that we have separate investigators for
this particular act as opposed to the
Wage-Hour Act, the Davis-Bacon Act,
and the Walsh-Healey Act?

Mr. ZELENKO. I would suggest to
the gentleman that would be a matter
for the administrator and I would as-
sume, if he had capable investigators
who ecan investigate, then they will be
just as capable of investigating the
other of the various acts the gentleman
mentioned, I cannot be of further as-
sistance to the gentleman, I regret, than
what appears in this document.

Mr. JOHANSEN. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LAIRD. I yield to the gentle-
man,

Mr. JOHANSEN. As a member of the
Manpower Utilization Subcommittee, I
am interested in the statement pur-
portedly made by the Department of
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Labor—that no new supergrades are go-
ing to be required. I wonder if the
gentleman has any confidence in that
assurance in view of the fact that a
minimum of 242 additional permanent
positions are to be added.

Mr. LATIRD. Iwould accept the state-
ment of the gentleman, the chairman of
the subcommittee, that this is the rec-
ommendation of the Department of La-
bor and that they will stand by it
through 1967.

Mr. JOHANSEN. I certainly have
every confidence in the good faith of the
gentleman from New York and the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin, but I want the
record to show clearly that if we are
not confronted with a request for super-
grades very shortly after the enactment
of this bill, I will be quite amazed.

Mr., DOMINICEKE. Madam Chairman,
I offer an amendment to the pending
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Dominick to
the amendment offered by Mr, ZELENKO:
Page 11, line 18, after section 10, strike out
the remainder of line 18 down to and in-
cluding the word "sex” in line 21.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Madam Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield for a par-
liamentary inquiry?

Mr, DOMINICE. I yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Madam Chair-
man, my parliamentary inquiry is
whether the Committee of the Whole
has not already acted on such an amend-
ment?

The CHAIRMAN. An amendment to
this section was rejected.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Then, Madam
Chairman, I presume it is too late, but
if it is not too late, I would like to re-
serve & point of order against the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The point of order
comes too late.

The gentleman from Colorado is rec-
ognized.

Mr, DOMINICK, Madam Chairman,
we had considerable discussion a short
time ago about the Federal Government
preempting the laws of 22 States, one
of which is Colorado, by the passage of
this bill, and we seem to have gotten
wound up during debate on an equal
pay for women bill with the question of
State and Federal powers, pricefixing,
and a whole group of other things. The
one thing I think we should be sure not
to do as Members of the House today is
to put ourselves on record as a Congress
that wants to preemnpt State laws. Ob-
viously, any law that Congress passes
which deals with this subject matter is
going to be effective and the courts are
going to have to interpret the law. But
where you have laws of States, already
in effect, which may be even stronger
than this law or which may cover differ-
ent subjects or which may have different
points of view, it seems to me that we
alse want those State laws to remain in
effect. We do not want to outlaw the
State commissions that we have dealing
with this subject in the 22 States and
simply move the employees from there
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down to Washington, which might easily
be the effect if we leave in this first sen-
tence of section 10.

Please note that the rest of section 10
would remain in the bill if my amend-
ment is adopted. The Federal Govern-
ment will then be cooperating with the
State agencies and in effect asking those
States to coordinate their programs with
the Federal program rather than having
in the bill a specific statement that the
Federal Government is going to take
over the whole field.

Mr. GOODELL. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOMINICEK. T yield.

Mr. GOODELIL. I would point out to
the gentleman that the language says
that no employer to whom this Federal
law applies shall have to comply with
the State law. If we knock that lan-
guage out I ask the gentleman if it is
his intent that those employers and busi-
nesses who employ fewer than 25 em-
ployees be not covered by State law?

Mr. DOMINICK. They will be cov-
ered by the State laws.

Mr. GOODELL. In other words, this
says specifically the language you strike
out, not only that the Federal law pre-
empts the State where there are more
than 25 employees, but also states spe-
cifically that State law continues to
apply where there are fewer than 25. It
is not an attempt to make State law
apply to fewer than 25.

Mr. DOMINICE. That is completely
correct. It certainly is not. This law is
going to apply to employers engaged in
interstate commerce who have 25 or
more employees. What we are seeking
1o avoid is saying here by act of Con-
gress that we are in favor of eliminat-
ing State laws in this fleld. I think
what we are saying here, unless the lan-
guage is amended, could be considered
to be a complete preemption in this field
over any State law, whether they have
25 employees or whether they do not.

Mr. GOODELL, If the gentleman will
yield further, I agree with him.

Mr. DOMINICK. Madam Chairman,
1 yield back the balance of my time.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Madam
Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word. :

Madam Chairman, this language is
similar to an amendment we considered
earlier which was rejected. This
amendment is designed to achieve the
same purpose. If you strike out the first
sentence of section 10 you are saying that
these 22 States will have their laws super-
sede the Federal law. This destroys the
bill’s purpose of equal pay for equal work.
It simply means that the weakest State
laws, the State laws that are ineffective
and are unenforceable, will take effect
and that the Federal law will not apply.
We considered this once before. I urge
the defeat of this amendment at this
time.

Mr. DOMINICK. Madam Chair-
man, will the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. I yield.

Mr. DOMINICE. The point I am

making in this is that you are leaving in

the rest of this section 10 in which power
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is specifically given to the Secretary to
enter into agreements with the States
where they have comparable provisions.

There is nothing in this amendment
which is designed to say we are going to
leave State laws in effect and that they
would supersede this law. What I am
trying to say is that Congress is not
in favor of passing a law which preempts
all aspects of this field, and this is what
we are saying unless we strike that
sentence.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. If the gentle-
man would look at the first sentence he
will see it reads:

No employer to whom section 4 applies
shall be requireci to comply with any law of
any State, or political subdivision thereof,
prohibiting diserimination in rates of pay on
account of sex.

Mr. GOODELL. Madam Chairman,
will the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. I yield.

Mr. GOODELL. I am fearful that the
gentlewoman by her statements is cre-
ating legislative history if this amend-
ment passes. I do not believe what she
says is entirely accurate with reference
to the effect of the passage of this
amendment. All it would do, it seems
to me, is strike this preemption clause.
It would leave the Federal law in effect.
It would also leave the State law in
effect. The courts would have to decide,
where there was conflict, whether State
or Federal law applied; but I do not be-
lieve there would be a preemption by the
State law over Federal law in that sen-
tence if this amendment were enacted.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. The gentle-
man at least is in agreement that if this
amendment is adopted that in 22 States
the State law would supersede the Fed-
eral law,

Mr. GOODELL. If the gentlewoman
will yield, I do not agree. What it does
is that in those 22 States their laws stay
in effect but the Federal law obviously
takes precedence.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Then you
are saying in effect that you want the
Congress to remain silent on whether
the Federal or State law supersedes.

Mr. GOODELL. If the gentlewoman
will yield further, I just want to clarify
the record in the event this amendment
is enacted.

I do not want it to have the effect that
the gentlewoman says it will have, and I
do not believe it does have that effect.

Mr. ROOSEVELT. Madam Chair-
man, will the gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. I yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr, ROOSEVELT. I think it should
be clear that the gentleman's amend-
ment is doing what the gentleman from
New York said; that is, we would be
creating a no man’s land where no one
would know whether the Federal law or
the State law operated until we actually
had a case that might go either way. It
seems to me that the obvious intent of
the committee is that in the instances
under section 4 the Federal law shall
apply.

Mr. GOODELL. Will the gentleman
agree with me that the Federal law shall




14782

continue to apply even if the amendment
is adopted?

Mr. ROOSEVELT. I think it will be
completely up in the air. Somebody will
say that the State law applies, not the
Federal law. I am not a lawyer, so it
would not help me, but it would help a
lot of other lawyers and result in a lot of
litigation.

Mr. GOODELL. Madam Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

I am afraid I must ask the chairman
of the subcommittee about this, because
I do not want the legislative history to
do something that the amendment obvi-
ously would not do.

Mr. ZELENKO. Iwill say this amend-
ment should be opposed because it will
raise a gray area which will not exist if
the bill remains in the form in which it
is at the present time.

Mr. GOODELL. Conceding it does
raise a gray area, the gentleman agrees
this does not do the same thing that the
previous amendment did?

Mr. ZELENEKO, It would create an
area of coexistence which would not be
peaceful. So I oppose the amendment.

Mr. GOODELL. I understand the
gentleman resists it, but the Federal law
would continue to apply, perhaps in con-
flict with the State law, and perhaps it
would create a gray area where there
would be no jurisdiction.

Mr, ZELENKO. May I suggest to the
gentleman it could not apply at all. It
would be coexistence buf not a peaceful
one. I urge the amendment be voted
down, because it would unclarify some-
thing that is clear now.

Mr. JOHANSEN. Madam Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GOODELL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. JOHANSEN. But it is the genius
of our Federal system that we have
peaceful coexistence between the Cen-
tral Government and the State govern-
ments. Is that not the genius of our
system, that the Federal law prevails
when there is a conflict, and at the same
time the right of the State to legislate
is preserved in this area where there is
no conflict?

Mr. GOODELL. I may say to the
gentleman I agree with his statement.
I feel if the amendment is enacted the
Federal law will continue to apply in all
these 22 States. There may be conflicts
where we do not know which law is
going to apply to an individual situation,
but I do not want the legislative history
mixed up.

The CHATRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Colorado [Mr. DomMmiNIick].

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. GRIFFIN. Madam Chairman, I
offer an amendment to the substitute
offered by the gentleman from New York
[Mr. ZELENKO].

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr, GrIFFIN: Page
5, line 15, after the word “Act” insert “a per-
son charged with such alleged violation
shall have all defenses otherwise available,
and no".
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Mr. GRIFFIN. Madam Chairman,

this is an amendment which seeks to .

recognize and clarify the point made by
the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
WaITENER] a short while ago.

Mr. ZELENKO. This clarifies a point
that was raised by the gentleman from
North Carolina?

Mr. GRIFFIN. Yes.

Mr. WHITENER. Madam Chairman,
I would like to express to the gentleman
my gratitude for his usual fairminded
approach to these matters and say to
him I believe he has materially improved
my amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr, GRIFFIN].

The amendment was agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman

from New York [Mr. ZELENKO], as
amended.

The amendment as amended was
agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the Chair,
Mrs. KELLy, Chairman of the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Committee
having had under consideration the bill
(H.R. 11677) to prohibit discrimination
on account of sex in the payment of
wages by certain employers engaged in
commerce or in the production of goods
for commerce and to provide for the
restitution of wages lost by employees
by reason of any such discrimination,
pursuant to House Resolution 677, she
reported the bill back to the House with
an amendment adopted by the Commit-
tee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

The question is on the amendment.

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.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table,

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. ZELENEKO. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days to extend
their remarks on the bill just passed.

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

There was no objection.

THE REFUGEE FAIR SHARE LAW

Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks at this point in the REcorp.

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

There was no objection.

July 25
Mr. WALTER. Mr. Speaker, July 1,

11962, marked the termination of the

fourth 6-month period during which cer-
tain defined refugees were paroled in the
United States by the Attorney General
pursuant to the so-called Fair Share Act,
Public Law 86-648.

The law requires the submission to the
Congress of semiannual reports on the
operations authorized thereunder and in
order to keep the House informed. I in-
clude in the REecorp the fourth semi-
annual report, which follows:

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE, IM-
MIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION
SERVICE,

July 17, 1962.
Hon. JouN W, McCORMACK,
Speaker of the House of Representatives,
Washington, D.C,

Dear Mr. SPEAKER: Operations under the
act of July 14, 1960 (Public Law 86-648) con-
tinued in Austria, Belgium, France, Germany,
Greece, Italy, and Lebanon during the fourth
6-month perlod ending June 30, 1962. Regis-
trations of 5,217 refugees during this period
reflected an increase of more than 43 percent
over the previous 6-month period. More
than 1,100 registrations were received during
the month of June alone and were probably
occasioned by the helief that the act would
expire on June 30, 1962,

The enactment on June 28, 1962, of Public
Law 87-510 which extended Public Law 86—
648 indefinitely, made no change in the nu-
merical limitation of 500 “difficult to resettle"
cases provided for in section 2(b) of the act.
A total of 259 refugees have been approved
for parole under this section and an addi-
tional 72 cases have been referred to the
voluntary agencies for documentation, With
the exception of this category of cases, the
Service has experienced no difficulty in ob-
taining the necessary assurances from the in-
terested voluntary agencles.

Including the fourth period, the number
authorized by statutory fair share totaled
16,490 and the total number of refugees who
had registered since the beginning of the
program exceeded this number by only 2,887.
Statistics for the first four periods are tabu-
lated below:

1st, 2d,| 4th
3d | perlods| Total
periods
Authorized by statutory fair
B 13,416 | 3,074 16, 460
Pending beginning u{_‘mricd.- i 289l
Registered during perlod. ... 14,160 | 5,217 | 19,377
Total registered (pend-
ing plus received)._ ... 14,160 | 5,806 |........
Fonnd qualified forparole____| 9,322 | 3,074 | 12 906
Rejected or otherwiseclosed . | 4,540 | 1,533 6, 082
Pending end of period.. 289 . i S

The continuation of established screening
procedures resulted in 526 cases being re-
jected during the period on the following
grounds:

T ] G s e S e R (il
Security risks e 47
OrImInEL. e e 30
Medical Yejects . ..o ooooo o ol 21
gt 711 SR S e 8 4
L5 0 TS S i ) 60

Split families (spouses and children left

behind in country of origin__________ 108
PFirmly settled .. . ______ ___ 82
Spouses and children of above prin-

clpals.._..__. 2=

Total e 526

Additionally, 1,007 cases were closed be-
cause the applicants had taken advantage of
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resettlement in other countries or had with-
drawn their applications for other reasons.

Registrations in the various countries dur-
ing the program are shown In the following
chart:

Country Incamp | Outof Teotal
; camp
astris oL | 807 1,622 2,429
Belgium 1,330 1,330
658
628
i

in the order of the established priority
classifications:

1. Status of refugee acquired prior to
Jan. 1, 1968 e — 1,121

(a) Camp residents___________
(b) Out-of-camp residents____ 1,055

2. Status of refugee acquired since
Jai B ARl S e L 4,006

(a) Camp residents .. ..____. 207
(b) Out-of-camp residents____ 3,189

The B899 cases within category 2(b)
above could not be approved during the

only if approvals of the first three
categories of priority do not preempt the
numerical limitation for that period.

Some progress is noticeable in closing
so-called refugee camps in the various
countries and in reducing the population
of these camps, as indicated in the fol-
lowing chart:

I Non- Current
F Other | natlonal | UNHCR| INS
Country P P [ eligible |registra-
pcamln— refugees | tions
on
Austria.. . M 70 2, 550 1,316 86
Gt'rmany - 3 30T 7, 601 6, 720 284
Gresce.. ... 2 o (O] m 160
Italy. . 4 0 2,823 2,0m 215

1 Information not presently available.

The Congress has approved private laws
authorizing permanent resident status for
three aliens in the United States, with the
provisions that the number of refugees who
may be paroled into the United States under
the act of July 14, 1960, shall be reduced by
a like number.

Upon receipt of assurances of housing and
employment, 10,073 refugees had been re-
ferred to the Intergovernmental Committee
for European n for transportation
to the United States and 8,260 had arrived in
the United States as of June 30, 1962. In
compliance with the provisions of section
2(a) of the act, detailed reports received on
individuals paroled into this country are
attached.

Sincerely,
RAYMOND F'. FARRELL,
Commissioner.

PUERTO RICO

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
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from Ohio [Mr, Bow] may extend his
remarks at this point in the Recorp.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. BOW. Mr. Speaker, 10 years ago
it was my pleasure to be in San Juan,
P.R., to attend the ceremonies which
gave to the island a commonwealth
status.

I had for some time prior to this oc-
casion worked closely with the authori-
ties of Puerto Rico in the establishment
and ratification of their constitution
giving them the right of self-govern-
ment.

Before and since that time, I have
been close to the people of Puerto Rico
and have visited with them many times
and have watched the phenomenal prog-
ress made in the economy of the island.

Puerto Ricans are a proud and re-
sourceful people and I am proud to be
able to count them as fellow Americans.
They have proven their capacity for self-
governmeni and have accepted the re-
sponsibility of loyal citizens participat-
ing in government.

I desire to congratulate them today
on this, the 10th anniversary of the
Commonwealth.

Because of the maturity of the people
of Puerto Rico, it would seem to me that
they should definitely settle the ques-
tion of their political status. This, I
feel, should be done without interfer-
ence by Members of Congress or by those
in the executive branch of our Govern-
ment. The right of local determination
surely belongs to the citizens of Puerto
Rico.

I have recently read a splendid article
from the newspaper El Mundo, which is
perhaps the leading Spanish newspaper
of this hemisphere. I should like to call
it to the attention of my colleagues:

Puerto Rico has more than enough ma-
turity to settle its problems and, above all,
we refuse to be used as a cat's-paw for per-
sonal gain.

In regard to the language to be used in our
schools, our attitude has always been per-
fectly clear.

Puerto Rico has an absolute right to estab-
lish its own school system and is under ob-
ligation to preserve its native language. In
this respect we maintain that the island,
should it so decide, may achieve statehood
without the least injury to its language,
customs, traditions, and cultural values.

However, we are In favor of intensifying
the teaching of the English language so that
we may fully enjoy our common American
citizenship with all the rights and responsi-
bilities that it entails.

Furthermore, we beseech full respect for
those groups that express their desire to
send their children to schools where all
subjects are taught in the English language.
And it is a well-known ifact that these
schools teach the Spanish s0 in-
tensely that their Puerto Rican pupils do not
only preserve their language but that they
better their knowledge of it. Not only that,
but those pupils whose mother tongue is
English are made to learn the Spanish
language,

Basically, we maintain that the hour has
come when Puerto Rico must definitely set-
tle the guestion of its political status.

So soon that the island settles this basic
and essential problem to its existence, the
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present inferlority complexes will disappear
and we shall be on the way to face all other
problems with absolute faith in our destiny.

THE LATE SENATOR FRANCIS CASE

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from South Dakota [Mr. Berry] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, since this
is the day set aside in the other body for
recognition of the just respect due to a
great U.S. Senator, Francis Case, who
recently was called to serve in a higher
body, I have asked unanimous consent
to insert an ediforial from the Custer
County, S. Dak., Chronicle, the news-
paper that Senator Case published for
S0 many years.

The editorial reads as follows:

“Nor LoNg REMEMEER'

Thousands of words of eulogy have been,
and will be, written and spoken about Sensa-
tor FraANCIS CasE. Those words will in all
likelihood fit into the category of which Lin-
coln had in mind when he said at Gettysburg
““The world will little note nor long remem-
ber what we say here, but it will never forget
what they did here.”

Lincoln erred in his prediction. What he
sald is remembered, but what they did is, to
most people, very vague.

It will not be so with Francis Case. What
is said about him will be soon forgotten, but
what he did will be long remembered. Stand
anywhere in South Dakota and you will see
evidence of his work—water conservation;
the dams from Angostura to Big Bend; Mount
Rushmore of which he was one of the original
boosters and served on the national com-
mission for many years until his death;
national park and national forest improve-
ments; Black Hills Ordnance Depot; Ells-
worth Air Force Base; the Titan and Minute-
man complexes; public buildings; hospitals;
veterans facilities; rural electrification; air-
ports; the list of major projects in which he
had a hand is endless.

But it was the little things that he did
for the people he represented that probably
most endeared Senator Cask in the hearts of
his people—the little personal matters such
as a draft hardship case, a dispute with some
Government agency, the encouragement of
S0me young man or woman in a difficult time,

an Indian claim—it was
these little unpublicized acts for which he
will be most remembered by his fellow South
Dakotans.

Although the interests of his State were
always uppermost, Case made himself one of
the most highly respected legislators in the
Government, authorizing many important
bills of national and international signifi-
cance and his sound on the floor
of the Senate commanded the respect of
Members of both political parties.

Custer is proud to have been the home of
Francis Case and is proud to have been able
to share his abilities with the State and the
Nation and the free world.

‘We regret that his most cherished ambi-
tion was left unrealized—his desire to retire
from public life to his ranch and the out-
door lfe in the Black Hills he loved.

Bismarck sald: “A really great man is
known by three signs—generosity in the
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design, humanity in the execution and mod-
eration in success.”

FrANCIS CASE was really a great man by
that definition.

QUALITY STABILIZATION

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Minnesota [Mr, NELSEN] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. NELSEN. Mr. Speaker, as a
member of the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce, I have listened
to extensive discussions of the quality
stabilization bill which the chairman of
our committee, the gentleman from Ar-
kansas [Mr. Harrisl, introduced and on
which hearings have been held. As evi-
dence of my support of this measure,
I am today introducing a companion
bill because it is, to my mind, of great
importance to the small businesses of
this country, and particularly to the in-
dependent retailers along the main
streets of thousands of smaller commu-
nities in America.

Small business is suffering today from
no want of sympathy. Sympathy
abounds from every forum. Of sym-
pathy, there is plenty.

Of interest, of concern, of diligence—
of all these things—there is plenty.
What is lacking is understanding—real-
istic comprehension and honest facing
up to the nature of the real challenge—
a challenge resulting from a breakdown
in the fundamentals of our system. As
a consequence, the small businessman,
merely because he is small, no longer
is able to compete as he must compete
if he is to survive.

This is not a question of ability, of
capital, of store location, or parking fa-
cilities. It is simply a fact that the
workings of the marketplace today more
and more exclude the small retailer as
a:competitor and, hence, eliminate him
as a participant in our Nation’s pattern
of enterprise and as a social and cultural
contributor to the life of his community.

Before a businessman, large or small,
can have a business and be a business-
man, he must have a product to sell.
What we see in the marketplace today is
a purposeful and deliberate effort to take
from the small independent retailer the
only products which he can sell. These
are the best selling products in the mar-
ketplace, identifiable, honored, and fa-
mous brand names and trademarks.

The quality stabilization bill which I
have introduced is a companion to others
introduced by half a dozen distinguished
colleagues. This bill, if enacted, will
equalize rights in the distribution of
identified articles. It will give the small
businessman—the hardware dealer, the
jeweler, the druggist, the electrical ap-
pliance dealer, the book dealer, and
others—the opportunity to compete, to
succeed, even to flourish.

The quality stabilization bill would give
nobody a subsidy. It would cost the
Government nothing. It would protect
the independent retailer, add dynamic
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incentive to the selling power of Amer-
ica’s independent distributors and pre-
vent retail monopolies.

What is more, the quality stabilization
bill would give certain rights to brand
owners who do not own or control their
own distribution system but who distrib-
ute through the hundreds of thousands
of independent retailers. These rights
are already enjoyed by brand owners—
such as the multimillionaire and even
billionaire retail chains—who own their
own distribution outlets and price-con-
trol their private brands.

If the bill becomes law more than 4
million small businessmen will have a
better chance of staying alive as busi-
nessmen, and this Congress will have
demonstrated to the Communist world
that in America there is room for small
business as well as big.

CAPTIVE NATIONS

Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. DERWINSKI] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr, DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, a
dinner, sponsored by the Assembly of
Captive European Nations in commem-
orating Captive Nations Week, was
held at the National Press Club on last
Wednesday, July 18, and the featured
address was delivered by the Honorable
Frans J. Goedhart, Memher of Parlia-
ment of the Netherlands.

Mr, Speaker, as a member of the So-
cialist Party, and an outstanding busi-
ness and civic leader in his country, I
feel that Mr. Goedhart’s remarks were
extremely forceful and timely and cer-
tainly merit our review, and under leave
granted, I insert them into the REcorp
at this time:

ADDRESS BY THE HoNomabBLE Frans J. GoEep-
HART, MEMBER OF THE PARLIAMENT OF THE
NETHERLANDS

Mr, Chalrman, ladies, and gentlemen, as
all of you know, Europe has made great
strides forward and accomplished important
progress in all flelds during the last years.
The EEC, the European Economic Commu-
nity, is a booming success. We have now
six countries, operating a Common Market,
We may assume that Great Britaln will ad-
here to it soon and then Ireland, Norway,
and Denmark will follow sult. If no war or
other catastrophic events intervene, within
10 or 15 years we, in Europe, can reach an
economic level comparable to yours. Under
American leadership and initiative we have
organized the NATO alllance to defend our
freedom, our way of life and our existence
against the Kremlin and its pretensions for
world leadership and world communism.
Furthermore we are discussing now the pos-
sibility of an Atlantic Association, which
will bring the United States and Europe
still more close together. This is all very
important and gratifying, but it is not suf-
ficlent, 1t 1s not enough.

The purpose of European Unity and At-
lantic Association is to combine our efforts,
to give a still higher standard of living to our
peoples, to strengthen our common power
and to be more and more a shining and at-
tractive bulwark of freedom and democracy,

inviting all other peoples to take advantage
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of our experience and of the lessons we
learned, and to share our responsibilities for
a well-organized and peaceful world, In this
process the heart of the matter is, however,
to know clearly which are the dangers which
threaten us, from where and how they will
come. These dangers arise less from Krem-
lin policies as from our own willingness to
become victims of illusions.

In 1945, at the end of World War II, the
West has made unforgivable political mis-
takes, At that time most of our leading
statesmen did not understand the aims of
the Kremlin. The result was that we ad-
monished and even pushed the peoples of
Eastern Europe to ally themselves with the
Communists and to accept them as partners
in their governments. The result of this pol-
icy was that after a shorter or longer period
all those countries fell prey to the power of
the Eremlin and that they became Soviet
colonies. In China we operated more or less
in the same way. We admonished the Chi-
nese Natlonal Party to accept the Commu-
nists as partners in government and the anti-
Communist Chinese were put under heavy
pressure by the West. It turned out that
this was not a very efficient way to prevent a
Communist take over in China.

One gets sometimes the sad impression
that the only use of writing history is to
amuse the historians. Stubbornly we 1e-
fuse to learn the lessons of history. Today
the same tragedy is going on in Laos. The
Lao anti-Communiste—who were cer-
tainly very weak, but nevertheless friends
of the West—have been sacrificed. Now there
is a so-called neutrallst government in their
country. One does not need to be a prophet
to predict that within a rather short time
Moscow could order a complete Communist
take over in Laos.

At the same time we see the Communists
penetrate into South Vietnam. There the
United States is taking a firm stand and
it Is with feelings of gratitude and respect
that I want to pay a tribute to the Amerlcan
soldier, helping there the Vietnamese against
this Communist infiltration. The political
initlative in South Vietnam is nevertheless
still in the hands of the Communists and I
am afraid that this will continue as long as
there is no counterguerrilla fighting against
the Communists in North Vietnam.

And what about Indonesia? There are
reasons to assume that Sukarno has made
a secret treaty with Moscow and that the
Kremlin has promised to help Sukarno to
bring about a Greater Indonesia, including
a lot of territories which are not Indonesian
at all. On the other hand there are indi-
cations that Sukarno has promised to liqui-
date the last remnants of Western economic
influence in his country and to give Moscow
complete control over all the Indonesian
trade with third countries. Is this Indone-
slan dictator going to be a second Fidel
Castro? I am afraid it is not only poesible,
but it seems to be probable. By making
concession after concession to this so-called
neutralist dictator, by giving him time and
again more and more money and weapons, we
will not be able to stop this process. The
more we yield to blackmail, the less we will
be respected, the more the neutrals will
think, that the free world is a world of
sheep.

I understand that some leading people in
the United States believe that this country
never had less freedom of action than today,
and this because of the nuclear stalemate—
the balance of terror. It is true that we all
have the utmost interest in preventing a
nuclear war. The same is true for the Com-
munists—and they know it. The Kremlin
however draws very different conclusions
than we do. They believe that this nuclear
stalemate gives them more freedom of action
than ever before, as the West will never
decide to start a big war.
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I for one belleve that we have for the same
reason a tremendous freedom of action—
short of war. For instance: At an appropri-
ate moment the West could give all the
necessary logistic support to the Chinese of
Formosa so that they could help their un-
happy brethren on the Chinese mainland.
For instance: The West could assist people
in the so-called neutral countries who want
to get rid of governments, masquerading as
neutral, but always taking sides with Mos-
cow. For instance: The West could try to
use all the possibilities of the United Nations.
Why don't we raise there the issue of Soviet
colonialism? Why don’t we openly stand for
liberty and freedom for Poland, Hungary,
Rumania, Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria, Albania
and the Baltic States? And for instance:
When Ulbricht, Moscow's agent in Eastern
Germany, who 1s in a desperate economic sit-
uation, is asking secretly for credits from
the West, why don't we reply publicly that
he can get them, on condition that he breaks
down the wall in Berlin and releases all his
political prisoners? We have unlimited pos-
sibilities, and unlimited freedom of action,
if we stop being nice, vague, timid, and shy.

Our military defense is extremely im-
portant. We are still the strongest and
that has to be maintained. Therefore we
are still producing more and better missiles.
In the same way we should concentrate on
the cold war and on psychological warfare.
We are still underestimating this necessity.
In Europe we neglect this problem and, there-
fore, I am not in a position to criticize what
is done in this field by the United States.
I simply belleve that it is not enough. Will
this new Telstar satellite, this new magnifi-
cent achlevement of American science and
technology, be used for this purpose? 1
suppose that it will be possible for this
Telstar to reach every TV set behind the
Iron Curtaln. This could give us a fine op-
portunity to speak regularly to the average
Russian citizen. The cold war would thus
be brought to the Kremlin's own door. The
cold war front would move into the Soviet
Union itself.

Some people in the free world believe that
Soviet communism is mellowing. Perhaps
this could happen in the future. I don't
know. But to date I do not see any traces
of this mellowing. I have read in the Amer-
ican press that a master plan for a reevalu-
ation of your foreign policy has been sub-
mitted to the White House on the basis of
this alleged mellowing. If the United States
would be prepared to follow this line, it
would provoke a new series of disgraceful
events, the same as happened after Yalta
and Potsdam. They are not mellowing, but
they want to fool us as they have always
done before. They want us to be nice to
them, they want long-term credits, trade,
and so on to bolster their system at our ex-
pense. They want to exploit our naivete,
our innocence, and they want to make use
of our willingness to believe in easy solu-
tions.

To conclude, Mr. Chairman, I want to
thank you for the award you have bestowed
upon me. This is a distinction I highly ap-
preciate. The Assembly of Captive Nations
is an organization without power, divisions,
missiles, and so on. You have only your
convictions and your courage. You are
fighting for the cause of freedom. That is
what I always tried to do. I feel proud to
be one of your many friends and allies. I
thank you very much.

BACKLOG OF CASES IN THE DIS-
TRICT OF COLUMBIA JUVENILE
COURT
Mr. HALPERN. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that the gentleman
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from Maryland [Mr, MATHIAS] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
RECORD.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to

the request of the gentleman from New
York?
There was no objection.
Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. Speaker, on
March 31, 1962, the backlog of cases in
the District of Columbia juvenile court
hit a record high of 2,631. I wish to
call attention to the fact that it is now
nearly 5 months since the President
approved S. 486, authorizing the ap-
pointment of two additional judges to
this court. I regret to say, however, that
there has been no action yet taken to
make the new appointments, although
the newspapers report a spate of rumors
on the subject. The primary purpose
of this legislation was to relieve the
already overburdened case schedule.
Each day that these appointments are
delayed is a further denial of speedy
justice to those having business with the
court. Postponement of the appoint-
ments makes more difficult the adminis-
tration of justice and negates the action
of the Congress already agreed to by the
President on March 9, 1962.

THE SUPREME COURT DECISION
RELATING TO SCHOOL PRAYERS

Mr. HALPERN. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from New York [Mr. PrrioN]l may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. PILLION. Mr. Speaker, at the
request of an esteemed constituent, Mrs.
K. William Shields, of Amherst, N.Y., I
submit, for the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,
her views on the recent decision of the
Supreme Court relating to the recitation
of prayers in New York State schools:

Jury 20, 1962.
Hon. JoaN R. PILLION,
House Office Building,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. PiLnioN: The furor over the Su-
preme Court ruling that the New York re-
gents’ prayer is unconstitutional would seem
to indicate widespread misunderstanding
and confusion about the basic principles of
religious freedom in a democracy.

As T understand it, the Supreme Court has
simply forbidden any government to write
an official prayer. Surely no one wants a
government to tell him what prayer he and
his children must say. This would amount
to a secular religion, which is no religion.

If the Court’s decision were to encourage
more prayer in the home, and more time
spent in the churches, it would promote re-
ligion in depth, which a sgeular school prayer
could never do. And it protects our freedom
to say the prayers of our choice.
general prayer would ultimately take all the
vitality out of prayer, and hence, out of
religion,

I believe that the Court's decision supports
the fundamental principle of religious free-
dom, l.e., keeping the Government out of
the business of religion. I would appreciate
it very much if you could have this state-
ment entered in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.

Respectfully yours,
DoroTHY L. SHIELDS,

An official, -
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THE HONORABLE JOHN W.
McCORMACK

Mr, ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. BurRkE]l may
extend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. BURKE of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, it is a pleasure for me to call
to the attention of the House the fact
that our beloved and distinguished
Speaker, the Honorable Joun W. Mc-
CormAckK, yesterday was designated an
honorary life member of the Reserve
Officers Association of the United States.
The award conferred upon the Speaker
reads as follows:

Whereas this association desires to rec-
ognize outstanding citlzens and military
leaders who have rendered extraordinary
service to the cause of national defense and
who have shared with this association its
role in advancing a military policy which
will provide adequate national security; and

Whereas particularly effective leadership
in the national community has been evi-
denced in this fleld by the Honorable JouN
W. McCormack, Speaker of the House of
Representatives, the Honorable L. MENDEL
RIveRs, a member of the House Armed Serv-
ices Committee and for a critical and signifi-
cant period chairman of its subcommittee
dealing with the Reserves; and Adm. Arleigh
A, Burke, a wartime hero of the sea wars
who later served as Chief of Naval Opera-
tions: Therefore be it

Resolved by the Reserve Officers Associa-
tion of the United States, That the above
named citizen-leaders be invited to become,
and are heerby designated as, honorary life
members of the Reserve Officers Association
of the United States, and that appropriate
ceremonies be arranged to confer this mem-
bership upon them.

The Reserve Officers Association of the
United States is composed of members
who served our Nation. They possess
that spirit of patriotism that inspires the
Nation whose sword and shield they are.
For it is in the spirit of men, more than
in wealth or the steel and explosives that
wealth can purchase, that the security of
America lies. Most important, of all the
qualities that can make for the preserva-
tion, or the destruction, of a country, is
that intangible but immediately identi-
fiable quality known as morale.

The Reserve Officers Association of the
United States possesses the talent of our
military service and it is fitting and
proper that we give credit to the accom-
plishments and abilities of our military
men. Never before in our history have
our Armed Forces played a more impor-
tant role in our Nation. I commend
the Reserve Officers Association of the
United States for honoring the Speaker.

THE ROAD TO REVERSAL

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. WAGGONNER] may
extend his remarks at this point in the
REecorp and include extraneous matter.
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The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Oklahoma?

There was no objection.

Mr. WAGGONNER. Mr. Speaker, in
February of this year, the district at-
torneys of the State of Louisiana held
their fifth annual conference sponsored
by the attorney general of Louisiana in
the city of New Orleans. The principal
speaker during one of the sessions of
this conference was Mr. Carleton Put-
nam, who chose the title, “The Road to
Reversal.” Ihave a copy of that address
and under unanimous consent insert it
in the Recorp for all my colleagues to
read. I think it is a provocative com-
mentary on one of the major problems
facing us today:

THE RoAp TO REVERSAL
(By Carleton Putnam)

Chairman Gremillion, Governor Davis,
members of the Supreme Court of Louisiana,
Attorney General Patterson of Mississippi,
distinguished guests, ladies and gentlemen,
it goes without saying that I am greatly com-
plimented by your invitation to speak here
this evening. I am also greatly compli-
mented by the action of your board of edu-
cation in choosing “Race and Reason™ for
use in the schools of Louisiana.

By coincidence, within the last 24 hours,
I have read two reviews of “Race and Rea-
son,” one appearing in the magazine New
South published by the Southern Regional
Council in Atlanta, and another in the Reed,
a publication from the campus of Tulane
University here in New Orleans.

Both of these reviews were amusing and
well written. The only way they might per-
haps have been improved would have been
to have the reviewers read the book. In one
case the writer is troubled by my fallure to
consider a certain important phase of the
subject and he asks himself whether my
omission may not be purposeful, since I
might have had difficulty in dealing with
the Issue involved. Yet if he had read a
few pages further, he would have discovered
that not only had I dealt with it at some
length, but had, I believe, disposed of it
decisively. In fact I find on consulting the
index that it contains no less than five dif-
ferent references to the subject.

Undoubtedly you have learned, as I have,
that it is hard to make someone who dis-
agrees with you listen to what you have to
say. But it is a new experience—at least to
me—not to be listened to, and then to be
accused of not speaking.

Performances of that nature are difficult
to answer. However, may I take this occa-
slon to assure your board of education that
I shall be glad to reply to all reviews they
belleve merit a response if they will call
these to my attention. They have shown a
confidence in me which I shall do my best
to deserve.

On two occaslons in the South last au-
tumn I spoke on a subject which I called
“This Is the Problem.” In those talks I
stressed the extent fo which politically moti-
vated equalitarian propaganda had infil-
trated the life sciences since New Deal days
and had spread from there throughout our
churches, our mass media of communica~
tion, and our schools and colleges. I pointed
out that this propaganda had captured the
minds of northerners to a startling extent
and had created a climate of public opinion
on which the Supreme Court was counting
when it handed down its desegregation de-
cision in 1954. I emphasized my belief that
to solve this problem we must first unmask
the deception which has created that public
opinion, and I suggesfed certain ways of
doing it.
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I mention those talks now because of their
relation to what I want to say tonight. I
am calllng this speech “The Road to Re-
versal,” and I propose to suggest to you as
lawyers a few specific matters which I think
may be helpful. But I can hold out little
hope unless, while you are organizing your
legal materials, you also go forward with a
program of public enlightenment. We must
bave a two-pronged attack. Neither one is
enough alone. On the one hand the climate
of public opinion must be changed, on the
other the change must be crystallized in
specific legal action.

Both processes can and should be ad-
vanced together. A well prepared legal case
can do a lot to educate the public mind.
And I would guess that some well prepared
and documented speeches by a few southern
Governors and Senators might filter through
to the courts. ization is required In
both spheres, but it is particularly needed in
the legal sphere. Your legal case must not
go forward too much in advance of your pub-
lic enlightenment, and most especially your
legal case must not go forward on half-
cocked evidence.

I wish to avold getting into the question,
on which you alone are competent to pass,
as to where you should attack and where
defend. A besieged castle (or a series of
castles) with a good moat, well provisioned
and with a determined garrison, could often
outlast the enemy. There may be many
such situations in the South today, particu-
larly if you use the time to destroy the illu-
slon on which the morale of the foe de-
pends. All of us know that at bottom this
is not a legal war. It Is a political war,

On the other hand, individual cases may
arise where you will have an oportunity to
go up agaln to the Supreme Court and chal-
lenge your trouble at its source. Such cases
might be likened to individual soldiers try-
ing to scale your walls, sometimes succeed-
ing and being sealed off, if that's the best you
can do with them, but surely the preferable
strategy is to work for the day when the
individual case at last presents a chance to
reverse the 1954 decision. Procedural de-
lays may work for a long time, and are cer-
tainly legitimate weapons. Yet the surest
place to end the war is In the camp of the
enemy.

When I speak of legal organization, there-
fore, I do not necessarily mean putting all
your eggs In one basket, but rather making
sure that channels of communication are
kept open among the States so that when the
right circumstances coincide, the best law-
yers and the best witnesses coincide also.
It may be that a southwide committee for
this purpose is desirable, or perhaps “clear-
inghouse” is a better word.

‘Whatever it may be called, or whatever the
procedures you follow, the only sphere in
which I can possibly offer any suggestions
lies in the area of new sclentific evidence, or
I should say evidence not yet presented to
the courts. I think I could assure you now
that if a serlous attempt were planned to
reverse the Brown decision then I could
name you a score of sclentists who would
be willing to testify—men who would come
from abroad as well as Americans. Not all
these men could be brought in for a case
here, or a case there. They would have to be
satisfied of the seridusness of the effort,

And I would have to caution you that to
let yourselves be dragged into a nose-count-
ing competition as to which side had the
more scientists would be futile. A friend of
mine estimated the other day that if we
could have a vote of all the scientists con-
cerned with this subject there would be a
hard inner core of pressure group equali-
tarians who would make up 20 percent of
the total. There would be a second group of
courageous men, scientists willing to fight for
the truth even at great cost to themselves,
who would make up another 10 percent.
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And finally there would be the remaining 70
percent who would take the easy road, the
road of conformity and political expediency.

In such a situation there is no point in
going into a nose-counting contest, which
of course has no validity in science anyway.
You've got to examine brains instead of
counting noses, and because of the clamor
on both sides you must go even further.
You must finally say both to the American
people and to the courts: “Gentlemen, ex-
amine the evidence for yourselves.” The
most disastrous thing that the American
people, or the courts, can do today is to let
themselves be led on a leash by a bunch of
leftwing sclentists and their conforming as-
soclates, bragging as dictators always do
about unanimous votes, when even a cur-
sory inspection of the facts will convince
any reasonable man where the truth lies,

If you can read the books of the equali-
tarians without bursting into laughter, I'll
be surprised. The trouble is, the public
doesn't read them; it takes thelr conclusions
on faith—a badly misplaced faith.

Now let me offer you a brief summary of
my own experience in dealing with these
people. Those of you who have not yet
worked in the field may be less discouraged,
less misled, if you are alerted to the tactics
and the strategy these sclentists have de-
veloped.

The first technique you'll meet will be the
quantity count we've just mentioned.
There will be an attempt to overwhelm you
with the vast agreement against you. You'll
be told that mobody—but nobody—believes
any longer in Innate raclal limitations. Then
youll encounter what I might call the Her-
skovits gambit: You'll be assured that no one
wants to be dogmatic about this but, really,
the reason scientists don't discuss race serl-
ously any longer is because they're bored
with it—simply bored with it.

As a part of this phase of the matter you'll
be given to understand that your position
was perhaps excusable once, but now it's
antediluvian. They'll tell you you're actu-
ally living back in the Jurassic age. They'll
say you've been buried down here in the
South, and you're pitifully out of touch with
reality. There will be scorn, there will be
politely veiled contempt, there will be con-
descension, there will be ridicule, there will
be assurances that all this has been settled
long ago and that there's no polnt In wast-
ing time reopening it.

One thing, however, you won't find in this
brushing-aside phase—you won't find one
word that deals with the substance of the
issues. You won't find one scientific fact

sclentific veteran last summer and I was ex-
pressing surprise that race and reason
had o far met with no attempt at refuta-
tion by scientists. There had been denuneci-
ation, but no approach whatever to real refu-
tation, no advancing of scientific arguments
or facts that a reasonably intelligent person
could take seriously. And this old fellow
gave me sort of a grim smile and then he
said: “You haven't seen any because they
haven't got any.”

So don't be disturbed by the big bluff—
that would be my first admonition. My
guess is that there will shortly be a lot of
unanimous ballots and they will be spread
throughout the northern press. My advice
regarding them is briefly this: Call the bluff.
Say to these gentlemen: “Could you for a few
minutes stop counting your noses, endure
your boredom and step back into the Jurassic
age just long enough to glve us something of
sclentific substance to support your views?"

Perhaps at this moment some of you in the
audience are thinking: "“Aren't you over-
simplifying things a bit?” In one sense, yes,
I am. There are other stages to this game
which I'm coming to now. But I'm not over-
simplifying the emptiness of the bluff. I
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don't want you to be discouraged by it and I
don't want you to be alarmed by it. Do not
let the virus of conformity which is rampant
today throughout the country in every phase
of life infect you and frighten you as leaders
in the battle against integration.

Now let me suggest the second stage. The
second stage I might call the stage of evasion.
I could give dozens of examples from my own
experience which, I'm sure, will be duplicated
by yours. But I have time for only one
episode which I'll take from the recent meet-
ing of the American Anthropological Associa-
tion in Philadelphia last November. There
are some 600 fellows of this assoclation, a
majority of whom I understand are social and
cultural, rather than physical anthropolo-
gists—that is, they are more concerned with
man as a product of his environment than as
& product of his race or genes. One hundred
and ninety-two of these 600 were present at
the business meeting on November 17 and
they voted unanimously in support of a
resolution which reads in part as follows:
“The American Anthropological Association
repudiates statements now appearing in the
United States that Negroes are biologically
and in innate mental ability inferior to
whiteg."”

Upon learning of this resolution I imme-
diately called a press conference in which I
publicly asked the retiring president of the
association (a Harvard man) a question
which I transmitted to him privately in ad-
vance. This question was: “Do you also in-
tend to repudiate the following published
statement by your recently deceased Harvard
colleague, Prof. Clyde Kluckhohn, a Viking
Medal winner and a longtime equalitarian,
who sald shortly before he died: ‘In the light
of accumulating information as to signifi-
cantly varying incidence of mapped genes
among different peoples * * * it seems very
likely indeed that populations differ guanti-
tatively in their potentialities for particular
kinds of achievement.' "

I also publicly asked the retiring president
whether he intended to repudiate the pub-
lished findings of Prof. C. J. Connolly, phys-
ical anthropologist at Catholic University
whose studies of white and Negro brains dis-
closed a higher frequency of increased sul-
cification of the frontal lobes in whites than
in Negroes.

And I asked the retiring president whether
he intended to repudiate the published state-
ment of Dr. Garrett Hardin, professor of
blology at the TUniversity of California at
Santa Barbara, which reads as follows: “As
a result of recent findings in the fields of
physlological genetics and population ge-
netics, particularly as regards blood groups,
the applicability of the inequality axiom is
rapidly becoming accepted.”

I then called the attention of the retiring
president to the fact that none of these
scientists were Southerners and I reminded
him that Prof. Ruggles Gates, an Englishman
who is probably the world’s most experienced
and distinguished physical anthropologist
and human geneticist, had made the public
statement that there were vast differences
among races in mental ability and capacity
for development. I wanted to know whether
the retiring president had any substantive
comment on any of these statements.

At this point the retiring president had
apparently had enough, because he referred
my questions to the new president, who was
a professor at the University of California
at Berkeley. This professor wrote me a let-
ter which I would call a classic. He confined
his comments to the quotation from Profesor
Kluckhohn, and this is what the new presi-
dent said:

“Relative to the statement by Dr. Kluck-
hohn, this in no way contradicts the posi-
tion which was taken by the Fellows of the
American Anthropological Association at the
business meeting in Philadelphia. For ex-
ample, people certainly differ in eye color.
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These differences are due to genetic causes.
Very dark eyes are more efficient in the
tropics, but this has nothing to do with the
ability of people to participate in the demo-
cratic way of life.”

To this I answered:

“My quotation from Kluckhohn was as
follows: ‘It seems very likely indeed that
populations differ quantitatively in their
potentialities for particular kinds of achieve-
ment.” You attempt to answer this quota-
tion by citing differences in eye color and you
make the obvious remark that these have
nothing to do with the ability of people to
participate in the democratic way of life.
Kluckhohn spoke of differences in poten-
tialities for achievement and these do have
something to do with the democratic way
of life. They particularly have something to
do with the statement in your Philadelphia
resolution which flatly equates white and
Negro intelligence. Your answer is therefore
completely beside the point. You cannot
decelve a child of 10 with that sort of non-
sense, so I wonder what your motives are.”

Here the new president had apparently
also had enough because I have heard
nothing more from him since. I did have
one further reverberation, and it came from
the magazine Science. This magazine con-
tained a news story which accused me of
misquoting scientists, or at least quoting
them out of context, so I telephoned the
magazine and I asked what scientists they
had in mind. They said, “Kluckhohn,” so
I said, “In what respect?” and their answer
was, “Races may differ in their genius for
muslc but this doesn’'t mean they are in-
ferior in their adaptability to our civilization
as a whole. Kluckhohn may have been re-
ferring to differences of that sort.”” First we
had the eyes, now we had the ears.

In this case I wrote a letter to Science
for publication, and once more I said, “For
my part I am willing to leave it to the judg-
ment of any reasonable person whether or
not references to ‘man's innate capacity’ and
to ‘potentialities for particular kinds of
achievement’ do not also in all probability
include achievement involving intelligence,
and whether or not differences in potential-
itles for intellectual achievement do not
involve inequalities of Intellect—in other
words, superiority and inferiority in processes
important to our Western civilization.”

Perhaps you will agree that “evasion” is
not too strong a word for the Kluckhohn
example. As to the other scientists I quoted,
mention of them has been avoided by the
opposition, except for one remark in a con-
versation I had with the editor of the Wash-
ington Post who sald some sclentist had
told him that in Connolly's studies of white
and Negro brains the selection was too small,
to which I could only answer that if this
scientist has a better series, let him pro-
duce it.

There's another kind of evasion illustrated
by the Philadelphia meeting of the Amer-
ican Anthropological Assoclation, The pas-
sage I read you from their resolution was
only a part of the whole statement. I've
mentioned it first because taken by itself
it does present a clear issue. But it wasn't
presented to the fellows or to the public in
that way. Here's the way it was confused:

“The American Anthropological Associa-
tlon repudiates statements now appearing
in the United States that Negroes are bio-
logically and in innate mental ability inferior
to whites, and reaffirms the fact that there
is no scientifically established evidence to
Justify the exclusion of any race from the
rights guaranteed by the Constitution of
the United States. The basic principles of
equality of opportunity and equality before
the law are compatible with all that is
known about human biology. All races pos-
sess the abilities needed to participate fully
in the democratic way of life and in modern
technological civilization.”
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Notice that the second clause leaves open
the question, What rights are guaranteed by
the Constitution? Before 1954, not even the
Bupreme Court thought there was any right
to attend an integrated school, and the cur-
rent view of the Supreme Court may change.
Notice next that nobody disputes the general
principle of equality of opportunity and
equality before the law-—the only dispute
concerns the novel application of the prin-
ciple in this particular case. Notice finally
that everybody wants to vote in favor of the
democratic way of life, but integrated schools
have never before been considered, nor need
they now be considered, an essential part of
participating in our democratic society. I've
already learned of fellows who felt they really
were voting on these second, third, and
fourth clauses. If a resolution were delib-
erately written to seduce the minds of un-
wary voters, and to confuse the public in the
impression it made, I can scarcely imagine a
better one than this.

You practically have to take these equali-
tarlans by the scruff of the neck and lead
them up to the one issue and say, “Look—
the issue here is not equality of opportunity.
The issue here is not equality before the law.
The issue here is not the democratic way of
life. The issue here is that school integra-
tion is social integration, that soclial integra-
tion, always, everywhere, has and does lead to
intermarriage in the long run and that inter-
marriage, under our population ratios in the
South, will destroy our society. If you want
to discuss this matter, discuss it, but don’t
confuse the minds of the courts and the
American people by always changing the sub-
ject, by always evading this issue, by always
slithering away to some broad and irrelevant
generality.”

‘While we're still on the topic of evasion,
there is one more aspect of the subject to
be considered. I've heard many leaders in
politics and the press and elsewhere, when
they've lost all the other arguments, fall
back to their “view of history” or their “hu-
manitarianism” or their “religion.” PFrankly,
I've never been able to persuade any of them
to tell me what their view of history is. I
will admit that the editor of the Washington
Post was kind enough to send me a copy of
Alexis de Tocqueville's correspondence with
Arthur de Gobineau which took place be-
tween 1862 and 1850. Since the editor also
referred to this material editorially in the
Post in an attack on the Cosmos Club, T
assume he considers it of probative value.

But, after a careful reading, I am able to
find only the argument that an acceptance
of the theory of racial inequality is wrong
(1) because the theory will have bad effects
in the world at large, and (2) because the
theory itself is un-Christian. Yet clearly we
get nowhere in life by shrinking from the
truth because we fear it. Such a policy is
about as defeatist, about as decadent as any
ever concelved. As Garrett Hardin has put
it, “only those truths that are admitted to
the conscious mind are available for use in
making sense of the world.”

And as to these constantly recurring refer-
ences to Christianity, much as I admire
Tocqueville, I would like to ask the editor of
the Post t0 name the man he believes would
be the American whom the North, at least,
would rank next to Christ himself in his
broad humanity, his compassion, his sym-
pathy for the oppressed—the American
whose picture remote Siberian peasants tack
to the walls of their cabins out of a sixth
sense of his meaning in history.

Here was a man who far surpassed Toecque-
ville as a symbol of the Christian life, both
in faith and action. His name was Abra-
ham Lincoln and, by colncidence, just as
Toecqueville was writing his views in France,
Lincoln was making his Charleston, Ill.,
speech: “I am nof, nor ever have been, in
favor of bringing about in any way the so-
cial and political equality of the white and
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black races * * * there is a physical differ-
ence between the white and black races
which I believe will ever forbid the two
races living together on terms of social and
political equality.”

Once again, I would like to make one thing
crystal clear concerning the matters of kind-
ness of heart and Christian principles as they
apply to the integration controversy. I do
not believe in hurting others. My constant
prayer is that I may never discourage any-
one who is doing his best, never dampen any-
one’s enthusiasms or increase anyone's
doubts. And I remind you that prior to
1954 the fact of racial differences was being
handled with a minimum of talk about those
differences. Even after 1954, the South, out
of instinctive kindness to the Negro, went
so far as to base its whole defense on other
grounds.

And what was the result of that kindness?
It was used against the South. Itresulted in
more and more encroachment. Standing
here tonight, I place squarely upon the
equalitarians the responsibility for raising
the raclal issue. It was their insistence and
their brutality which forced upon all of us
the stark necessity of stating the truth,

So you might just as well tell these people
that the typical southern white father and
mother are not lacking in humanity and are
not un-Christian. This is not a guestion of
humanity or Christianity unless self-defense
is inhuman and un-Christian. On the con-
trary, if there is anything which is anti-
Christ and antihuman in this situation it is
the ideology which forces genetic suicide
upon a deienseless minority.

Of the many forms in which pseudohu-
manitarianism attempts to deceive us, the
latest is the argument you hear more and
more nowadays about the difference between
an individual and his race. We're told that
we must think only about the individual as
an individual, never about his race—that a
buman being is a human being, and that
ends the matter. Well, a human being may
be either a man or a woman. We don't look
at a person without considering his or her
sex, and neither shall we ever look at a hu-
man being without considering his or her
race. You might remind these gentry that
there are situations in which we segregate
the sexes (there are even separate rest rooms
in public places) and by coincidence in some
cases the segregation is actually connected
with control of the breeding process. I have
already dealt with the major aspect of this
problem on page 42 of “Race and Reason.”

As a man whose life has spanned all of
this century, I would like to remark that 1
have watched with approval and sympathy
the movement for social justice in this Na-
tion and throughout the world. I have seen
nothing in it to contradict my understanding
of American ideals until the momentum of
the movement began to carry us beyond the
point where injustice to everybody else be-
came the price of further progress for the
underdog. That's where the American ideal
calls “Halt!” That's where socialism, Marx-
ism, and finally communism begin. There
is the hidden rock on which true democracy
founders, freedom dies, and our country is
taken from us by forces that have made a
failure everywhere else and will make a fall-
ure here if we permit it.

If President Eennedy and ex-President
Eisenhower jointly announce their alarm
over the increasing restlessness among our
people accompanied by the growth of ex-
tremist rightwing groups, let them look pre-
cisely here for the explanation. These groups
may have been prodded into saying impul-
sive and angry things, but they are expressing
something of basic importance, They are
not frustrated by the strain of the cold war,
as the leftwingers would like us to believe.
They are Instinctively reacting against the
moment when the leftwing pressure groups
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in control of both our political parties moved
us past the pivot-point In our soclal justice
crusade—moved us into the area where the
good we were trying to do for certain back-
ward segments of our soclety was less than
the wrong we were inflicting thereby on
everyone else.

Most people, in the North at least, don't
yet understand that the most glaring ex-
ample of this wrong lies right here in the
integration drive. You can make an argu-
ment, and you can confuse kindly people—
up to a point—on the issue of taxing success
to support failure. You can make an argu-
ment—up to a point—for social security and
urban renewal and foreign aid and govern-
ment favorltism to labor unions. But once
you understand the facts, you can make no
argument whatever for integration. Here at
last, did our people omnly realize it, we've
caught the Socialist, the Marxist, the Com-
munist redhanded. This is the classic and
unanswerable case—this destruction of the
heritage of a thousand years to please the
Congo.

Bo you can say with a clear conscience to
every Integrationist you meet: “You shall not
pervert the word '‘humanity’ to cloak your
effort to corrupt our civilization. ¥You shall
not masquerade under the banner of Christi-
anity while you sap our strength at the roota
and steal our birthright.”

I may seem to be laboring the point, but
it’s very much a part of the total pattern I
want to put before you. As you organize
and begin your pllgrimage along the road to
reversal, like Christian in “Pligrim’s Prog-
ress,” you will encounter many challenges.
In the scientific debate, which I am certain
is of paramount importance, you will meet
first Mr. Big Blufl and then the serpent of
evasion. And as you drive the equalitarians
back step by step, they'll slither from point
to point until finally they seek refuge in the
swamp of sentimentality—where you'll meet
pseudohumanitarianism and bogus religion.

It is here that I'd llke to offer the third
warning which experience has taught me.
The outs characteristic of all the
equalitarian scientists is their political moti-
vation. The truth is that these men are
teaching that races are blologically equal be-
cause they want them to be—not that they
want them treated as equal because they've
found that they are. An example of what I
mean is provided by Prof. Melville Herskovits,
whom I quote in “Race and Reason": “Let
us suppose it could be shown that the Negro
is a man with a past and a reputable past;
that in time the concept could be spread
that the civilizations of Africa, like those of
Europe, have contributed to American cul-
ture as we know it today; and that this idea
might eventually be taken over into the
canons of general thought. Would this not,
as a practical measure, tend to undermine
the assumptions that bolster raclial preju-
dice?”

Now, I'm sure no one can object to a scien-
tist having a declared wish to prove some-
thing in his research as long as the public
and the courts are aware that such is the
case. But normally we think of a scientist
as a man seeking objectively for truth, and
I want to advise you that you won't find him
on the equalitarian side of this controversy.
The whole movement is blatantly and trans-
parently a political movement, saturated
with the ideologies of the far left, employ-
ing many of its worst tactics of persecution
and suppression, and drawing much of its
impetus from Soclalist and Marxist sources.

Remember, of course, that this fact alone
will never win a court case or matter much
to the well-meaning, uninformed liberal. I
bring it to your attention solely as a factor
in evaluating the validity of their sclentific
statements. Psychiatrists speak of wish-
fulfilling dreams and here you will find
many wish-fulfilling pronouncements call-
ing themselves science.
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Mind you, too, that there is enough sclen-
tific terminology and enough superficial
cleverness to be very deceptive to the lay-
man. Notlong ago, for instance, one of these
gentry put his position to me In this way.
He said: "The Inca and Maya had at one time
a great civilization in the Western Hemi-
sphere, yet this civilization never spread to
other tribes of the same race such as the
Apache and the Navajo. This proves that a
race may have the capacity for civilization
yet never disclose it until some unknown,
propitious circumstances occurs, and there-
fore we may say that the capacity of the
Negro at this moment may be simply await-
ing such a circumstance.”

To this, counsel for the South must be pre-
pared to answer: “We do not claim and have
never claimed that the spark of civilization
has always taken flame in Caucasoid or Mon-
goloid tinder. There have been frequent
cases where it has not, and the receptivity
has varied not only between races but be-
tween substocks. The point is that in the
case of the Negro it has never caught fire.
‘We will even quote you your liberal Toynbee:
‘The only one of the primary races which has
not made a creative contribution to any one
of our 21 civilizations is the black race.”
Toynbee then went on to offer some exéuses
and some hopes which have no bearing on
this controversy for reasons that I have set
out in “Race and Reason.” The quoted sen-
tence is the complete and valid answer to
the Inca and Maya case.

But I'm digressing. Let me return to this
matter of political motivation. You will re-
call that it was the Pranz Boas clique at Co-
lumbia that marked the beginning of equali-
tarian anthropology in America. Herskovits,
whom I've already quoted, was a member of
this clique. Another member was Gene
Weltfish. In the issue of Newsweek for No-
vember 27 you will find an item which men-
tions Gene Weltfish as coauthor of a pam-
phlet called “The Races of Mankind” which
Newsweek reports has sold a million coples
under the auspices of the Public Affairs Com-
mittee. Newsweek places this sale, and the
popularity of this equalitarian pamphlet,
over against the position of Dr. George of the
University of North Carolina in terms which
make it clear that Newsweek is pretty strong
for Gene Weltfish and not very strong for
Dr. George.

What Newsweek doesn't tell the public is
that Gene Weltfish once publicly announced
that she had evidemce to prove that the
United States had used germ warfare In
Eorea. Nor does it mention the fact that

American Peace
of the American Committee for the Pro-
tection of the Forelgn Born, both of which
have been cited by the Attorney General
of the United States as subversive,

To my mind, in evaluating the scientific
detachment of a George versus a Weltflsh,
it would seem that the American people
should be as aware of Weltfish's inclination
of mind as they are of George being a south-
erner. After this, If they wish to accept
Weltfish's views at face value, that is their
affair. And I would feel the same way
about the courts.

Let me give you one other illustration.
I'm not going to mention the gentleman’'s
name because he hasn’t made public pro-
nouncements like Weltfish's Eorean charge,
and I have no desire to embarrass him per-
sonally. This man was for several years
chairman of the department of anthropology
at a prominent eastern university. He has
also been a visiting lecturer at Harvard.
He has been an advisor on anthropology to
one of the big broadecasting companies, he
himself has appeared on television and he
has In general been an Influence In what
I might call the popularization of anthro-
pology.
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Now here is this man's record: In 1931 he
was a lecturer before the New School for
Social Research which was classified ag Com-
munist by a New York State legislative in-
vestigating committee., In 1940 he signed
an appeal for the release of a PBrazilian
Communist, In 1942 he was a lecturer be-
fore the School for Democracy which was
classified as ®ommunist by the New York
Legislature and which merged to form the
Jefferson School of Social Science, cited as
Communist by the Attorney General in 1947
and by the California senate in 1948. In
1942 he published a book in which he stated
that “Soviet Russia is the outstanding ex-
ample of perfect management of ethnie group
relations.”

Then in 1943 he was a sponsor of the
sclence congress, conducted by the National
Council of American-Soviet Friendship, cited
as Communist by the Attorney General in
1947 and 1948. In 1946 he was a sponsor
of the Independent Citizens Committee of
the Arts, Sciences, and Professions which
merged subsequently to form the Progressive
Citizens of America, cited as Communist by
the California senate in 1947 and 1948, In
1947 he was a contributor to Interne, officlal
organ of the Association of Internes and
Medical Students, listed on page 20 of the
Guide to Subversive Organizations. In 1950
he signed a letter to President Truman from
the American Committee for the Protection
of the Foreign Born, cited as Communist by
the California senate in 1947 and 1948 and
by the Attorney General in 1948, and in 1950
he was a sponsor of the Mid-Century Con-
ference for Peace, listed on page 50 of the
Guide to Subversive Organizations.

This gentleman was forelgn born and when
he came to the United States he used an
assumed name for many years, finally legally
changing his own name to his assumed name
which he now bears. I don't know why he
changed his name. The one he had was
perfectly good, the one he chaose was perhaps
a bit more pretentious. His reasons remain
his secret.

Nor do I mean to imply that this man was
or is a Communist. I accept his disclaimer,
filed with an investigating committee of
Congress, to the effect he was misled. But I
give it as my opinion that he was misled
rather often and that his inclination of mind
is far over on the left, far past the pivot
point in the sense I used that term earlier
this evening—the point beyond which social
justice ceases to be in balance. And again
I think it is quite as important for the pub-
lic and the courts to know the orientation of
equalitarian propagandists such as he, as it
is for them to be deluged with denigration
of Dr. George because of Dr. George's south-
ern background.

I do not suggest that all professors of
anthropology are in this gentleman's cate-
gory. I think it improbable that you will
find many situations like the case at Harvard
where the FBI had to arrest a research asso-
ciate in anthropology on a charge of perjury
growing out of the Bureau's investigation of
a Soviet spy ring. But it seems to me some-
what peculiar that Weltfish and this gentle-
man who changed his name should be placed
especially in the public eye.

You have been patient with a long re-
cital and I now hasten to conclude. After
you have met Mr. Big Bluff and survived the
serpent of evasion, after you have passed
through the slough of pseudohumanitarian-
ism and bogus religion, after you have
stripped the mask off the face of political
motivation, you will come at long last to the
gate of reversal. ¥You may not get through
the first time, but believe me, your journey
will set such toesins sounding through hill
and dale of this broad land that the true
America, the sleeping giant, will awaken.
He'll see you through in the end.
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An acquaintance who has been very much
on our side in this fight said to me recently,
“We've become a nation of moral cowards,
and that's worse than physical cowardice.”
I don't believe we're moral cowards, but let
me emphasize that if ever there were a place
where moral courage was called for, this
fight is it. Let's be clear about it. You are
not fighting just for the civilization of the
South nor just for the protection of your
children, This integration issue is the per-
fect ground for a greater battle. Here is
the place not only to fight integration but
to fight the ideology that spawned integra-
tion, the ideclogy of the far left, the over-
drift beyond the pivot point, the leeching
that would bleed us more and more. This
time the sleeping, bemused North must be
roused by the South. As I sald earlier, these
hard core leftists, striking at you, have be-
trayed themselves at last. You'll never have
a better chance to beat them than you have
right here, to save your own society and to
save the American way of life for us all.

I tell you this because I've seen enough of
these leftists to know their kind. The hard
core realize that in justice they have no
case. The ones that came to America in
destitution—even the ones whose ancestors
came as slaves—know in their hearts how
much better off they are than if they'd stayed
behind, they know whose heritage they've
been privileged to share, they know whose
traditions and whose laws set the frame-
work for this Nation and what stocks set
the tone of its character, so they know whose
hand they're biting. And because they
know, because they're guilty in their hearts,
when you hit them with the truth they'll
turn tail and run. I've seen them do it.

Recently Ashley Montagu, always a hard-
core leftist, a member of the Boas cligue
and for 6 years head of anthropology at
Rutgers, wrote a letter to *“Perspectives in
Biology and Medicine” which he accom-
plished an astonishing about-face with per-
fect composure. He said, “During more than
35 years of reading on the subject I have
not more than once or twice encountered a
writer who claimed the races were equal in
mental ability.” If you put that beside
the 192-to-0 vote of the American Anthro-
pological Association repudiating statements
that Negroes are biologically and in innate
mental ability inferior to whites, or if you
put it against the trend and substance of
the UNESCO resolutlons which state that
“seientific knowledge provides no basis for
believing that the groups of mankind differ
in their innate capacity for intellectual de-
velopment,” both of which Montagu him-
self signed—and, I believe, drafted—you’ll
have a picture of a man getting ready to
run. And if you read the remainder of his
letter to “Perspectives” you’'ll see he's going
to start talking now about there being just
a little bit of difference. Not enough to
matter.

Well, my friends, take the little bit and
continue the pursuit. You'll find that the
little bit has made all the difference between
the Congo and the United States.

As for the rest of these people, the major-
ity who for the moment are blindly follow-
ing the hard core, dreamy eyed and confused,
how quickly they'll shift when they see the
hard core turn. The conformist is really
uncomfortable in his soul. Give him the
leadership that rides llke Paul Revere
through every Middlesex village and farm,
and he'll come awake.

My time 1s up. If there were any exhorta-
tion that I could give you as leaders I would
give it now. I would urge you to put aside
appeasement and defeatism and local poli-
tics and economic fears. More depends on
your steadfastness than you may realize,
Never forget how cruclal this battle really is.
Our forefathers, down the years, whose faith
and valor gave us all we've got, knew how
to act in a crisis. They were not easily dis-
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couraged. They desplsed appeasement. So
I'm not ashamed to leave with you some
lines from a poet whom our English cousins
loved when they manned the battlements:

“For all we have and are,
For all our children’s fate,
Stand up and take the war,
The foe is at the gate!

“Though all we knew depart,
The old Commandments stand:

‘In courage keep your heart,
In strength lift up your hand.'"

NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH

Mr, ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. FounTaIN]
may extend his remarks at this point in
the Recorp and include extraneous
matter.

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

There was no objection,

Mr. FOUNTAIN. Mr. Speaker, the
Senate has amended H.R. 10904 to in-
crease the funds for the National In-
stitutes of Health $60 million above the
House allowance and $120.4 million above
the President’s budget request. It is my
belief that this additional money would
not be spent efficiently and, if agreed to
by the House, would, in fact, impede the
efforts of the Committee on Government
Operations to secure much needed man-
agement improvements in the NIH pro-
grams,

Mr. Speaker, in each of the past 5
years we have witnessed the curious
phenomenon of the House authorizing
substantially more money for NIH than
the President has requested and the Sen-
ate voting an even larger increase over
the House figure. This year, for ex-
ample, the President requested $780.4
million for NIH. The House increased
the amount to $840.8 million, and the
Senate has added an additional $60 mil-
lion, for a total of more than $900 mil-
lion. In addition, $50 million was re-
quested and was allowed by both the
House and Senate for health research
facilities grants.

There may have been a time when
such congressional stimulation was jus-
tified, but today we have an entirely dif-
ferent situation. The present admin-
istration is surely liberal in matters
involving health, education, and welfare,
and the President, personally and
through a family foundation, has dem-
onstrated a deep interest in medical re-
search. This is borne out by the fact
that the President’s 1963 budget for NIH,
including the health research facilities
program, provides for an increase of
more than $62 million over last year's
appropriation and an increase of ap-
proximately $136 million over the
amount actually spent in fiscal 1962. The
President’s recommendation represents
an increase of almost 20 percent above
the amount actually spent by NIH in
1962. This, I submit, would be a chal-
enging rate of growth for even the best
managed organization.

I have prepared two tables compar-
ing the House and Senate increases of
the 1963 NIH budget with 1962 budget
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figures, and showing the history of NIH
appropriations since 1950. Under unan-
imous consent, I include these tables at
this point in the Recorp. The first of
these tables shows, among other things,
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that $26.9 million was left unspent from
NIH's 1962 appropriations in addition
to the $46.6 million held in reserve at the
direction of the Secretary of Health,
Edueation, and Welfare:

TanLeE 1.—House and Senate increases of Nalional Institutes of Health budget, by
institute
[In millions of dollars]
1862 1962 1962 1963 1963 1963
Institute or program appropria- | operating | actual ex-| President’s| House al-| Senate al.
tions budget ! pendi- budget lowanee | lowance
tures ?

Ge arch and service.. ... _......... 127.6 125.5 118.2 147.8 155. 8 161.8
C::-:gg?llrnessﬁtute _____________ 142.8 127.0 117.1 139. 1 150. 4 158. 4
Mental Health. .. 108.9 107.8 108.1 126.9 133. 6 148.6
Heart Immnt.u_ = 132. 9 113.3 110.7 126. 9 143. 4 149. 4
Dental Rese: 17.3 15.3 15.1 1.2 10,2 22.2
Arthritis and Mot.abol BL 8 81.0 78.9 61. 9 887 105. 7
Allermll and Inlectiuus - 56 1 55,9 4. 6 50.3 62.1 8.1
urology and Blindness.. .. 70.8 656.8 621 7.2 7.6 Bh. &
L T e e R RS SR 738.3 691, 7 004, 8 780. 4 840. 8 000, 8
Health research facilities. ... ... ...... 30.0 30.0 30.0 850.0 50.0 50,0
BT et e i ) N TR 768.3 217 | 694. 8 830, 4 890.8 050. 8
resents amount available after $46,600,000 was held in reserve at direction of Secretary of Health, Edueation,

aud “}:-lrare

2 Preliminary.
TasLe 2.—Hislory of appropriations, National Imstitutes of Health, 1950-63 !

Fiscal year Budget House Senate Appropriation
estimate allowance allowance
$41, 246, 000 £46, 371, 000 $60, 563, 000 $562, 146, 000
62, 570, 000 61, 970, 000 66, 326, 000 60, 059, 750
59, 034, 000 57, 301, 885 58, 431, 058 &7, 675, 201
55, 003, 000 53, 833, 500 58, 882, 000 9, 030, 750
56, 340, 000 61, 586, 200 72, 153, 000 71, 153, 000
71, 128, 000 77, 303, 83, 143, 000 81, 268, 000
90, 314, 800 89, 773, 000 113, 416, 800 U8, 458, 000
126, 525, 000 135, 525, 000 183, 007, 000 183, 007, 000
190, 183, 000 100, 183, 000 226, 783, 000 211, 183, 000
211, 183, 000 219, 383, 000 320, 577, 000 , 383, 000
204, 279, 000 344, 279, 000 480, 604, 000 400, 000, 000
400, 000, 000 455, 000, 000 664, 000, 000 560, 000, 000
583, 000, 000 fid1, 000, 000 K35, 670, 000 ?JS .i:l') IJOIJ
T80, 400, 000 , 800, 000 900, 800,000 |- --...

1 Excludes funds for NIH construction and health research facilities grants.

I would remind my colleagues of the
tremendous increases of appropriations
for the National Institutes of Health in
recent years., Between 1950 and 1962,
appropriations for NIH have increased
by approximately 15 times, while the
appropriations for research and training
grants to nongovernmental scientists
alone have increased by more than 26
times. Few public programs have grown
at such a rapid rate. Consequently, it is
not surprising that officials of the agency
have experienced organizational and
management problems in administering
these programs. In a letter dated July
6, 1962, the Surgeon General of the Pub-
lic Health Service wrote me in this con-
nection:

The rapid expansion of the Federal support
programs for medical research, to which the
report calls attention, has, indeed, created
new organizational and management prob-
lems, and has made progressively more dif-
ficult the complex task of their admin-
istration. The difficulties incident to this
expansion have for some time been a matter
of growing concern.

Mr, Speaker, the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations, through the sub-
committee of which I am chairman, has
intensively studied the NIH grant pro-
grams for the past 3 years. In April
1961, the committee issued a comprehen-
sive report—"“Health Research and

Training ; the Administration of Grants
and Awards by the National Institutes
of Health,” House Report No. 321, April
28, 1961—on the administration of these
programs based on more than 2 years
of investigation. In brief, the committee
found that NIH is not adequately organ-
ized to administer the grant programs
with maximum effectiveness. Among
other weaknesses, NIH has failed to pro-
vide for a meaningful review of the fi-
nancial requirements of research projects
and NIH does not maintain sufficient
direct and continuous contact with
grantees for the purpose of determining
appropriate levels of continuation sup-
port in relation to project accomplish-
ments and needs.

I will not take the time of the House
to describe in detail the deficiencies that
exist in NIH management. These are
spelled out and documented in our com-
mittee’s two reports and two sets of
hearings on the NIH grant programs. In
the first of these reports, referred to
above, the committee made 13 specific
recommendations for the improvement
of these programs. The Surgeon Gen-
eral and the Director of NIH have ex-
pressed agreement with most of the
committee’s recommendations and have
stated their intentions to take correc-
tive action. TUnfortunately, NIH has
taken relatively little action thus far
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to back up its intentions. As I wrote
the Surgeon General on July 13, in re-
sponse to his letter of July 6 informing
me of measures presently under consid-
eration for improving the NIH programs,
it is my hope that the administrative im-
provements being considered by NIH will
not result in just another case of an-
nounced intentions without effective im-
plementation. I will insert the text of
my letter at this point in the Recorp for
the information of the House:

JuLy 13, 1962.

Dr. LurHErR L. TERRY,

Surgeon General, Public Health Service,
Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, Washington, D.C.

Dear Dr. TERRY: I want to thank you for
your letter of July 6 and the copy of the
July 3 internal report containing proposals
for changes in the Public Health Service re-
search grants programs made to you by your
Interbureau Directing Committee. I appre-
ciate your sending me this information on
the measures presently under consideration
for improving administration of the NIH
and other Public Health Service grant pro-
grams. The specific recommendations con-
tained in your Interbureau Committee re-
port are consistent in many respects with
recommendations made more than a year ago
by this committee. If put into effect, these
changes should greatly improve your present
operations. However, I believe I speak for
our entire committee when I express the
hope that this will not become just another
case of announced intentions without ef-
fective implementation.

Your letter details a number of changes
in NIH policies and procedures, many of
which you say have resulted from the rec-
ommendations and observations of this com-
mittee. Items 1 and 2, relating to serious
management deficiencies to which the com-
mittee has called attention, refer to improved
procedures for securing a more thorough
examination of the budget requests of grant-
ees, including provision for staff negotiation
of the actual amounts required for research
projects. I should like to remind you that
the subcommittee's recent hearings showed
these procedures to be essentially paper
changes, rather than actual accomplish-
ments. As a result of these and other ad-
ministrative inadequacies found by the
subcommittee, the full Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations, in a unanimous report
issued June 30, expressed dissatisfaction with
the slow progress being made by NIH to
strengthen the management of its grant
programs.

Item 7 in your letter refers to the new
Public Health Service policy of using con-
tracts in place of grants for the support of
research in profitmaking firms. As the
committee reported last month, substitu-
tion of one type of finanecial instrument for
another does not in itself assure the effec-
tive and careful use of research funds. The
committee took the position also that pub-
lic funds intended to assist fundamental
and other nondirected research, as distin-
guished from research performed at the re-
quest of a Government agency, should be
made available to profitmaking companies
only in exceptional circumstances.

I sincerely hope that you and your asso-
clates will act expeditiously to put the man-
agement of these very important health re-
search grant programs on a sound footing.
As you have stated so well in your letter,
the rapid expansion of Federal support for
medical research has indeed created new or-
ganizational and management problems, and
has made progressively more difficult the
complex task of administering these pro-
grams. Our committee also recognized this
problem when it concluded last month that
it “is inescapable, from a study of NIH's




1962

loose administrative practices, that the pres-
sure for spending Increasingly large appro-
priations has kept NIH from glving adequate
attention to basic management problems.”

1 sincerely belleve it would be a disserv-
ice to your agency, to the cause of medical
research, and to the taxpaying public if ap-
propriations for the Natlonal Institutes of
Health were increased beyond the amount
the President has recommended before you
have developed the ability to manage effec-
tively these large and complex programs. I
greatly appreciate your desire to keep me
fully informed of the steps that are taken
to achieve this objective.

With all good wishes, T am,

Sincerely,
L. H. FOUNTAIN,
Chairman, Intergovernmental
Relations Subcommitiee.

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations, in a unanimous
report issued June 30, 1962—“Adminis-
tration of Grants by the National Insti-
tutes of Health, Reexamination of Man-
agement Deficiencies,” House Report
No. 1958, June 30, 1962—expressed dis-
satisfaction with the slow progress be-
ing made by NIH to strengthen the
management of its research grant pro-
grams. While NIH has acted in several
areas in response to the committee’s
recommendations, relatively little effort
has been made to improve the overall
management of these important health
programs. In particular, the commit-
tee found no significant improvement in
the inadequate fiscal review of project
requirements on which it reported last
year.

The adequacy of NIH policies and pro-
cedures for insuring the appropriate ex-
penditure of research funds was tested
earlier this year by means of a detailed
audit of the grants awarded to Public
Service Research, Inc., a company which
has received about $400,000 in NIH sup-
port for seven separate projects. The
audit disclosed that the company mis-
used and profited from grant funds and,
in general, the company used the very
broad discretion which NIH allows
grantees in expending research money
for its own advantage.

The audit findings, which I will sum-
marize, demonstrate the extent to which
NIH grants may be wastefully expended
without NIH's knowledge or apparent
concern.

The audit showed specifically: 3

First. Grant funds were used to
finance capital and other costs associ-
ated with establishing a new corpora-
tion. During the first year and a half
of its existence, Public Service Research,
Inc., acquired practically all of its office
equipment and furnishings from Fed-
eral research grants and confracts.

Second. The corporation, according to
its records, claimed a depreciation allow-
ance in its Federal income tax returns
for equipment purchased from NIH
grants,

Third. The corporation’s rent, main-
tenance, and moving expenses, and the
expense of remodeling its rented quar-
ters, were charged as direct costs to in-
dividual Federal grants and contracts.

Fourth. The corporation derived a
profit in excess of its actual indirect costs
from the overhead allowance—15 per-
cent of total direct costs—paid by NTH
to cover indirect costs,
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Fifth. Fees paid by the corporation to
its affiliate, Clark, Channell, Inec., for
hiring expenses included a profit to the
affiliate. Such fees were improperly
billed as direct costs to particular NIH
projects; the persons for whom hiring
fees were paid worked on several proj-
ects and, in one case, the employee per-
formed no research on the project to
which his fee was charged.

Sixth. Salary costs were improperly
charged to NIH grants for (a) time
spent by corporate officers in meetings
of directors or stockholders and in the
administration of corporation business;
(b) time spent by a corporate officer as a
consultant to NIH, for which he was also
paid $50 a day plus travel expenses; and
(c) an employee who was hired to staff
the company’s Washington office and
performed no research on the project
to which his salary was charged.

Seventh. Various expense items were
incorrectly classified as direct costs of
particular grant projects, and in several
instances entertainment expenses were
improperly charged to NIH grants.

Eighth. Travel expenses were incurred
in some instances for purposes which do
not appear to have a direct relationship
to the projects charged.

The audit also disclosed poor coordi-
nation between NIH and the Public
Health Service, of which NIH is a part.
NIH continued to pay Public Service Re-
search, Inc., a 15-percent indirect cost
allowance on grants after the Public
Health Service had established an in-
direct cost rate of 6.66 percent for the
same company in connection with a re-
search contract. Following completion
of the contract, the Public Health Serv-
ice permitted the company to retain Gov-
ernment-owned equipment for use in
connection with an NIH grant but made
no effort to ascertain that the equipment
was necessary for the NIH project.
Shortly thereafter, NIH awarded a new
grant to the company which included
funds for the purchase of equipment
similar to that which the company al-
ready had in its possession from the com-
pleted Public Health Service contract.

The suggestion has been made that the
findings of this audit are not applicable
to most NIH grants, since the grantee in
this instance is a company operating for
profit while most NIH grants are made
to nonprofit institutions. This reason-
ing misses the essential point that under
its present inadequate administrative ar-
rangements NIH does not know whether
or not grant funds are expended pru-
dently and for the intended purposes and,
consequently, NIH cannot provide rea-
sonable assurance that the misuse of
grants is not widespread.

While it is true that the bulk of NIH
grants are made to investigators in edu-
cational institutions, this does not in it-
self assure that funds are spent pru-
dently and for their intended purposes.
In this connection, NIH says it relies
upon the educational institutions for the
effective management of grant funds, but
NIH has conceded that adequate ad-
ministrative machinery does not pres-
ently exist, either within NIH or in the
grantee institutions, to insure that this

responsibility is being met.

14791

Mr. Speaker, it is apparent from the
hearings held recently by our subcom-
mittee that weaknesses in the NIH grant
programs are due to causes more funda-
mental than staff inadequacies and
faulty administrative procedures. It is
the conclusion of the Committee on Gov-
ernment Operations that these weak-
nesses are due in large measure to the
failure of NIH officials to understand the
nature of their responsibility for the
management of public funds. This lack
of understanding is reflected in the state-
ment of the Director of NIH that in mak-
ing grants:

Belection of good men and good ideas—and
refection of the inferior—is the key. All
subsequent administrative actions having to
do with the adjustment of budgets, and so
forth, are essentially trivial in relation to
this basic selection process.

Our committee has, of course, strongly
rejected this irresponsible view that ad-
ministrative actions for the effective and
economical expenditure of grant funds
are “trivial” or are matters of little im-
portance.

Mr. Speaker, I want to point out that
the Committee on Government Opera-
tions stressed in its recent report that it
is completely committed to the principle
of allowing scientific investigators the
greatest possible freedom of action in
carrying out their research. The history
of science clearly demonstrates that seci-
entific achievement and progress have
generally occurred under conditions
which allow maximum freedom of in-
quiry for the investigator.

The committee concluded, however,
that freedom for the scientist should not
be confused with license or fiscal irre-
sponsibility. One cannot condone waste
and extravagance wherever it exists as
being either in the public interest or in
the interest of science. Granf money
that is uneconomically or inefficiently
spent deprives other scientists of sup-
port for their work. Moreover, the in-
judicious use of research funds is grossly
unfair to the American public which is
required to support this activity through
taxation. What we must achieve is a
harmonizing of freedom for the investi-
gator with responsibility to the public
in the expenditure of Government funds.
NIH has the obligation to develop ade-
quate policies and procedures for as-
suring that grant funds are prudently
spent within this context.

Mr. Speaker, I want to make a brief
comment on the matter of indirect costs.
I note that the Senate has again this
year struck the 15-percent limitation on
the indirect expenses of research grants
voted by the House. I hope the House
conferees will stand firm on this item.
The Committee on Government Opera-
tions has studied this problem and favors
the adoption of a uniform Government-
wide policy for indirect costs which will
take into account the nature of the re-
search supported and the benefits to the
grantee institution. It should be kept in
mind that under an NIH grant the scien-
tist does not perform work for the Gov-
ernment; he undertakes a research proj-
ect of his own choice with the assistance
of Federal funds. Consequently, the
Government’s financial obligation is not
the same in this case as it would be for
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purchased research. It should be noted,
however, that in certain instances re-
search projects and facilities may possess
a special national character which justi-
fies their being supported wholly by Fed-
eral funds. But as a general rule, it is
undesirable that the Federal Govern-
ment assume the total cost of health re-
search conducted in educational and
other non-Federal institutions.

Even under the present 15-percent lim-
itation, our committee has found it to be
NIH’s practice to pay the maximum rate
for projects where indirect costs are
nominal or nonexistent. For example,
our audit of Public Service Research,
Inc., disclosed that NIH paid the com-
pany a 15-percent indirect cost allow-
ance, although the company’s actual in-
direct costs were only 6.66 percent of
direct costs—the rate negotiated by the
Public Health Service for work pur-
chased through a contract.

Mr. Speaker, when the House acted
on May 27 to increase the NIH appro-
priation by $60.4 million above the Presi-
dent’s budget request, our subcommittee
had not yet completed its review of the
management of these programs. The
subcommittee’s hearings were held on
March 28, 29, and 30. If the informa-
tion obtained in those hearings had been
available to me on March 27, I could not
in good conscience have supported the
sizable increase recommended by the
Appropriations Committee. I am not an
authority on how much money is needed
to adequately support medical research.
But it is obvious that to increase sub-
stantially the appropriations for these
programs in the absence of effective
management can only result in waste
and inefficiency. It is also obvious that
the funds which are spent unneces-
sarily as a result of the inadequate re-
view of the budgetary requirements of
projects would go a long way toward fi-
nancing those new projects which are
found to merit support during the fiscal
year 1963. Surely, with the additional
$60.4 million already voted by the House,
there will be more than enough money
available for NIH support of all meri-
torious health research and training
projects. I can see no possible justifica-
tion for increasing the NIH appropri-
ation still another $60 million as pro-
posed by the other body.

Last Friday, 32 of the 80 Members of
the Senate present and voting supported
the Proxmire amendment, which would
have reduced the NIH appropriation to
the level of the President's budget, or
$60.4 million below the House-approved
amount. The Saltonstall amendment,
which would have limited the NIH ap-
propriation to the level approved by the
House, failed to pass by only six votes.
The closeness of the 36-to-41 vote on the
Saltonstall amendment clearly demon-
strates the reluctance with which the
other body supported the recommenda-
tion of its Appropriations Committee to
increase the appropriation for the Na-
tional Institutes of Health $60.4 million
over the House amount and $120.4 mil-
lion above the liberal amounts recom-
mended by the President.

Mr. Speaker, it took courage for those
36 Members of the other body to vote
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against the recommendation of their

Appropriations Committee. It is po-

litically unpopular to give the appear-

ance of not favoring better health for
the American people, but better health
is not the issue here. The real issue be-
fore us, shorn of emotional and irrele-
vant appeals to the need for eliminating
dread diseases and increasing our life
span, is the question of whether Federal
support programs for health research
shall be prudently administered so as to
maximize the return from public funds,
or whether these programs shall con-
tinue to be treated as a sacred cow,
with officials of the National Institutes
of Health exempt from the normal prac-
tices of sound public administration. It
appears, Mr. Speaker, that the NIH offi-

cials have become so accustomed to a

privileged position and to receiving ap-

propriations far in excess of those the

President requests that they are no

longer responsive to congressional eriti-

cism. I would remind the House that
the NIH Director has referred to admin-
istrative actions for the effective and
economical expenditure of grant funds
as essentially trivial considerations. In
all fairness, however, I must add that
we in the Congress have compounded

NIH's management problems by our in-

sistence on voting more money each year

than the agency has programed for
careful and effective expenditure.

It is the conclusion of the Committee
on Government Operations that the
pressure for spending increasingly large
appropriations has kept NIH from giv-
ing adequate attention to basic manage-
ment problems. I sincerely believe, it
would be a disservice to NIH, to the
cause of medical research, and to the
taxpaying publie if these appropriations
were increased beyond the amount ap-
proved by the House before NIH has
developed the ability to effectively man-
age these large and complex programs.
I, therefore, urge the House to firmly
resist any effort to further increase these
appropriations which the House has al-
ready increased $60.4 million above the
President’s budget and $196 million over
NIH's actual expenditures for last year.

On Monday I asked the Director of the
Bureau of the Budget whether there
have been any developments since the
transmittal of the budget last January
which would cause the President to re-
vise his recommendations today con-
cerning the 1963 appropriations for the
National Institutes of Health. Mr. Bell
has written me that “the estimates con-
tained in the President’s budget for 1963
continue to represent his judgment of
the funds needed to sustain the forward
movement in the very important pro-
grams of the National Institutes of
Health.” I will place the Budget Direc-
tor’s letter in the Recorp here for the
information of the House:

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT,

BUREAU OF THE BUDGET,
Washington, D.C., July 24, 1962.

Hon. L. H. FOUNTAIN,

Chairman, Intergovernmental Relations
Subco ittee, O ittee on Govern-
ment Operations, House of Representa-
tives, Washington, D.C. .

Dear MRr. FounTain: This is in response to
your telephone inquiry of July 23, 1962, as
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to whether there have been developments
subsequent to the transmittal of the budget
last January which would cause the Presi-
dent to revise his recommendations concern-
ing the 1963 appropriations for the National
Institutes of Health.

I would like to emphasize that the budget
estimates for the National Institutes were
considered very carefully last fall by the
Bureau of the Budget and the President.
The amounts which were recommended by
the President in the budget were based on
his belief that the support of medical re-
search through NIH should continue to grow
at an orderly rate consistent with the prudent
and effective use of funds and trained man-
power, and with due regard to other de-
mands on the budget. On the basis of
these considerations, the President recom-
mended appropriations of $830.4 million for
1863. In the light of recent data indicating
that 1962 obligations amounted to $694 mil-
lion, the President's recommendation con-
stitutes an Increase of about 20 percent over
1962 obligations.

Since the submission of the budget in
January, the President has sent additional
messages to the Congress relating to health
and education. However, the budget esti-
mate anticipated these messages to the
extent that the programs of the NIH were
concerned. In addition, the NIH has com-
pleted its study of medical research man-
power, which raises a number of important
questions relating to the future manpower
needs in this field. This report, however,
has not been viewed by the President as
requiring a revision of the estimates now
before the Congress. Accordingly, the esti-
mates contained in the President’s budget
for 1963 continue to represent his judgment
of the funds needed to sustain the forward
movement in the very important programs
of the National Institutes of Health.

Sincerely yours,
Davip E. BELL,
Direetor.

Mr. Speaker, I want to inform the
House that our committee will closely
wateh the administration of the NIH
grant programs, and that it is my in-
tention to propose a reduction in the
NIH appropriations for next year if the
agency does not act vigorously to correct
its management deficiencies and
strengthen its capacity for the efficient
and economical operation of these vital
programs,

MASS MOVEMENT OF AMERICAN
FAMILIES

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. JOENSON] may ex-
tend his remarks at this point in the
Recorp and include extraneous matter.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, the greatest mass movement of
American families to new homes since
the migration that brought about de-
velopment of the West is recommended
in a proposal prepared by the Committee
for Economic Development. It seeks a
comparatively quick solution to the
Nation's farm problem by taking both
human and Government resources out
of agriculture over a 5-year period.

In recent years, the Committee for
Economic Development has offered a
number of worthwhile proposals for im-
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provement of the general welfare. In
the light of this fact, I find its attack on
the farm problem not only disappointing,
but downright frightening.

The purposely accelerated movement
of millions of people from our rural com-
munities is, in itself, questionable. Com-
bined with failure to call for a compre-
hensive matching program in the fields
of business and industry to create new
job opportunities, it carries the prospect
of economic and social chaos.

Mr. Speaker, simple disagreement with
the CED plan does not, of course, provide
a solution to the farm problem, and no
one can quarrel with CED’s desire to
achieve solution. Certainly this Con-
gress has given a substantial portion of
its energies and time to the task, as have
President Kennedy and the Secretary
of Agriculture.

I do not believe, however, that rural
America is ready to give up—that it is
unwilling to seek new sources of social
and economic strength which will main-
tain the free system of family farming
that has wiped the threat of hunger from
our society.

Mr. Speaker, Secretary of Agriculture
Orville L. Freeman has made an ap-
praisal of the CED proposal in the light
of alternatives that eall for utilization
rather than abandonment of our rural
human and natural resources. I recom-
mend his appraisal for study by my col-
leagues and all Americans concerned
with a meaningful future for rural
America, and under unanimous consent
include it in the ReEcorp as part of my re-
marks.

The Secretary’s statement follows:
STATEMENT BY SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE

FrEEMAN OoN CED 5-YEAR PLAN FOR AGRI-

CULTURE

I regard the CED 5-year plan for agricul-
ture as the best thing that could possibly
have happened to reawaken interest in the
administration’s food and agriculture pro-
gram for the 1960's.

The CED, in its "“Adaptive Program for
Agriculture,” has presented an ably and
carefully prepared design leading to the
abandonment of all farm programs at the
end of 5 years.

For more than a year and a half I have
pointed out that agriculture is at the cross-
roads—{facing a choice between a sound pro-
gram for managed abundance, on the one
hand, and, on the other, the eventual aban-
donment of all farm programs. The only
other alternatives that have been considered
have been temporary or piecemeal or com-
promise attempts to postpone the day of
decision—attempts that become more unsat-
isfactory and more costly with each passing
year. It is my best judgment that each
delay, each compromise, each attempt to
further postpone the choice that we must
eventually face pushes us in the direction
of the abandonment of all farm programs
and the disastrous consequences that would
result,

Therefore I look at the CED presentation
of its 5-year adaptive program to end farm
programs as & welcome opportunity to study
and evaluate its implications and to com-
pare them with the goals set forth in the
administration’s program for the 1960's.

The following points, brought out by such
a comparison and evaluation, are of utmost
importance to every farmer and of real sig-
nificance to every wage earner and every
cONSuUmMer.
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First, the whole premise of the CED 5-year
plan is based on the stated goal of doubling

‘the expected exodus from farming, pushing

it up to a level of 2 million farmworkers in
the next 5 years, by means of an adminis-
tered decline in farm income. This arti-
ficially accelerated dislocation of 2 million
farmers seeking nonfarm jobs, together with
the disruption of their families, plus the
effects on the businessmen on Main Street
and on those in rural towns and villages
who provide professional and public services,
all add up to a serious burden of adjustment
and critically handicap the rest of the econ-
omy. A rate of economic growth sufficient
to achieve satisfactory employment levels
under normal conditions could be thrown
out of balance by this additional load.

Second, the CED 5-year plan to end farm
programs threatens to alter the basic char-
acter of American agriculture. If Govern-
ment made good on its determination to
stay out of the picture after 5 years, farmers
would be faced with low and fluctuating
farm prices. They would be left to dea.
with business firms in other sectors of the
economy having monopolistic control over
their markets. The result would be a dis-
organized agriculture where farmers were
exploited by the large firms with whom they
dealt in selling their products and buying
farm supplies. Even the most efficient fam-
illy farm would find it difficult to survive
this type of economic pressure, and the con-
trol of agricultural resources would become
increasingly concentrated into the hand of
firms outside agriculture—firms which could
and would begin to join together to raise
prices to increase profits,

New forms of vertical integration and con-
tract farming, such as have already developed
in several fields, and would limit the free-
dom of the remaining farmers—would limit
their freedom of access to results of research
except under contract—would even limit
their freedom of access to results of research
and technological progress. And, should this
occur, the limitations to the freedom of
farmers would be in the hands of private
corporations,

We already have illustrations of how ver-
tical integration and contract farming take
away from the farmer some or all of his
managerial independence—even, in some in-
stances, relegating him to little more than
a plecework laborer’s role. In the broiler
industry, for example, the independent
farmer cannot compete with the integrated
industry because he cannot gain access to
improved breeds and strains of poultry
stock, he cannot secure financing on equal
terms, he cannot keep up with the rate of
technological and mansagerial advance where
research information is available only
through private channels controlled by the
integrators, or where access to markets is
controlled by the integrators.

The real threat to the independent family
farm is not, in most cases, the giant factory-
scale corporation-owned farm employing
labor in large crews. Rather, it is through
the imposition of a pattern of controls by
centralized private authority over the exist-
ing family-farming pattern. It is a threat
which would impose the domination of a few
giant corporations over the farmer's inde-
pendence as manager and entrepreneur. It
is a pattern, the outlines of which are al-
ready clear, by which the farmer might re-
main on the farm, but would take orders
from large business enterprise or a special-
ized management service in respect to what
he should plant, when to plant it, how to
grow it, from whom to borrow, and how
much interest to pay, and to whom and
when to sell.

Thus laissez faire could result—in agri-
culture as in other areas—in the develop-
ment of a system of pricing as well as pro-
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duction that would be administered by a
powerful few. This is the threat to the
American family farm, an institution that
has given to this Nation the most efficient
and productive agriculture the world has
ever seen, as it has provided consumers with
the best food bargain the world has ever
known.

Third, the CED 5-year plan proposes to
force human resources out of agriculture
without considering basic human factors that
would be involved. This is in sharp con-
trast with the administration’s program to
attack rural poverty by a rural areas develop-
ment program designed to maximize total
economic opportunities in rural areas.

Where the CED program would, by its
massive shift of labor out of agriculture,
shift a share of the problem of rural poverty
from rural to urban areas and even threaten
the very existence of towns and villages in
those regions where millions of acres would
be taken out of production, the administra-
tion program would seek to maintain the
optimum farm population in rural areas and
encourage diversified job opportunities to
supplement part-time and part-retirement
farming.

In planning to take millions of farmers off
the farms the CED has not taken into ac-
count the fact that over two-thirds of the
farmers who sell less than $10,000 worth of
farm produects annually are over 45 years old.
These farmers are at an age where vocational
training and placement eannot help very
much in getting nonfarm jobs in today’s
competitive market. They are at a time of
life where roots are deep In their home
communities. .

Fourth, the CED program emphasizes the
idling of land but ignores a basic philosophy
of the administration program which em-
phasizes, instead, the wise use of resources,
The CED proposes no plan for using our land
for recreation or conservation—to provide
facilities and services of which there is real
scarcity and need rather than abundance.

These four points highlight major dif-
ferences In approach, emphasis, and direc-
tion between the CED and the administra-
tion programs. Both programs recognize
that farm incomes are too low. Both seek
reduced Government costs. And both rec-
ognize the need for balance in agricultural
production.,

The administration proposes Government
assistance to gear production to the amount
that can be used, with price and income
stabilization at fair levels,

The CED proposes an agriculture with no
price or income protection, and a forced
draft of people out of agriculture impelled
by the hardship resulting from a sudden
drop of prices to the free-market level.

It further proposes to cushion this hard-
ship for a 5-year period of adaptation by
three forms of payments:

1. Farmers in the plains area could receive
cropland adjustment payments on 20 million
acres (or more) now in wheat and feed
grains, to accomplish its conversion to grass.

(After 5 years, farm income in this area
would decline drastically. Relatively more
farm people in these areas would have to
seek nonfarm jobs. The adjustment hard-
ship placed on small towns and communities
in this area would be far greater than in
other areas, yet no provision is proposed for
assisting these communities in making
adjustments.)

2. A 5-year, whole-farm, soil bank program
would be inaugurated to hold feed grain
production below 155 million tons—about the
current, level of total utilization.

3. Producers holding acreage allotments
for wheat, rice, and cotton (but not tobacco
or peanuts) would be eligible to receive tem-
porary income protection payments starting
at a level equal to the difference between
the free market prices and 1960 prices, and
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declining 20 percent each year to zero after
the fifth year.

(Previous direct payment proposals of this
type have not been well received by Congress,
and there is no evidence of greater receptivity
at this time. If a major exodus of people
from agriculture did not occur while pay-
ments were being made, farmers would be
left in an income void with the termination
of payments. They would have little pros-
pect of further assistance, and they would
have abandoned the gains achieved under
established programs.)

I should like to analyze this 5-year plan
from the point of view of its probable cost
to the Government, the probability of its
achieving its goal of decreasing the farm-
work force by 2 million in 5 years, and its
potential effect on farm income.

1. COST TO THE GOVERNMENT OF PROPOSED

PROGRAM

Program costs under the CED program in
the years immediately ahead would be high.
Approximately $3 billion of current Agricul-
ture budget expendltures (forestry, research,
food for peace, etc.) would not be directly
affected, and would continue to be Incurred.
In the first year, the CED program would
involve expenditures of some $1,200 to $1,400
million for income protection payments on
wheat, cotton, rice, tobacco, peanuts, and
dairy products (the latter three were ap-
parently overlooked by CED). In addition,
there would be expenditures of $200 to $250
million per year to turn 20 million acres
of plains land to grass. Some $600 to $700
millilon would be spent on a general cropland
retirement program to hold feed graln pro-
duction down to 150-155 million tons (from
a potential 170 milllon tons with $1 corn),
so that stocks can be reduced. Current ex-
penditures of around $900 million to carry
existing commodity carryovers, and $250 to
$300 million for the present conservation
reserve would continue in the first years of
any new approach.

These tures would exceed $3 bil-
lion and perhaps reach $3.5 billion in the
first year, and would replace expenditures of
$2.5 to #3 billion actually made on price
and income support operatlons In recent
years. In addition, there would be sub-
stantial costs incurred for migration assist-
ance, but these have not been estimated.

Only the income payments would be re-
duced according to a schedule, while the
soll bank payments would be cut off abruptly
in 6 years. The Great Plalns program pay-
ments would need to be continued at a high
level for 6 years because of lack of other in-
come from the land.

By the end of 5 years, however, the CED
report contemplates substantially lower
Government costs, although carrying charges
on commodity inventories would remain,
since the plan includes no provision for re-
duction of these Inventories. But the ad-
ministration program is also directed toward
reduction of Government costs, and would
reduce price support expenditures sharply
by 1967.

Thus, both the CED and administration
programs share the key objective of reducing
costs. But under the CED proposal agri-
culture would end up with far less total in-
come, and if the movement off farms were
not very rapld, with substantially less in-
come per farm.

2. PROBABILITY OF DECREASING FARM WORK
FORCE BY 2 MILLION IN 5 YEARS

This, as I have already indicated, is the
central goal of the CED plan and is the basic
premise on which its success depends. This
unprecedented rate of exodus from farming
is highly improbable of achievement. More-
over, the CED has apparently not been con-
cerned with the class of farmers from which
this outmigration would principally occur.
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If, for example, we were to move out of
agriculture and into improved nonfarm job
opportunities the least productive 44 per-
cent—grossing less than €2,600 a year—we
would go a long way toward solving the
problem of rural poverty for this group. But
we would reduce total farm marketings by
only 5§ percent, and the remaining 66 per-
cent of the farmers would have to face the
disastrously low level of unsupported prices
on high unrestrained production level.

If 2 million Ifarmers are moved out of
commerclal agriculture (grossing over $2,500
per year) the decline in production would
indeed be drastic, at least untll science,
technology and machinery could catch up.

Probably there would be some out-
migration from all income classes of
farmers. If trends of the past few years
were to continue most of it would come
from the $2,500 to $5,000 gross income class.
It is our best judgment that this out-
migration could be forced and accelerated
somewhat—although not to the extent of
2 million in 5 years—if we wish to pay the
price in increased competition for nonfarm
employment, increased soclal and economic
problems in urban areas, and the drastic
decline in business on main street in small
towns of rural America. It is also our best
judgment that, even if we were to pay this
price, the outmigration would not be suffi-
cient to leave adequate incomes, under free
market prices, to those who do remaln.

3. EFFECT ON FARM INCOME

One of the principles of the CED program
is the immediate reduction of prices of agri-
cultural commodities to the prices at which
these commodities would clear the market
without further accumulation of surpluses.
In planning on this basis the CED makes a
serious error by accepting $1 per bushel for
corn as {its so-called free market price.
There is almost unanimous agreement
among economists who have studied the
program that this equilibrium level for corn
would be between T0 and 80 cents.
Sinece the corn price affects all feed grains,
this one error seriously affects the whole
b-year adjustment program. By accepting
this error the CED avolds having to face the
problem of excessive production of meat
and milk that would result if corn dropped
to 756 cents. CED makes no provision for
cushi g the effect of a possible billion
dollar decline in net farm income for milk,
The glut of livestock would lead to a drastic
drop in meat prices to almost disaster levels
and the farm income squeeze would conse-
quently hit a group that, up to now has been
comparatively well off.

SPECIFIC POTENTIAL INCOME RESULTS

The CED hopes for improving the profits
of agriculture are based on the prospects for
dividing a smaller total farm income among
fewer farmers. The potential effect on farm
income therefore would depend on (a) how
many farmers were left, (b) how productive
the remaining farmers would be, (¢) the in-
come that would result from the free-market
prices at that level of production.

We are, therefore, presenting here prelimi-
nary estimates as to prospective income
levels—after 5 years of the CED plan—based
on three different assumptions ranging from
A as the least probable, B as more likely,
and C as most likely to result. Under A we
assume the outmigration of 2 million farm-
ers, all from the commercial economic class.
Under B we assume 2 million outmigration
from all classes. Under C we assume what
would most likely result—a total outmigra-
tion of only 1 million, all from the commer-
cial economic class. These estimates are
preliminary, but based on our best judgment
of what would happen in the light of farm
history.

July 25

Farm labor force 1961 and projections 1966
based on CED proposal

[Miltions]
Farm CED for 1968
Economie class labar
(value of sales) force,
1961 A B Cc
$5,000 and over...____ 3.7 2% 27 32
$2,500 to $4,909_ | .5 0 0 o
Under $2,500.__ 13l E .8 13
Tolad- .l 55 3.5 3.5 4.5
CASE A

We regard this situation as least likely to
occur—but if it could be achieved it might
result in favorable Income results for the
better farmers, with a deterioration in the
income of the lower 1.3 million,

In this case the reduction of 2 million
would be in the highly productive group of
commercial farmers, All of the $2,500 to
$4,990 group would move out, and 1.5 million
‘would move out of the over $5,000 group.

Production would be expected to decline
close to 10 percent, but with population
growth, the per capita supply of farm prod-
ucts would go down about 15 percent. Thus,
prices would rise from the CED target prices
to a level approximating the present,

Thus, total cash receipts would be re-
duced about 10 percent or some #6.5 billion.
The drop In Government payments would
add another $1.5 billion. Net income would
decline about $45 billion or 35 percent
(lower production costs would save $0.5 bil-
lion). Per worker net income would aver-
age about the same as in 1961—8$2,900,

CASE B

If the goal of transferring 2 million work-
ers in 5 years could be reached at all, it
would more probably happen as follows:
Here, too, the $2,500 to $4,999 group would
move out. Another half-million workers
would be taken from the low Income-low
productive group and a million from the
high productive group.

Produetion would rise about § percent,
perl::z:l slightly less than the growth in
pop on. CED target ices averaging
about 256 percent below preaI;xt might rise a
little to a level about 20 percent below
present. Cash receipts would drop about 17
percent or #6 billion and Government
payments to farmers in 1961 of $1.5 billion
would also disappear. Net income to farm
operators would decline to about $6 billion
from $12.8 billion in 1961. This plus hired
farm wage bill would result in net income
per worker in agriculture of $2,350 compared
with $2,900 in 1961.

Thus, a decline instead of an increase in
income per worker, even if 2 million should
migrate out, from all classes.

CASE C

It is most likely, however, that the maxi-
mum exodus from farming that could be
achieved under present circumstances in the
next 5 years would be 1 million farmworkers,
approximately the rate prevalling in recent
years. The reduction involves one-half mil-
lion in the $5,000 and over class and one-
half million in the $2,500 to $4.999 class.

Production would increase about 20 per-
cent, with per capita supplies about 12 per-
cent higher than at present. Prices would
decline below CED target prices to a level
perhaps 40 percent below the present. Cash
recelpts would drop about 25 percent or
about $8.8 billion and Government pay-
ments about $1.5 billlon. Net Iincome
would be reduced to perhaps $3 billion, less
than one-fourth of the 1961 level. Income
per worker would be reduced to only a little
above $1,200 compared with $2,900 in 1961,
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SUMMARY

Our analysis of this CED &§-year plan to
end farm programs leads to these conclu-
slons:

1. Its most likely effect on farm income
would be a drastic decline.

2. It would not be likely to succeed in its
goal of a 2 million reduction in the farm
labor force; but if it should succeed that very
achievement would place a serious burden on
our program for economic growth, would
provide increased competition for nonfarm
employment, increased social and economic
problems in urban areas, and a drastic de-
cline of small towns in rural America.

3. Its abandonment of all farm programs
would alter the nature of the Natlon's agri-
culture and seriously threaten the family
farm system that has created the world’s
most successful agricultural productivity.

4, The national economy and general wel-
fare would suffer from the absence, in the
CED program, of some of the major construc-
tive aspects of the administration’s food and
agriculture program such as rural area de-
velopment and the wise use of land
resources to meet growing needs for conser-
vation, wildlife, and outdoor recreation.

I therefore urge a careful study of the CED
5-year plan, a careful evaluation of its
methods and potential results, for farmers,
for wage earners, for taxpayers, for our urban
population—yes, and for the representatives
of industry that developed it and placed 1t
before the public. I urge its study in com-
parison with the administration’s program
for food and agriculture in the 1860's. This
kind of study, evaluation, and comparison
will enable the people of this Nation to make
the wisest choice, a choice that will mate-
rially affect the well-being of every American.

As I said at the beginning, I believe that
the presentation of this CED report is the
best thing that could have happened to
stimulate interest in and support for the
administration’s program,

HOUR OF MEETING TOMORROW

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the House
adjourns today it adjourn to meet at 11
o'clock tomorrow.

The SPEAKER. 1Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa?

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, reserving
the right to object——

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

Mr. GROSS. Yes, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Indiana.

Mr. HALLECEK. For the information
of the gentleman from Iowa and just to
point out that there is a funeral tomor-
row to which many of us would like to go,
there is a conference report on the De-
fense Department appropriation bill and
then the reclamation bill that we had
hoped could be disposed of tomorrow in
time for those of us who want to go to the
funeral of our late great friend and col-
league, Senator Dworshak, might be able
todo so. This is the reason I agreed with
the majority leader to come in at 11
o’clock tomorrow.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa?

There was no objection.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, may I ad-
vise the Members of the House that the
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reclamation hill will be called first be-

cause the author of the bill is the gentle-

woman from Idaho [Mrs. Prost] and she

is going to the funeral, The conference

report on the Defense appropriation hill

;vi'llll be called after the disposifion of that
1.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE AP-
PROPRIATION BILL, 1963

Mr. MAHON submitted a conference
report and statement on the bill (H.R.
11289) making appropriations for the
Department of Defense for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1963, and for other
purposes.

GEORGE McGOVERN COMPLETES
SERVICE AS DIRECTOR OF FOOD
FOR PEACE

The SPEAKER. Under previous order
of the House, the genfleman from Okla-
homa [Mr. EpmonDdson] is recognized for
20 minutes.

GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr, Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
extend their remarks on this subject.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa?

There was no objection.

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, I
should like to take a few minutes to-
day to honor an outstanding public serv-
ant who has just completed a tour of
duty in the highly responsible post of Di-
rector of Food for Peace. George Mc-
Govern, of South Dakota, the son of a
Methodist minister, has served humanity
unselfishly in accordance with his belief
in man’s responsibility to mankind.
After a distinguished career in World
War II, McGovern, who holds a doctor of
philosophy in American history and gov-
ernment, was for several years a profes-
sor of political science at Dakota Wes-
leyan University. Gradually, he moved
from the academic life into the political
life, and in 1953 he became executive sec-
retary of the Democratic Party in South
Dakota. He strengthened his party for
3 years, and in 1956 was elected to the
U.S.Congress. George McGovern served
in this House for 4 years, during which
time he gained the genuine respect and
admiration of his colleagues. A repre-
sentative of one of the Nation’'s most pro-
ductive agricultural areas, McGovern
fought vigorously and intelligently for
the American farmer,

Early in 1961, President Kennedy
called upon McGovern to head a program
which was to be expanded and given
greater emphasis by the new administra-
tion. George McGovern became Direc-
tor of the new White House Food for
Peace Office, created by Executive order
on January 24, 1961. In setting forth
the guidelines for the enlarged food-for-
peace program, President Kennedy had
this to say:

America’s agricultural abundance offers a
great opportunity for the United States to
promote the interests of peace in a signifi-
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cant way and to play an important role in
helping to provide for a more adequate diet
for peoples all around the world. We must
make the most vigorous and constructive use
possible of this opportunity. We must nar-
row the gap between abundance here at
home and near starvation abroad. Hu-
manity and prudence, alike, counsel a major
effort on our part.

This was all the direction that George
McGovern needed. He moved into his
new job with characteristic dedication
and enthusiasm. Working closely with
the Secretaries of State and Agriculture,
McGovern soon transformed the food-
for-peace program from its formerly
negative role of surplus disposal to one
of active use of our natural agricultural
abundance as a national asset to meet
foreign policy objectives. He ordered a
comprehensive study which produced the
world food budget, a survey of current
food resources and a projection of future
food needs. McGovern has stated the
new concept of food for peace with these
words:

We see the food-for-peace program not
only as & market development activity but
also as an instrument of international health
and nutrition, a tool of economic and social
development, and a vital force for peace and
freedom,

George McGovern has discovered that
the giving of food has several distinct
advantages over other types of foreign
aid. If I may again borrow from his
own eloguence:

It is difficult for a villager or peasant to
appreciate a foreign development loan, or
a hydroelectric dam and the benefits of
which he won't feel until way into the
future. A piece of bread or a glass of milk
is different. This is something universal,
something which every human belng can
appreciate and understand. Food is better
than any banknote, any coin that was ever
minted. Currencies are not always convert-
ible, but no hungry man has ever refused a
square meal. Food can be used instead of
dollars to support foreign aid projects. Thus
our surplus food could be converted into
schools, clinics, hospitals, irrigation systems,
roads and railways. To pile up vast quanti-
ties of food in a world of hunger is morally
wrong, economically wasteful, and politically
dangerous unless we show that we can share
this food wisely. For hungry men are angry,
desperate men,

In addition to the good which food for
peace achieves abroad in reducing human
misery, sickness, and premature death, in
giving men the strength to work and
students the energy to study, and in
bringing nourishment and hope to mil-
lions, food for peace offers many direct
benefits to us in the United States.
First, it reduces our storage costs for our
$9 billion food stockpile by $500 million
per year. Also, by the widespread use of
food to supplement our aid to the non-
industrialized nations of the world, our
annual foreign aid budgets are reduced.
In addition, food for peace helps the
United States by stimulating our ship-
ping industry and our ports, by bolster-
ing farm income, by developing future
dollar markets overseas, by raising the
purchasing power of other countries, and
by strengthening U.S. foreign policy ob-
jectives. Finally, it is in agriculture
above all else that the superiority of U.S.
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technology over that of totalitarian gov-
ernments is clearest. George McGovern
has pointed out:

People all over the world may be impressed
by space flights and orbital flights, but
they're impressed too by our amazing agri-
cultural production. Some of them might
recall that the great cry of the Bolsheviks
after their revolution was for peace, land,
bread. And the Russians have a long way
to go to catch us in food production.

In 1961, more than 60 billion pounds
of food were distributed through the
food-for-peace program. Of this, only
10 percent was given in direct donations;
90 percent was exchanged for foreign
currency which, in turn, was granted or
loaned to the counfries for development
programs,

In directing the food-for-peace pro-
gram, McGovern amazed his coworkers
with his energy and determination. He
founded new projects, authored many
reports and traveled to numerous coun-
tries to see for himself the need for
and the result of food for peace. His
journeys took him to India, Brazil, Hong
Kong and Egypt. For 2 months he was
quite ill with hepititis, yet McGovern
continued to direct the program from
his sickbed. This was the same dedica-
tion to his job which gained for George
McGovern the admiration and respect
of his colleagues in the House when he
was a Congressman from South Dakota.

I am sure that his fellow citizens of
South Dakota share the high regard
which George McGovern enjoys today
in the Nation’s Capital and in this great
legislative body, and join us in wishing
him well in every endeavor as he re-
turns to his native State.

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

Mr. EDMONDSON. I would be glad
to yield to the distinguished majority
leader.

Mr. ALBERT. Mr. Speaker, I am de-
lighted my colleague has taken this time
to discuss the service of a great Amer-
ican. As one of his colleagues on the
Committee on Agriculture I learned long
ago that George McGovern was a man of
high character and outstanding ability.
He was a champion of the American
farmer. He has also been outstanding
as administrator of the food-for-peace
program.

Under his creative leadership that
program has found what may well be the
most constructive use of America’s food
surplus. By using American food to pro-
vide nourishing lunches for children all
over the world, food for peace improves
health, school attendance, academic per-
formance, local leadership—when the
children who receive the food assume
local responsibility—and that thing
which we call the American image
abroad.

In Peru, the food-for-peace school
lunch program will be extended from
30,000 children to 1 million over the
next 4 years. Local school officials noted
that school attendance improved by 40
percent after the program began. Ulti-
mately, of course, academic performance
also improves. Today, school lunches
provided by food for peace are distrib-
uted daily to 30 million children in 80
countries. In most cases, local govern-
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ments and volunteer organizations—
CARE, various religious relief programs,
et cetera—now pay the cost of transport-
ing and storing the food, and they super-
vise the lunches themselves.

The following statements about the
school lunch program are taken from
speeches and reports written by George
McGovern:

It is difficult to imagine a more construc-
tive use of surplus food than providing it to
hungry children who are seeking education
for the sake of improving the cultural and
economic climates of their homelands. In
most of the underdeveloped countries the
most neglected resource is the minds of chil-
dren. Education is a first imperative in the
struggle for better living conditions, and
schools find it impossible to operate ef-
fectively when their pupils are engaged in a
long and dreary struggle against starvation.

It is my judgment that these programs are
returning greater dividends than any other
foreign assistance. We are ready to share our
food resources so that more children can
have food in their stomachs, and light in
their eyes, and hope in their hearts.

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

Mr. EDMONDSON. I yield to the
gentleman from Kansas.

Mr. BREEDING. Mr. Speaker, one of
the accomplishments of George McGov-
ern as Director of Food for Peace is his
program of food for wages.

A major project, begun by food for
peace under the directorship of George
McGovern, is the use of surplus Ameri-
can food for the partial payment of
wages earned by foreign workmen on
public works programs. This new proj-
ect has achieved its highest development
in Tunisia.

In Tunisia, nearly 200,000 workers are
currently involved in 6,000 public works
projects, ranging from digging a drain-
age ditch—employing 10 men—tio con-
structing a hospital—employing 3,000
men. Other projects include reforesta-
tion, land clearing, the drilling and
preparation of wells and cisterns, sani-
tation, housing, roads, and school con-
struction. Most of these workers re-
ceive one-third of their wages in a cereal
made of surplus American wheat, and
the remaining two-thirds in Tunisian
currency paid by the Tunisian Govern-
ment. The Tunisian Government is per-
mitted to sell some of the American food
in order to purchase tools and to meet
local expenses.

Food-for-peace operations in Tunisia
have in this way reduced unemployment
by 50 percent., In only 3 years food for
peace has generated 60 million man-days
of work. One million Tunisians—or
one-fourth of the total population of the
country—have benefited directly from
the 400,000 tons of surplus American
food which have been distributed
through food for peace. Under this
program the food serves as a stimulus
to work, and is not merely doled out.

Today, approximately 5 million work-
ers in 11 countries receive part of their
wages in surplus American food. Fur-
thermore, 20 other countries want simi-
lar programs. George McGovern has
called this food-for-wages program a
formula whereby we can transform
Kansas wheat into classrooms, roadways,
and hospitals throughout the world.
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Mr, Speaker, I am highly in favor of the
food-for-peace program, and congrabu-
late the Director, George McGovern, for
a job well done.

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

Mr. EDMONDSON. I yield to the
gentleman from Minnesota.

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Speaker, com-
ing from the State of Minnesota, a
neighbor State to the State of South
Dakota, I became quite well acquainted
with George McGovern when he first
came to the Congress. I was greatly
impressed with his ability. Later when
he served on the Committee on Agri-
culture I often used to go to him and
talk with him about the problems before
that committee. I always found him
well informed. Certainly the background
that he had in the House made it pos-
sible for him to fill his administrative
post very capably.

It was a great pleasure for me to work
with George McGovern. The people of
South Dakota have a fine citizen in
George McGovern, and certainly his
l;etsr;irce here in the Congress speaks for

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

Mr. EDMONDSON. I yield to the
gentleman from South Dakota.

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

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

There was no objection.

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Oklahoma for yield-
ing to me on the occasion of his special
order to pay tribute to a former col-
league, George McGovern, who for the
past 2 years has been serving as Direc-
tor of the food-for-peace program,
otherwise known as the Public Law 480

program,

This tribute to Mr. McGovern is espe-
cially timely. I am certain that my
friend, the gentleman from Oklahoma,
was unaware of the fact that the other
body—the Senate—has today held me-
morial services for the late Senator
Francis Case. Senator Case was co-
author of Public Law 480 and was instru-
mental in helping to implement this
great program.

The food-for-peace program is an out-
growth of the implementation of Public
Law 480. He had been diligent in his
efforts to see the program grow and
expand. He was not only interested in
seeing agricultural surpluses reduced,
but he was even more interested in feed-
ing hungry peoples around the world.

Senator Case had an abiding interest
in people and their welfare. He was
distressed by human suffering. During
his many years in both the House and
the Senate he gave much of his effort
to the improvement of conditions in the
Nation’s Capital and on its many Indian
reservations throughout the Nation. He
was equally zealous of improving the
standards of living in foreign countries.

I am sure that Senator Case worked
with George McGovern in helping him
to carry out the work of his position as
food-for-peace director. This he did
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because of his desire to see the program
he had helped in authoring succeed and
because of his nonpartisan attitude.

I am equally sure, however, that Sena-
tor Case was disturbed when George
McGovern announced his intention to
become a candidate against him and
announced his intention to defeat him
after his many years of faithful service
in the Congress of the United States.

I am sure he was disturbed not so
much because of Mr. McGovern's per-
sonal ambitions, but more particularly
because of the philosophies of govern-
ment espoused by the two men which
were as far apart as the poles.

Francis Case had given the best years
of his life in the preservation of con-
stitutional government in this country,
in the preservation of a democratic polit-
ical system and a capitalistic or private
enterprise economic system. He fought
for the preservation of these basic prin-
ciples because he realized that these
principles and these foundation stones
of our political and economic system
were responsible for making this the
greatest country in all history and that,
if retained, would make it even greater.

Senator Francis Case feared and
fought concentration of power in the
hands of a few. He believed the Re-
public could survive only so long as the
individual was free from Government
regulation, domination, and control and
so long as the individual was unfettered
by the chains of bureaucracy and bur-
densome taxation.

Senator Case realized that the Amer-
ican economy and that system of polit-
ical government which had made this
Nation great is under attack from a phi-
losophy which has been handed down
to us from the Medieval Ages—a philoso-
phy which teaches that the people are
too stupid to make their own decisions,
to spend their own money, and that
therefore, it is the obligation of the cen-
tral government to take their money
away from them through taxation and
then give it or loan it back to them to
spend under government direction, at
the same time placing their property
under government control.

As a student of history Senator Case
knew full well that in the Medieval Ages
this system was known as the divine
right of kings. That today is has more
subtle titles. In its most extreme form
it is known as communism, in its less
extreme form it is known as socialism
and in its less extreme form it is known
as welfare-statism. But he also knew
that all three systems are dedicated to
one principle and that is the destruc-
tion of capitalism and private enter-
prise.

He realized, as do most students of
government that communism, socialism,
and welfare-statism are similar but
are not synonymous. That communism
is a socialist economy of government
ownership of all property under a com-
plete political dictatorship, and which
denies the existence of God or a Supreme
Being. That socialism is primarily an
economic system which embraces gov-
ernment ownership of all basic indus-
tries—and theoretically, but only theo-
retically, could be democratic. That
welfare-statism is one step behind social-
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ism, where they permit the individual to
believe that he owns his own property,
but take the profits and the returns of
that property away from the owner
through taxation, and dominate the
grwtllershjp through regulation and con-

01,

Senator Case realized that welfare-
statism is a trend toward increased
bureaucracy—and a trend toward in-
creased bureaucracy is a trend away
from democracy and toward a dictator-
ship. He realized that the more the
central government is put in the hands
of bureaucrats, who are not elected by
the people, the more the people are shut
off from their government. He feared
as many good Americans fear that wel-
fare-statism leads to socialism and that
socialism leads to communism. He felt
that this is what the struggle is really
all about.

George McGovern is a leading pro-
ponent of welfare-statism under the
New Frontier. He has endorsed every
move toward the centralization of power
in the hands of the President. During
his 4 years in the Congress his voting
record was identical with the present
philosophies of the New Frontier. His
candidacy was espoused by the President
and his brother Robert Kennedy of the
Department of Justice. He has an-
nounced his support for the welfare-state
programs espoused by the President.

During his 4 years in Congress George
McGovern enjoyed a 100 percent voting
record endorsement by the ADA organ-
ization, the leftwing fanatic group who
were able to get 38 of their members on
the staff as political or economic advisers
to the President or on the President’s
Cabinet.

I said, Mr. Speaker, the beliefs of the
late Senator Francis Case and those of
George McGovern are as far apart as
the poles. They are possibly even fur-
ther apart.

Mrs. GREEN of Oregon. Mr. Speak-
er, the food-for-peace program is a
leader in the campaign to help the peo-
ples in the huts and villages of half the
globe to break the bonds of mass misery.

Until very recently, the head of this
vital program has been George Mec-~
Govern of South Dakota. Upon this
occasion, Mr. Speaker, I want to warmly
commend him for his leadership in this
responsible position.

I have known George McGovern for
many years. It was my pleasure as it
was the pleasure of others of my col-
leagues here today to serve with him
while he was a member of this body. I
am not surprised, therefore, at the out-
standing job he performed while carry-
ing out President Kennedy’s mandate
that the food-for-peace program share
with the newly developing countries this
Nation's agricultural abundance. How-
ever, Mr. McGovern did not see his task
as merely one of disposing of surplus
food. He saw that our surplus food
could be used to aid the newly develop-
ing countries to provide a more adequate
diet for their people and to promote the
growth of their economies.

The food-for-peace program under
George McGovern's direction has grown
to manhood as one of the principal
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peacemaking activities of the US.
Government.

In 1961, for example, Food for Peace
distributed more than 60 billion pounds
of food. In Peru, the school lunch pro-
gram supplied by Food for Peace will by
1966 provide nourishment for 1 million
children from among whom will come
some of that country’s leaders.

Another imaginative project authored
by George McGovern has been the use
of surplus food for the partial payment
of wages earned by foreign workmen on
public works programs. In Tunisia,
nearly tens of thousands of workmen on
such projects receive one-third of their
wages in a cereal made from surplus
American wheat.

During his stewardship, George Mec-
Govern traveled widely and wisely. At
one point in his journeys he was stricken
with hepatitis, but he continued his val-
iant work anyway.

This, in brief, is a profile of George
MeGovern’s work as Food for Peace ad-
ministrator. I think upon recitation of
these facts it can be agreed that he is
a dedicated, able and outstanding ad-
ministrator. I extend my warmest con-
gratulations to Mr. McGovern for a job
well done.

TENTH ANNIVERSARY—OPERATION
BOOTSTRAP

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GeorGE P. MiiLer). Under previous
order of the House, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Ryan] is recognized for
10 minutes.

Mr. RYAN of New York. Mr.
Speaker, today we celebrate the 10th an-
niversary of a significant proclamation.
On July 25, 1952, the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico, a unique experiment in the
history of man's political development,
was officially established.

On that day exactly one decade ago
the people of the United States and the
people of Puerto Rico set forth upon a
new road, a road almost totally unex-
plored. We have traveled together
along that road for 10 years. The road
has carried the people of Puerto Rico to
& future brighter than anyone dared
foretell on that day 10 years ago when
the proclamation was issued.

The record of those 10 years is ex-
traordinary. If the proper lessons are
learned from that record, much of man-
kind will be saved a great deal of grief.

All over the world people are striving
for independence in a burst of national-
ism unparalleled in history. New na-
tions are being created out of the former
colonial empires of the European
powers. Most of these new nations are
poor, agriculturally backward, indus-
trially underdeveloped, and technolog-
ically untrained. Their standards of
living are pitifully low; the economic
problems they face are massive. They
look with justifiable envy upon the
higher standards of living of the older
nations of the world. And they are de-
termined to achieve those standards, not
next year, or next month, but today.

We Americans sympathize with those
aspirations. But no people can appre-

ciate those desires with more awareness
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and feeling than the Puerto Ricans. For
they have experienced and overcome
similar conditions.

The people of Puerto Rico have taught
the world a lesson in what can be ac-
complished with patience, energy, and
hard work. They started with a land
that seemed to be hopelessly mired in
economic catastrophe. Mineral re-
sources are almost nonexistent. Popu-
lation pressures were frightful. A one-
crop economy held the country in
economic bondage. Per capita income
was unbelievably low—about $121 per
vear, Infant mortality was high, and so
was illiteracy.

Puerto Rico, in short, was an under-
developed country with enormous prob-
lems and, superficially, little hope. But
driven by a passion to better themselves,
the Puerto Ricans were determined to
use whatever resources they had to the
fullest extent, to lift themselves into a
better life by their own bootstraps.

Under the leadership of Gov. Luis
Mufoz-Marin and our distinguished col-
league, Dr. ANTONIO FERNOS-ISERN, a
unique partnership between the people
of the United States and the people of
Puerto Rico was created. The island
became an associated free state.
Puerto Rico contracted with the United
States for a relationship in which it
maintains for itself a maximum of inde-
pendence while still benefiting from an
intimate connection with the United
States. It is the equal in its local affairs
to any State of the Union. It elects its
own legislature and its own governing
officials. It passes its own laws with no
more hindrance than does New York or
Alaska.

Its citizens are also citizens of the
United States, entitled to all the rights
and privileges that flow from that status
and all the duties as well, except for
three. Residents of the island are not
subject to Federal taxation; they do not
vote in national elections; and their
representative to Congress is a Resident
Commissioner who may speak but not
vote.

No tariff or trade barriers exist be-
tween the island and the United States.
Our Federal Government continues to
act for Puerto Rico in foreign affairs,
defense, customs, and postal services, as
it does for the 50 States.

The aspirations of Puerto Rico are
well summarized in the preamble to their
constitution:

We consider as determining factors in our
life our citizenship of the United States of
America and our aspiration continually to
enrich our democratic heritage in the indi-
vidual and collective enjoyment of its rights
and privileges; our loyalty to the principles
of the Federal Constitution, the coexistence
in Puerto Rico of the two great cultures of
the American hemisphere, our fervor for
education; our faith in justice; our devotion
to the courageous, industrious, and peaceful
way of life; our fidelity to individual human
values above and beyond social position,
racial differences, and economic interests;
and our hope for a better world based on
these principles.

The economic handmaiden to this de-
votion to democratic principles is appro-
priately called Operation Bootstrap.
Under this program the islanders have
intelligently diversified their agricultural
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base and, at the same time, carefully
fostered a rational and reasonable in-
dustrial buildup. The result is a series
of solid achievements. Income, life ex-
pectancy, and literacy have soared; in-
fant mortality, disease, and poverty have
markedly decreased. Today Puerto Rico
is probably the most prosperous land in
the Caribbean, and its per capita income
is the second highest in all of Latin
America. Serious problems remain, but
the record of the past 10 years assures
us that Puerto Rico is on the right road.

I believe this record should be an in-
spiration to every underdeveloped coun-
try in the world. Indeed, every year
thousands of leaders from those coun-
tries visit the island to see and to learn.

Puerto Rico is serving as a bridge be-
tween the United States and Latin
America. Her statesmen are bringing
their wisdom born of experience to the
Agency for International Development
and our State Department.

Teodoro Moscoso, former Administra-
tor of the Economic Development Ad-
ministration of Puerto Rico, is Coordi-
nator of the Alliance for Progress.
Arturo Morales-Carrion, former Under
Secretary of State for Puerto Rico, is
Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for
Inter-American Affairs. I believe that
there are many more highly qualified
Puerto Ricans who would serve the
United States well in diplomatic posts in
Latin America, as well as other parts of
the world, in other key positions in the
Alliance for Progress, and in the Peace
Corps. I urge the President to take ad-
vantage of their background and train-
ing.

Mr. Speaker, the remarkable develop-
ment of Puerto Rico through Operation
Bootstrap under a democratic system of
government is clear proof to the world
that economic and social progress is not
only completely compatible with freedom
l::n(i';derm‘.n.:raw but is actually enhanced

y it.

On this 10th anniversary of the Com-
monwealth I congratulate Puerto Rico
on its past achievements and on its
future promise.

CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK AND A
SPECIAL HOUSE COMMITTEE ON
CAPTIVE NATIONS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
GeorGe P, MiLLER). Under previous or-
der of the House, the gentleman from
New York [Mr. DuLskil is recognized for
60 minutes.

Mr, DULSKI, Mr. Speaker, for 2 years
now, one of the major themes of the Cap-~
tive Nations Week observances has been
the establishment of a Special House
Committee on Captive Nations. During
the 1961 observance and again in the
1962 observance, Americans in all sec-
tions of this country have voiced their
support in favor of such a congressional
committee. They recog'nize, if some of
us do not, the necessity for a serious con-
centrated study of all the captive nations
in Europe, Asia, and the one in Latin
America.

The original measure to create a Spe-
cial House Committee on the Captive
Nations was submitted as early as March
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1961 by the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania, the Honorable DanNIeEL J. FLOOD.
His proposal, House Resolution 211, was
soon followed by three dozen similar
resolutions. All of these have been bot-
tled up in the House Rules Committee,
primarily because of the fear of several
parties that such a committee might do
too effective a job. Popular demand for
action on this vital project has, never-
theless, continued to express itself with
undiminished fervor,

Mr. Speaker, our citizens are not blind
to the several maneuvers that have been
exercised to prevent the formation of
this indispensable committee. The lat-
est one of a sudden and haphazard series
of hearings by the Subcommittee on
Europe fools no one. This plug-up effort
can scarcely be regarded as a serious im-
plementation of the Captive Nations
Week resolution which the 86th Con-
gress passed and which frightens Khru-
shchev each time it is mentioned. If
this flippant effort is supposed to help
the captive nations and our own citizens,
then I am afraid that the requirements
for such aid in this cold war continue
to elude some of us.

We, in this Congress, still have the
opportunity to make a major contribu-
tion in this respect by forming a Special
Committee on the Captive Nations, I
join with many other Members in this
body to call for immediate action on
House Resolution 211 and the other reso-
lutions by our Rules Committee. Let us
put this to the test of a House vote, and
let us be counted accordingly. I have no
doubt of the outcome.

Mr. Speaker, to show only a few ex=-
amples of popular interest in this major
project and the week itself, I request
that the following data be appended to
my remarks at this point: A report on
“Captive Nations Committee Urged” in
the Binghamton-Sun Bulletin; the sev-
enth way to overcome communism ad-
vocated in the Christopher News Notes;
a memorandum on the 1962 Captive Na-
tions Week issued by the National Cap-
tive Nations Committee on June 21, 1962;
an article on captive nations in the
Ionian of Iowa College; an article on a
Special Captive Nations Committee in
the Hoya of Georgetown University; July
15 editorial on Captive Nations Week in
the New Bedford, Mass., Sunday Stand-
ard-Times; and a report in the June 12
issue of the China Post, “China Backs
Proclamation of Captive Nations Week.”

CAPTIVE NATIONS COMMITTEE URGED

The establishment of a special committee
on the Captive Nations is one of the ways in
which the United States can support the na-
tional aspirations of “enslaved people,” Ig-
natius Billinsky told a gathering of Ukrain-
ian-Americans yesterday.

Mr. Billinsky, general manager of the
Phlladelphia Ukrainian newspaper, America,
spolr.e on “Ukraine: One of the Submerged
Nationalities”" at the Ukrainian Hall.

For the United States to deny the national
aspirations of the 15 republics that comprise

the Soviet Union is “detrimental to the best
interests of the country,” he salid.

“The Ukraine, Albania, Slovakia, Latvia,
Lithuania and the other countries overrun by
the Bolsheviks cannot be considered tradi-
tionally part of the Soviet Union. These na-
tions at one time had their independence
and national governments. Their struggle
to regain freedom must be recognized,
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“The people of these countries should nob
be considered minority peoples of the
U.B.8.R., either,” he said. “They are the ma-
jority in the land that was once theirs,

“The Captive Nations Resolution was ac-
cepted by Congress several years ago,” Mr.
Billinsky said. “But Secretary Rusk would
deny it. He would say that the anti-Bolshe-
vik bloc of nations is a part of the Soviet
Union. They are not; they are slave nations
and should be given backing in their fight
for independence.” The resolution recog-
nizes the captive status of the satellite na-
tions.

Secretary of State Dean Rusk has sald that
a captive nations committee in the House
of Representatives "would not be helpful.”

Mr. Billinsky said:

“Mr. Ehrushchev accuses Britain, France
and the United States of colonialism, but he
has the biggest colonial power in the world
today.

“This discussion of colonlalismm should be
brought before the United Nations. We
should let the world decide who the colonial-
ist is. Why shouldn't Mr. Stevenson bring
this matter up in the UN.? Why should we
continue to take defensilve when Mr. Ehru-
shehev shouts, ‘colonists’?” Adlal Steven-
son heads the U.S. delegation to the United
Nations.

Mr. Billinsky was a member of the Ukrain-
ian insurgent army during World War II and
also fought with the Ukrainian underground
movement.

His talk here was sponsored by the Organ-
ization for the Defense of Four Freedoms for
Ukraine, a liberation group, and the Ukraini-
an Congress Commitee of America. Eugene
Eurylo, 44 Winding Way, is president of the
organization. Vladimir Fedankiw, 17 Berlin
Street, is president of the congress commit-
tee.

CHAMPION THE RIGHTS OF SUBJUGATED PEO-
PLES—Do For THEM WaxHAT You WouLp
WanT THEM To Do For You v You WERE
Unper COMMUNIST RULE

More than 1,000 farmers recently made a
dash for freedom from Communist China.
But only 100 managed to escape. Most of
the other 900 were shot by Red border guards
or mangled by police dogs.

These frantic souls, llkke the 3 million
persons who fled from East Germany, prove
dramatically that most people run away
from the “people’s paradise” whenever they
get the chance.

Never-ending protests, such as these, are
hopeful reminders that the Communist con-
spiracy 1s doomed to ultimate failure.

No one can estimate how long it will be
before freedom will come to the enslaved
peoples of the earth. Nor should the prob-
lem be oversimplified. However, it is highly
important to keep alive In the hearts of the
oppressed the ardent hope of one day en-
Joying their God-given right of self-determi-
nation,

1. Don't let them be forgotten. Nearly 1
billion human beings—more than one-third
of the people of the earth—are dominated by
communistie regimes, imposed by force.

The overwhelming majority of this vast
portion of mankind yearn for the privilege
that all totalitarians deny their subjects:
the right to choose their own form of gov-
ernment,

2. Help them to help themselves. We
must live up to our grave responsibility—in
every way possible—to assist this great mul-
titude to achieve self-determination.

Because the Communist leaders are keenly
aware of what free elections would mean to
their regimes, they quake at the very
thought. The fact that this is a glaring
weak spot in their setup was proven by how
upset they became when the U.S. Congress
passed the captive nations resolution in
1959.

3. Prevent war by keeping their cause alive.
The more determined enslaved peoples are to
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win back their legitimate self-expression, the
more liabilities can be turned into assets.
The Soviets would be reluctant to risk any
major conflict so long as they have at their
back millions of persons who will never be
content with less than fulfillment of their
God-given freedoms.

Through conversations, discussions, talks,
letters to editors and Congressmen, keep
alive the cause of subjugated countries in
every way that does not make their position
worse. You will not only be doing much to
overcome communism but you may actually
help to prevent the horrors of another world
war.

DO MORE THAN TALK

Reflect frequently and prayerfully upon
the final plea made over the Hungarian free-
dom radio station on Sunday, November 4,
1956. These are the closing words:

“People of the world, listen to our eall.
Help us not with advice, not with words,
but with action, with soldiers and arms.
Please do not forget that this wild attack of
bolshevism will not stop. You may be the
next victim. Save us.

“Our ship is sinking. The light vanishes.
The shadows grow darker from hour to hour.
Listen to our cry. Start moving. Extend to
us brotherly hands. God be with you and
us.”

MEMORANDUM—NATIONAL CAPTIVE NATIONS
COMMITTEE
(From Lev E. Dobriansky, chairman, National
Captive Nations Committee)

Once again, Americans in all major cities
of the Nation will be observing Captive Na-
tions Week this July 15-21. This third an-
niversary promises to surpass the two pre-
vious successful observances. As before, the
President is expected to issue a proclamation,
and the Congress will observe the week in
legislative session.

Actually, the story of the Captive Nations
Week resolution, in all its ramifications, has
yet to be told to the American people. It Is
a fascinating story that continues to have an
ever-widening impact on the level of inter-
national affairs. Just consider these few
examples:

1. From July 1959 to the present, Ehru-
shchev and his puppets have violently been
denouncing the resolution and the week.
Why? Why has this event, more than any
other, precipitated such sustained denuncia-
tion?

2. In his recent book, Mr. Nixon says the
resolution was the “major Soviet irritant
throughout my tour.” Why? The former
Vice President thinks Khrushchev wanted a
pretext to lambast him personally. This spe=-
clous explanation reveals that Nixon to this
day does not grasp the “why" of all this.

3. Stewart Alsop, in a Saturday Evening
Post article last December, wrote: “When I
was in Moscow during the October party con-
gress, Khrushchev once again violently de-
nounced the innocuous Captive Nations Week
resolution, which Congress passes every year
to attract minority votes.” Logic? If it is
“Innocuous,” why the violent denunclation?
Facts? Does Congress do this, and for the
mythical purpose indicated?

4, Secretary of State Rusk, in a letter last
August to House Rules Chairman SwmiITH,
contradicts the contents of the resolution
and is in turn contradicted by Ambassador
Stevenson in the United Nations in Novem-
ber. Why the confused thinking?

These are only a few of many examples
proving that the story has yet to be told.
From the time I worked on the resolution
in 1958 to the current undertaking of the
week's observance, much material of public
interest has been accumulated. If you feel
as we do that, in the Interests of factual
truth and of our national security, the

American people should know this story,
please get in touch with me either at the
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above address or telephone, or at Georgetown
University. We shall be more than happy to
cooperate with you.

CAPTIVE NATIONS
(By Gerald Gasparrl)

A little over 3 years ago, President Eisen-
hower declared Captive Natlons Week. It
was the first genuine gesture on the part
of the United States that it had not forgotten
the people throughout the world who had
fallen victim to Communist totalitarianism.
However, this could have been regarded as
an empty gesture since Elsenhower's admin-
istration had failed to demonstrate a con-
viction and a willingness to help the free-
dom fighters in Hungary.

Nevertheless, the proclamation did have
its effects upon Soviet Russia and when Rich-
ard Nixon visited the U.S.8.R. he was greeted
by a belligerent Khrushchev who was openly
disturbed about the Eisenhower declaration.
Pravda, reflecting the Red dictator’s distaste
over Eisenhower's actions, declared that
“elephants will roost in trees before your
delirious ravings come true.” It was quite
obvious, however, that Eisenhower's act was
a source of worry to the Reds for It might
have been an indication of a new foreign
policy that was designed to win the cold
war, and it might have aroused the national-
istic tendencies of the members of the cap-
tive nations. These people have been sub-
Jected to the crudest form of colonialism
ever devised. EKhrushchev made it very plain
what he has in mind for those who are
held in confinement behind his Iron Cur-
tain when he stated, “It is essential that we
stress the education of the masses in the
spirit of proletarian internationalism and
Soviet patriotism. Even the slightest ves-
tiges of nationalism should be eradicated
with uncompromising Bolshevik determina-
tion.”

There is obviously no room for self-deter-
mination for the captives of communism
nor is there room for American intervention
that might stir the nationalistic tendencies
of these people. The Red leader is quite
aware of the potential danger of these sub-
jugated groups; thus, it would seem realistic
to help utilize these silent allies and incor-
porate their desire for freedom in a realistic
foreign policy that would enable the United
States to combat the spread of communism
and inflict upon it incalculable damage.

Under the present administration, there
seems to be a desire on the part of the
President to do what might be feasible to
help the captive nations secure their free-

. However strong the desire of the
President, his administration did not ap-
prove of a proposal before Congress that a
Special Committee on the Captive Natlons
be established. When Representative How-
arp SmrrH asked Secretary of State Dean
Rusk for his position on this committee he
replied, “I have carefully considered the pos-
sible role of such a committee in our con-
tinuing efforts to deal with the major for-
eign policy problem represented by the
Soviet-dominated areas. I have reluctantly
concluded that the formation of such a com-
mittee would not be helpful,

“As the U.S. Government seeks to deal with
the threat posed by recent Soviet actions
concerning Berlin, it is of utmost importance
that we approach any consultations with our
allles or with the Soviet Union in an at-
mosphere which best lends itself to an ac-
ceptable settlement. In this context, I
believe the establishment of such a com-
mittee at this time would likely be a
source of contention and might be taken
as a pretext for actions by the Soviet Union
which would interfere with the resolution
of the crisis concerning Berlin.” This is
certainly a very strange policy in dealing
with an enemy that has vowed to bury us.
The Soviets hardly cared whom they dis-
turbed when they erected the Berlin wall or,




14800

lately, when they attempted to create
hazardous conditions in the airlanes to
Berlin, It seems that the Secretary of State
could use this committee as a powerful
weapon to hold over the Russian heads since
they do not cherish the loss of their colonial
empire. He could make 1t quite clear that
the United States does not recognize the
holdings of the Soviets as permanent. It
seems, however, he has chosen to permit
Russian whims to dictate our foreign policy
and has, for the present, written off the cap-
tive nations.

Another member of the administration
has hardly been very courteous in creating
that atmosphere which best lends itself to
an acceptable settlement. Adlali Stevenson
stated before the United Nations that “de-
spite a Soviet declaration of the right of
self-determination for nations, including the
right to secede from the Soviet Union, Rus-
sia crushed Azerbaijan, Khiva, Bockhra, and
Armenia in 1920, Georgia in 1921, and the
Ukraine in 1923.

“"The Soviets' territorial aggrandizement
included the Karelian Province and other
parts of Finland and the eastern provinces
of Poland, the Romanian provinces of Bes-
sarabia and Bukovine, the independent
states of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania.

“Following the Second World War, whole
nations and peoples were swallowed up be-
hind the Iron Curtain in violation of agree-
ments and without a free vote of the peoples
concerned. These included Poland, Hun-
gary, Rumania, Bulgaria, Albania, and then
Czechoslovakia in more than one coup
d'etat.” He concluded with the statement
that the Soviet colonial empire “is one of
the most cruel and oppressive ever devised.”
It seems obvious that this speech was not
designed to create an atmosphere that would
generate friendly negotiations with the So-
viets, It was, in fact, an honest and realis-
tic appraisal of communism which Rusk
seems unable to make,

It is all very fine to declare Captive Nations
Week and in this way hope to keep the
morale of those behind the Iron Curtain high.
This yearly declaration by the President is
but a feeble attempt to declare that we are
strenuously opposed to communism. These
declarations demonstrate a futility just as
our vigorous protests reflect the inability of
the West to find the moral courage to defy
communism. A congressional committee to
study ways to ald these people is certainly a
step in the right direction and should be
considered again by Congress. This is just
one way to help these oppressed people. We
should not hope to preserve the status quo
or the myth of peaceful coexistence with the
Reds. We must realize now that the nature
of the Communist movement calls for con-
tinued expansion and eventual enslavement
of the world. We can no longer sit back and
tell the captive peoples of the world to wait
for we are not ready to help them gain their
freedom. We have a sacred duty as the cus-
todians of freedom in this world and unless
we are willing to bring it to others we are not
worthy of freedom ourselves. If we are will-
ing to abide by the slavery of other people it
will not be long until our own freedom will
be jeopardized. We have continually com-
promised with the freedom of the people of
Eastern Europe and Asia. It seems only logi-
cal that if we are willing to be complacent
about the freedom of others we will even-
tually arrive at this point when we will be
willing to be Red rather than dead in order
to avoid being brave instead of slave,

CariToL CROSSFIRE
(By T. Anthony Quinn)

The foreign policy of a nation must reflect
the national will of its people. Since 1945
the national will of our people has called
for a policy aimed at survival in the struggle
against communism, but without a world
war. But the harsh realities of Communist
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dogma make survival for the West contingent
on the eventual destruction of the driving
Soviet will to conquer us. This, most as-
suredly, can be accomplished without war;
but it will require the adoption by this Na-
tion of a program embodying offensive ac-
tion against Soviet power and a reaffirma-
tion of our will to win, i.e., a positive policy.

The Communist successes of late testify
that such a policy is not in effect. Indeed,
our Nation's Department of State appears
now to have placed fear of world conflict at
the forefront so that programs of positive
action to exploit Russian weaknesses are
stymied out of respect for Soviet anger,

A recent and prime example of this sur-
rounds the establishment in the House of
Representatives of a Special Committee on
the Captive Nations to investigate, publicize,
and generally take advantage of the anti-
Russian feelings of millions enslaved behind
the Iron Curtain, Ehrushchev's deep con-
cern over Western exploitation of this weak-
ness in his empire is eminently clear, as
proven by his fearful reaction to the con-
gressional Captive Nations Week resolutions.

The State Department’'s timidity in anti-
Communist affairs was distinetly manifest in
Secretary of State Dean Rusk's comment on
this proposal in a letter of August 22, 1961,
to Howarp SmITH, chairman of the House
Rules Committee. Mr. Rusk disapproves of
such a committee because, he states, “it is
of utmost importance that we approach any
consultations with our allies or negotiations
with the Soviet Union in an atmosphere
which best lends itself to an acceptable set-
tlement. In this context I believe, the estab-
lishment of such a committee would likely
be a source of contention, and might be
taken as a pretext for actions by the Soviet
Union which would interfere with the resolu-
tion of the present crisis concerning Berlin.”

This kind of fuzey thinking reminds one
of Prime Minister Chamberlain at Munich
in 1938. Apparently Mr. Rusk feels that
America must keep the Soviet Union happy,
even at the cost of subverting the positive
aspects of our own foreign policy. Such a
show of pliancy may well encourage the
Soviets to try for greater gains over Berlin.
American attempts to placate them have not
in the past, and show no sign in the future,
of easing Russian antagonism on any ques-
tion.

Mr, Rusk does not stop there. He further
remarks, “the U.S, Government's position is
weakened by any action which confuses the
rights of formerly independent peoples or
nations with the status of areas such as the
Ukraine, Armenia, or Georgia, which are tra-
ditional parts of the Soviet Union.” V. I
Lenin, himself, recognized these and other
areas as independent in 1917, and forced
them to become part of the Soviet Union
only by 3 years of bloody civil war and
betrayal of promises. These national areas
long struggled against Russian domination,
either czarist or Red; and Armenia, itself,
was never fully a part of the old Russian
Empire. The Soviet Constitution of 1938
recognizes them as “independent” Socialist
republics, and Khrushchev today is hoarse
from telling them they are independent
states, Yet Mr. Rusk writes them off as
“traditional parts of the Soviet Unlon,” 44
years after congquest. Khrushchev, as Stalin
before him, has long desired American de
jure recognition of the long chain of Russian
conquests, beginning in 1918 and extending
through the Baltic States and Eastern
Europe, It appears that from Mr. Rusk he
is beginning to get it.

In a second letter to Representative SmMiITH,
dated December 27, 1961, Mr. Rusk reaffirms
his stand and the “U.S. Government’s long-
established policy toward the peoples of the
U.8.8.R." If that policy entails full recogni-
tion of Soviet conquests, as Mr. Rusk infers,
then this Special Committee on the Captive
Nations becomes even more necessary to shed
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public light on the limitations of such a
policy. A national government which spends
upward of $50 billlon yearly to halt Soviet
advances but refuses to even look at chances
for its own advancement, is not serving the
national will. Billions for defense, but not
1 cent for offense is no policy for survival.
CaPTIVE NATIONS WEEK

From today through July 21, the United
States is marking its third annual observance
of Captive Nations Week.

Since the U.S. State Department has a
tendency to soft-pedal American references
to the captive nations, apparently for fear
that Moscow will become more threatening, it
is fair to ask why we should have such an
observance.

Captive Nations Week remains significant
because the cold war is a continuing fact of
political life. There has been no change in
Communist doctrine: The desire to bury our
way of life, by whatever means, remains the
admitted touchstone of Communist poliey,
no matter how mildly it is phrased.

For the captive people behind the Iron
and Bamboo Curtains, the cold war con-
tinues, too. Famine in Red China has not
made Mao Tse-tung relax his hold on the
suffering Chinese people. Growing food
shortages in Eastern Europe and in Russia
itself have not caused the Communists to
abandon their rigid program of forced col-
lectivization of the peasants.

When Khrushchey convened the recent
meeting of the satellite governments in Mos-
cow, he made it clear that although the
Communist bloc faced a severe economic
crisis, no choice between guns and butter
could be offered. Butter, he implied, was
obsolete and would remain so for some time.

The captive nations hate their Communist
masters as much as they did in East Berlin
in 1953, and in Hungary and Poland in 1956,
when hatred exploded into open revolt.

Froof of this, if proof is required, can be
found in the mass exodus of more than
120,000 Chinese to Hong Eong and Macao
and in the flight of hundreds of Eastern
Berliners who have risked their lives to
breach the Berlin wall since its erection
nearly a year ago.

These people, whose firsthand experience
with communism has continued for years,
are our stanchest allies. As General Max-
well D. Taylor, President Kennedy's mili-
tary adviser, has stated, the unwavering
passive resistance of the captive peoples is
one of the strongest deterrents to Soviet
aggression. As long as Khrushchev is afraid
of being stabbed In the back, he is less likely
to launch an attack on the West.

But the captive peoples of Eastern Europe
will not go on resisting their Soviet masters
indefinitely unless we give them some reason
to hope.

Our total fallure to formulate any kind
of a policy toward Eastern Europe seems to
indicate the West's tacit acceptance of a
world divided into two parts—one slave, one
free. The recent U.S. proposal for an ex-
change of nonaggression pacts between
NATO and the fictitious Warsaw Pact al-
liance—actually a group of puppets—has had
an especlally discouraging effect upon the
captive peoples.

Captive Nations Week provides the Ameri-
can people with a chance to show the victims
of Red slavery that they are not forgotten.
It also provides our Government with a
chance to take the initiative in the *cold
war,” which could be done by:

Insisting on inclusion of the Hungarian
problem on the agenda of the U.N. General
Assembly.

Remaining steadfast in refusing to help the
Communists solve their problems by credits
or expansion of trade.

Raising the question of Sovlet treaty
pledges to hold free elections in Eastern
Europe.
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Placing the question of the U.S.8.R.’s de-
nial of self-determination rights to the peo-
ples of east-central Europe on the agenda
of every U.N. General Assembly session from
now on.

CHINA BACKS PROCLAMATION OF CAPTIVE
Nations WEEK

Ku Cheng-kang, chairman of the Com-
mittee of Civic Organizations of Republic of
China, yesterday welcomed a U.S. Senator's
proposal that the third week in July be pro-
claimed the Captive Nations Week by the
United States.

A news item datelined Washington, June
9 (CNA) said that U.S. Senator ROMAN
Hrusgka introduced in the U.S. Senate a reso-
lution, requesting U.S. President Kennedy
to proclaim the third week in July of this
year the Captive Nations Week and to bring
the question of liberation of these nations
and regions before the United Nations Gen-
eral Assembly.

Commenting on the item Ku said Senator
Hruska's proposal was a thoughtful one to
which he wished to pay his high tribute
and enthusiastic response.

“Today,” Ku added, “the unanimous desire
of the oppressed peoples is to struggle for
existence and freedom.”

He voiced his conviction that this is the
most opportune time for the United States,
leader of the free world, to step up its lib-
eration movement. “Agricultural failure is
common to the Communist areas in hoth
Europe and Asia, and particularly the people
on the mainland are facing imminent star-
vation,” he pointed out.

He said the fact that the East German
people keep on fleeing to the West and the
Chinese people risked their lives to flee to
Hong Kong and Macao in batches after
batches recently serve to provide a strong
proof that they are all for freedom and
against the tyrannical Communist rule,

He hoped that the resolution, when
passed, could be accepted by President Ken-
nedy so as to give the Communist-enslaved
peoples a great encouragement. .

Mr. DULSKI. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks and to include extraneous
matter.

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

There was no objection.

THE MOUNTING DEMAND FOR TAX
CUTS BEFORE CONGRESS AD-
JOURNS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
previous order of the House, the gentle-
man from Massachusetts [Mr. Lang] is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. LANE. Mr. Speaker, the need for
an across-the-board tax cut is in a race
with time. TUnless the Congress provides
some relief for the heavy tax burdens
carried by corporations and individuals,
in the 5 to 7 weeks remaining before ad-
journment, the sluggish economy may
slip back into another recession.

As the new Congress will not convene
until January 1963, we run the risk that
a possible recession will deepen to the
point where extreme measures would be
required to meet the situation.

The warning signals are clear. There
has been little reduction in the millions
of unemployed. The profit squeeze is
slowing down the rate of economic
growth. The sharp and sudden decline
in the value of securities traded on Wall
Street, reflects the doubts and fears of
investors.
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Confiscatory taxes, patiently borne by
corporations and individuals for many
years to meet our domestic and interna-
tional obligations, are exhausting the
initiative and the confidence of our peo-
ple.

On previous downswings in the eco-
nomic cycle, we have waited to see what
happens and have been forced into
emergency spending programs to effect
a partial recovery that simply postponed
the day of reckoning. The root and
cause of our sluggish economy is the
drying up of incentives through excessive
taxation.

Sooner or later this issue had to be
faced, and I believe that the day of de-
cision is near. Some measure of tax re-
lief, to encourage enterprise and to re-
store investor and consumer confidence,
is essential to produce the revenues that
support the programs of the U.8. Gov-
ernment.

Apart from the first year's deficit, tax
reduction will stimulate economic ac-
tivity; soon compensate for the initial
loss of revenue; and provide more free-
dom of action for corporations and indi-
viduals to do more for the progress of
our people.

When two widely separated organiza-
tions like the AFL-CIO and the U.S.
Chamber of Commerce—although their
fiscal objectives may differ—unite in
calling for a substantial and widespread
tax cut by Congress before it adjourns,
and are supported by an impressive list
of authorities in other fields, we sense a
national awareness of what must be
done.

Present tax rates are the roadblock in
the way of economic recovery and eco-
nomic growth.

Although various formulas are pro-
posed, I believe these differences can be
bridged by the overriding necessity of a
tax reduction, now, before we become
bogged down in another recession that
weakens our capacity for recovery.

Relief should be across the board,
benefiting corporations and individual
taxpayers.

The consensus of opinion in the U.S.
community is that an immediate tax cut
is both necessary and desirable: Neces-
sary to halt the economic decline; de-
sirable to renew confidence and provide
incentives that will liberate the dynamic
capacity for growth that is the very
heart of freedom.

QUINNIPIAC COUNCIL, BOY SCOUTS
OF AMERICA, SCORES “FIRST"
IN INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

GeEORGE P. MiLLeEr). Under previous

order of the House, the gentleman from

Connecticut [Mr. Giaimo]l is recognized

for 5 minutes.

Mr. GIAIMO. Mr. Speaker, the Boy
Scouts of America have long been an
object of admiration for many of us.
Their record of accomplishment is
matchless, and their ideals are worthy of
emulation by every American.

I would like today to call to the at-
tention of my colleagues a specific activ-
ity of the Quinnipiac Council of the Boy
Scouts of America, located in Hamden,
Conn., which is a magnificent example
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of the principles of Scouting. The

Quinnipiac Council is sponsoring an in-

ternational camporee—the first of its

kind. These boys and their farsighted
leaders have brought boys from all over

the world to Connecticut to live for a

month with American Scouts and have

a firsthand view of America. The boys

have taken side trips to New York and

Boston and just recently came to Wash-

ington.

It was my extreme privilege to meet
these boys and their visitors. I spent
several hours with them and came away
convinced that this is the type of pro-
gram that is extremely important and
worth while. I am proud to represent
these Scouts and their families.

Under unanimous consent, I would
like to insert in the REcorp explanatory
material on this unique and fruitful ex-
periment in international living, and the
names of the boys who participated.
My especial commendations are ex-
tended to the Quinnipiac Council chief,
Samuel D. Bogan, and the troop leaders,
Mr. Auerhaan, Mr. Burger, Mr. Gagnon,
and Mr. Magrath, for their wisdom,
leadership, and immeasurable contribu-
tion to the cause of better international
relations.

The material follows:

INTERNATIONAL CAMPOREE, 1962, QUINNIPIAC
CoUNCIL, BoY SCOUTS OF AMERICA, HAMDEN,
CONN.

During  the entire month of July, the
Quinnipiac Council is sponsoring an inter-
national camporee that is setting a prece-
dence in international relationships. This
camporee is a climax of more than 20 years
of international exchanges instituted by
Quinnipiae Council Chief Samuel D. Bogan.
With the full support of the National Coun-
cll, Boy Scouts of America, this is to be the
ploneer effort for the establishment of this
type of program by other local Scout councils
through the United BStates. Participating
will be Scout representatives from 14 nations.

The camporee consists of three phases:

1. Camporee Week from July 1-8, at Quinn-
ipiac Council’s Camp Sequassen, Winsted,
Conn., and a second week of regular camp
activities during the week of July 8-15.

2. Our visiting Scouts will live in our
homes so that each will get to know us bet-
ter. The visit in our homes will include
slde trips of interest such as visits to local
polnts of interest as well as nearby cities of
New York and Boston.

3. A highlight trip to our Nation's Capital,
Washington, D.C., from July 23-27. Head-
quarters for the group, which numbers ap-
proximately 180 Scouts and leaders, will be
the Hotel Ambassador. A welcome to Wash-
ington is to be given by U.S. Representative
from Connecticut, Congressman ROBERT A,
Graimo, at dinner on Monday, July 23.

On Tuesday, July 24, the tour schedule in
order, is as follows: Capitol Building, Wash~
ington Monument, Jefferson Memorial, Ma-
rine Corps Monument, Arlington National
Memorial (including the laying of a laurel
wreath on the Tomb of the Unknown Sol-
dier), Lincoln Memorial, National Archives,
and the Wax Museum.

On Wednesday, July 25, a tour of the
White House, home of our Persident, will be
followed by a visit to Mount Vernon, the
home of our first President. There will also
be a tour of the Smithsonian Institution
area, including the National Gallery of Art
and the Museum of Natural Sciences. This
will be followed by a real highlight of the
trip, a visit to each Embassy represented by
our visiting Scouts, accompanied by their

hosts.




14802

©On the return trip to Connecticut, Thurs-
day, July 26, a luncheon stop will be made at
the National Headquarters of the Boy Scouts
of America, in New Brunswick, N.J. Our
host for the visit will be Chief Scout Execu-
tive Joseph A. Brunton, Jr. Included will be
a tour of the Johnston Scout Museum, lo-
cated on the grounds of the national office.

Over 800 Scouts from the following nations
are participating in the international camp-
oree : Canada, Denmark, Finland,
France, Federal Republic of Germany, Great
Britain, Greece, Iran, Italy, Mexico, Nether-
lands, Sweden, Switzerland, and the United
States.

The following is the statement used in
placing a wreath at the Tomb of the Un-
known Soldler:

“In placing this wreath to honor an un-
known soldier, a casualty of war, we pray

QuinNiptac Councit, Boy Scours oF AMER-
1cA, HAMDEN, CoNN —WASHINGTON TRIP
ROSTER

TROOP 1

Troop leader: Mr. Auerhaan.

Patrol No. 1: Dennis Evans, leader; Gay-
len Duncan (Canada); Edward Murphy;
Richard Lawton (Canada); Robert Eatomn;
Rickey Innes; Robin Tetlow (Canada); Fred
Landorf; and Kenneth Landorf.

Patrol No. 2: Stephen Lowrey, leader;
Axel Conradi (Canada); Phil Lewls; Peter
Conradi (Canada); Mark Moore; Randall
Miller; Paul Robson (Canada); James
Reveaux; and David Shiffrin.

Patrol No. 3: Craig Stahl, leader; Sten
Ake Nilsson (Sweden); Alan Stahl; Carl
Lewis; Sven Goran Nilsson (Sweden); Rich-
ard Schoenknecht; Gunther Hubmann
; Carl Smith; Robert Lepper;
Henle (Germany); Richard Kubeck;
and William Edwards.

Patrol No., 4: Michael Cahoon, leader;
Berut Karlsson (Sweden); Bill Cahoon;
Hakan Laugseth (Sweden); Barry Berman;

Jess Bloom; Percy Elling (Sweden); Peter

Heyse; Lindsay Hulbert; Swen Jacobson

(Sweden) ; Howard Finger; and Mark Fidler.
TROOP 2

Troop leader: Mr. Burger.

Patrol No. 5: Charles Floto, leader; John
Tyrer (. ); Paul Floto; John Ciastko;
Giovanni Geddes (Italy); Alan Horwath;
Mario Rampini (Italy); Bill Tinker; Barrie
Drazen; Paqui Mauro (Italy): Phillip Pao-
lella, Jr.; Joseph Paolella.

Patrol No. 6: Paul Ford, leader; Jolal
(Iran); Michael King; Rodney W. Archer
(England); John E. Barker, Jr.; John Blaik-
lock; Raymond Considine; Fred Langerman;
Khosmnevisan (Iran); Peter Considine;
Howard Rashba; Farzi (Iran).

Patrol No, 7: Robert Stockus, leader; Rene

“Rimada (Mexleo); John Hall; Fernando
Margain (Mexico); Robert Hunt; Russell
Hotchkiss; Ruben Fernandez (Mexico);
Peter Jessop; James Keating, Jr.; Fred Suss-
man; Ronald Hine.

Patrol No. 8: Bruce Hawley, leader; David
W. Lankshear (England); Andrew Harvard;
Diego Alonso Hinojosa (Mexico); Russ
Scavelll; Bryan Sperry; Jorge H. Padilla
(Mexico); David Gitlitz; Richard Greele,

TROOP 3

Troop leader: Mr. Gagnon.

Patrol No. 9: Robert Rathgeber, leader;
James Stewart (Canada); Jeffrey Prager; Mi-
chael Daly (Canada); Donald Clock; Thomas
Clock; Michael Oatway (Canada); David Ta-
tor: John Susman; Bruce Clark (Canada);
John Golia; Richard Russell, Jr.

Patrol No. 10: David Novicki,
Hansjjorg Hagmann (Switzerland);

leader;
Erik
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Olesen; Thomas Casparis (Switzerland); Mi-
chael Blanchard; Willlam Welrsman; Wolf
Siler (Swimrland), Roy Wilkinson; Lee

: Donald Galligan, leader;
Dennis Galligan; Benedict Dolf (Switzer-
land); Francis Caissie (Canada); Douglas
Blowers; Alvin Blowers; David Moore (Can-
ada); James P. McGovern, Jr.; Willlam Mac-
Calmon.

Patrol No. 12: Joseph Link, leader; Brad-
ford LIff; Fortunat Busch (Switzerland);
Robert Arnaud (France); Robert Bouley;
David Waldron; Alain Roumy (France);
Fred Schrelber; Richard Schwartz; Erik
Huuse (Denmark); Vincent Gagnon; Robert
Fletcher.

TROOP 4

Troop leader: Mr, Magrath.

Patrol No. 13: John Fallgren, leader; Peter
DaRos; Anthony DaRos, Jr.; Cornelius van
Tricht (Netherlands); Willlam Meneely;
Rusty Condon; Maurits van Tol (Nether-
lands); Robert White; Calvin Ward; Rudl
Pen (Netherlands); Michael Franford; Mar-
tin Garber.

Patrol No. 14: William Richards, leader;
Esko Pakkanen (Finland); Julian I.lpaher
Kristian Seren (Finland); Richard Emmons;
Richard Englehardt; Nicholas Athanassiou
(Greece); Barton Hall; Paul Hancharyk.

Patrol No. 15: John Perry, leader; Kari T.
Tossavainen (Finland); Robert Moore; Alex-
andros Michalopoulos (Greece); Michael
Laurie; David Leeney; George Griparli
(Greece); Peter Daniel; Donald Eatom, Jr.

Patrol No. 16: David Anderson, leader;
Lianos Evangelos (Greece); Alan Bruce;
Christos Petreas (Greece); Jerry Montlick;
Harold Alderman; Constantinos Voulgaris
(Greece); Alfred Clark; Robert Consiglio;
Constantinos Papanastasiou (Greece); Stan-
ley Schwartz; Doug Smith.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to Mr. Baring (at the
request of Mr. Frieper), for 10 days, on
account of official business.

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legisla-
tive program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

Mr. Zasrockr, for 20 minutes, on to-
morrow.

Mr, Lang, for 5 minutes, today.

Mrs. Dwyer (at the request of Mr.
Havrpern), for 20 minutes, on July 26.

Mr. Giammo (at the request of Mr. Ar-
seErT) , for 5 minutes, today, to revise and
extend his remarks and include extra-
neous matter,

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

By unanimous consent, permission fo
extend remarks in the CONGRESSIONAL
REcorD, or to revise and extend remarks,
was granted to:

Mr. Mason to extend his remarks in
the Recorp on the passing of a public
servant.

Mr. ZELENKO, the remarks he made in
the consideration of H.R. 11677 and to
include tables and other documents.

Mr. Paiceiy and to include extrane-
ous matter.

Mr, ALcer teo revise and extend his
remarks made in Committee on the
Equal Pay Act and to include extraneous
matter,

July 25

Mrs. Green of Oregon to revise and
extend her remarks made in general
debate on the equal pay bill and to
include a table.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. Hatpern) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr, HALL.

Mr, TUPPER.

Mr. PELLY.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. ALBert) and to include
extraneous matter:)

Mr. ROSENTHAL.

Mr, WRIGHT.

Mr. KEOGH.

Mr. CAREY.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee had examined and found
truly enrolled a bill of the House of the
following title, which was thereupon
signed by the Speaker:

H.R.B8967. An act to provide for the in-
corporation of certain nonprofit corporations
in the District of Columbia, and for other
purposes,

SENATE ENROLLED EILL SIGNED

The SPEAKER announced his signa-
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of
the following title:

S.2006. An act to amend further the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961, as amended, and
for other purposes.

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. BURLESON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee did on this day present
to the President, for his approval, bills of
the House of the following titles:

H.R.1700. An act for the relief of Jaime
Abejuro;

H.R. 2187. An act for the relief of Augustin
Ramirez-Trejo;

H.R.2198. An act for the relief of Carlos
SBepulveda Abarca;

H.R.6374. An act to clarify the application
of the Government Employees Training Act
with respect to payment of expenses of at-
tendance of Government employees at certain
meetings, and for other purposes;

H.R. 10606. An act to extend and improve
the public assistance and child welfare serv-
ices programs of the Social Security Act, and
for other purposes; and

H.R.11038. An act making supplemental
appropriations for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1962, and for other purposes.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. LIBONATI. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 6 o'clock and 31 minutes p.m.), under
its previous order, the House adjourned
until tomorrow, Thursday, July 26, 1962,
at 11 o’clock a.m,

COMMITTEE EMPLOYEES
Jury 13, 1962.
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE
To the CLERK OF THE HOUSE:
The above-mentioned committee or sub-
committee, pursuant to section 134(b) of
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the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1948, REIMBURSEMENTS TO GOVERNMENT AGENCIES
Public Law 601, T9th Congress, approved 'grbom
August 2, 1946, as amended, submits the : 58 T
following report showing the name, profes-  ° cue of employee Tuilission I m m&‘;},‘
sion, and total salary of each person em- #-month Name of employee Profession salary
ployed by it during the 6-month period from period ﬂ:!.urlnt
January 1 to June 30, 1962, inclusive, to- aod
gether with total funds authorized or appro- George A. Urian.. . Olerical assistant_.._| $3, 643,77
priated and expended by it: James 0010 .ol A e 3,390, 63
Bt ‘B. Miller do —-| 3188.10 Agency for Interna-
TG ﬁmc{nlﬁh %r]r]llr‘h do. 2, %. ﬁ tionul_ Develop-
ando! OMES. ... 2 ment:
gross Nancie Hammack____. g’,m, 39 Lapadula, Michael | Investigator_.__.._.. $7,175. 60
Name of employee Profession salary George P, Cossar, Jr___ 514. 47 i
during Viola W, Grubbs___. 3, 086. 82 Agricultum Depart-
6month  Pagrick M. Hayes.... 3,291 84 ent of:
period Rosaline E. MeGov- 2,057. 88 3,416.80
orn. Evans, George B 1, 531. 64
William J, Neary. ... 3,086.82  Wride, Char _--| Editorial assistant__| 3, 740.84
Standinlg committee: Harry E, m,y;m ds___ 3,350.86 Air Force, De
John J. Heimburger. 00 . 8mith 3, 356. 86 ment of:
Francis M. LeMay.. 146  Spzanme 8. Thomas. __| 3, 086, 82 Brown, Robert M __| Investigator......... 1, 961, 60
Ohristine 8. Galla- | Clerk. . aeemeeeeaaae 8,061.46  (eraldine E. Rothwell 2,057.88 Atomic Energy
gher, M . Wilson 2,844, 32 Commission:
Hyde H. Murray... Sandra 1. Percival.... 1,301.52 Ta)’lor G.C TS | 4, 247.83
Lydia Vaein_.......| Graco W, 1,208 08 Bureau of the Bidg:
Betty M. Prezioso.. Mary 1,208. 08
Peggy Jean Lamm_ _ i mann, Mi.ller 0.7 do.. 4, 481. 60
Gi: s'rls] N. On- ( o At % 665. Mary H. Smallwood.. 1,208.08 Civil sﬁm Com-
archo, thro pr. George 8. Green.__.._. 8,051, 46
962). ; : Coltrin, Marion¥._.|_.__.do_._........... 1,801.16
Jane C. Wojeik. - staﬂ' assistant_......| 3,593.16 :mas H. Bersie........ 3,080,82 Commerce, Depart-
Martha Hannah____| Staff assistant 3, 247.45 hine Birdsell 3, 356, 86 ment of:
(from Feb. 1, Dorothy D. Borth 514,47 s, L. do-.. 8,442, 95
1962). Robert Dunkel 514,47 Keister, R, H. 0 3, 640. 88
John Mercer. ... Stafl assistant 306.83  Paul D. Quinn 2, 795. 20 Shafer, = do._ 5, 60O, 20
(from June 1, Gayle C. Raver. 3, 086, 82 Shearer, Ross 8. .. do.... 2, 435, 20
1062). Dorothy E. Sweeney. 3, 356, 86 Tiedemann, Hollie |_____ 4o eeeeeeoo...| 345560
Investigating com- 8ilas Taber. ... .. -._ 3, 086. 82 J.
mittee: John H. Mur| 2,019, Corps of Engineers:
Adele Downey — |...-- [ I Fene SR 315.64 Catherine L. 2, 850, 56 cAETL iR do. . 3,722.83
Maynard. William B. G 1, 475. 40
Haywood W. Staff assistant 1,687.92  Allah F. Dicl 2,572.35
ylor, (throush Apr. 80, gwmi? %oughsedga_ ;’% ﬁ 5,881, 78
Martha Hannah. ... sm: assistant 640.49 Willlam J. Buroody, 1, 208,98
(through Jan, 31, Jr. 1,318. 72
1062). Jessemine A. Falls.__. 1, 047. 56 8,131, 52
Virginia E. Stevens___ 266, 38 Ct . 'EP' M do. 1, 0185, 52
Co L [ 7,253. 28
Funds suthorized or appropristed for com- ’ f
mittee expenditures. . -ooooooooiamoaae $50,000.00  Funds authorized or appropriated for com- D:ua]:c% 1%,.1" a0 - G-g;g- g
e mittee expenditures Roldw FeBie v ‘do 2,533, 68
Amount of expenditures previously reported. 33,061.17 an);ﬁiu' % Y mar e s i
Amount expended from Jan. 1 to June 30, Halstad’ B, G S Roegle
1962. 10, 685. 90 R R e i S ?’sszlin
Total amount expended from Jan, 1 231,056.67  Hoves, B M.l do 1, 863. 36
1061, £0 June 80, 1062.......---...-.. 43,747.07 R L M
=== Total amount expended from July 1, ] ‘5, I Lk phaoss e L
Balance unexpended as of June 30, 1962.  6,252.93 1961, to June 30, 1962 . - ooeeeanon 442, 746. 16 Lw;s ---- do 3 030, 48
HaroLD D. COOLEY, T g EAR m’m:'aneo Lo e )
Chairman. Bl aipedod s of e A0, Lipscomb, W. P____| ‘Investigator 7, 558, 88
—— T Cuamence Canwon, ﬁ“é’ﬁ‘”‘igl‘ o g
cEliece, R. "y
Go o e Ohstign: e P
MMITTEE ON OPRIATIONS —_— on, W. C_ , 527.
y Jury 15, 1962. Neale, A. W.._ 7,658.72
To the CLERK oF THE HOUSE: Retirament fin 5 706, 66
The above-mentioned committee or sub- COMMITIEE ON APPROPRIATIONS (INVESTIGA- berts, A, J.... 3775, 68
committee, pursuant to section 134(b) of TIONS STAFF) '1‘1.11'114\:1-51 ! 2,282, 40
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, To the CLERK oF THE HOUSE: Wood, H. - 1, 540. 08
Public Law 601, 79th Congress, approved The above-mentioned committee or sub- F"‘i‘ifgiscémggm'n_
August 2, 1946, as amended, submits the committee, pursuant to section 134(b) of Thelemann, E. C___|_____ A e 5,481, 87
following report showing the name, profes- the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, Federal Trade Com-
sion, and total salary of each person em- Public Law 601, 79th Congress, approved mission:
ployed by it during the 6-month period from August 2, 1046, as amended, submits the _ Wagner,Winfleld K |._._do.............. 5,306. 38
January 1 to June 30, 1962, inclusive, to- following report showing the name, profes- He‘ﬂaﬁ' g
gether with total funds authorized or appro- sion, and total salary of each person em- partment of:’
priated and expended by it: ployed by it during the 6-month period from Bing, BB il i R 1,187.87
January 1 to June 30, 1962, inclusive, to- Interl{otfﬁeDepartment
Total gether with total funds authorized or appro-
gross  priated and expended by it: h‘;ﬁn‘?," 3. ?nié:_:i """" S e BABRES
Name of employee Profession sl EREE
P Total Baill, Tsrael—-o—f_.___ dolao .| 388308
period gross Library of Congress:
Name of employee Profession salary Rose, J. K. do._ 3,122.75
6?#151& Nav;;.tlgepartmant
Kenneth 8, kle_.._| Olerk and staff 824,74 of the;
P et %, period  Wilkenloh, C. E. o 1,154, 56
Paul MWWilsml Post Office Depart-
Carson ment;:
Samuel W, Crosby___. Kenneth T Director, surveys | $4,802.32  Kopp, Robert......|oooodoo - ooomeen.. 4,115.68
Jay B, Howe....__.___ Delavigne. and investigations State, Department of:
Ross P, Pope____ e oM 1, Steuart, 0. H.o oo lcoeell0nccniiomines =) 7.503.00
e ggf;" William B, Soyars. . ..| Director, surveys 7, 225. 45 Veteur:ﬁr-' .?dmini&
Eugene B, Wilhelm 8, et e Fulton, J, O do 3,809.47
G, Homer Skarin_ 78, staff. e P T e S A L LT e i
Robert i, Michaels - ‘08 Leonard M. Walters_ .| Assistant director, | 6,044.28 Traveland miscel- n
Robert P, Williams__. 260. expensa. 59, 050. F
ge%rse Ff\' E('lvm'i"" d 6,909, 12
ubrey A, Gunnels 0 , 900,
Francis errill 5, g.m ﬁ‘]’]‘;’g:“d GEE;‘EE“_‘E: Funds authorized or appropriated for com-
g‘.m’% Helen O. Perrish__..... mittee expenditures i $550, 000. 00
397304 William T, Roy___.__. e
Lawrence . Miller. 4,605, 78 Amount of expenditures previously reported. 215, 800, 33
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Ammmterpudoﬁtm!m 1, 1962, to June
30, 1962 : $201, 080. 35

Total amount expended from July 1,
1961, to June 30, 1062, « .o ee e 506, asﬂ_g
PBulance unexpended as of June 30, 1962  43,110.32
CLARENCE CANNON,
Chairman.

Jury 17, 1962
OOnnm-u: ON ARMED SERVICES

To the CLERK OF THE HOUSE:

The above-mentioned committee or sub-
committee, pursuant to section 134(b) of
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946,
Public Law 601, 79th Congress, approved
August 2, 1946, as amended, submits the
following report showing the name, profes-
sion, and total salary of each person em-
ployed by it during the 6-month period from
January 1 to June 30, 1962, inclusive, to-
gether with total funds authorized or appro-
priated and expended by it:

Total
gross
Nume of employce Profession salary
duaring
f-month
period
..... Chief counsel. $8,824. 74
C 8, 798, 40
8, T98. 40
- ok 8, T98. 40
Onets L, Stockstill. . qa 4,676. 70
Bernlece Kalinowski. .| Seeretary_._. | 4,676.70
L. Lonise Bllis________ 4, 676. 70
M. Jane Binger. ... o | 3, 547, 56
Edna E. Johnson o 4,003, 26
James A. Deakins . 3, 547. 50

OFFICE OF SFECIAL COUNSEL OPERATING PURSUANT TO

H, RES. 78 AND 70, B7TH CONG.
John J. Courtney. ... Bpecial connsel _____ $8, B34 T4
Bam A. Nunn, Jr..... Assistant counsel 320. 50
June 15,
Seeretary. . 4,408,28
do. 3, 450, 42
.| Clerk_.._ 3,248, 82
-| Messenger. 1,813.08

Funds authocized or a) Fro‘pri.ntod for eom
mittee expenditures (? Res, 79)

Amomnt of expenditures previuus!y ne

Aot expended from Jan, 1

Total amount expended from Jan. 1,._—
1961 to June 30, 1962, .. _____ - 83,003.27
Balance unexpended as of July 1, 1062, . 66,900,73

CarL VINsoN,
Chairman,

JuLy 24, 1962,

COMMITTEE ON BANEING AND CURRENCY
To the CLERK OF THE HoUsE:

The shove-mentioned committee or sub-
committee, pursuant to section 134(b) of
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946,
Public Law 601, T9th Congress, approved
August 2, 1946, as amended, submits the
following report showing the name, profes-
sion, and total salary of each person em-
ployed by it during the 6-month period from
January 1 to June 30, 1962, inclusive, to-
gether with total funds authorized or appro-
priated and expended by it:

Total
Eross
during
G-month
period

Name of employee Profession

Robert L. Cardon_____| Clerk and $686. 37
counsel

Jan. 14,

Total
£T0SS
Name of employee Profession
during
f-month
period
Jobn E. Barriere. ... Majority stafl $8,824. 74
membaer.
Orman 8. Fink__.__.__. Mmorlgr stafl 8,824.74
Robert R. Poston._.... Counsel. ............| B,8M.74
Thomas Graham, Jr_ .| Counsel (antry on 2, 549. 37
?utg , May 9,
Helen L. Rogers. .- Doputir dlerk... ... 5,204. 10
Mary W. La b___.| Assistant elerk._____ 5,204. 16
Marguerite Bean______ Secretary to chair- 6, 030. 36
Mary Elizabeth Secretary to minor- | 2,062.27
Mehler. ity (entry on
¢l'l  Apr. 1,
Roger J. Brown__ ... Mo v o 6, 004. 02
EMPLOYEES PURSUANT TO H. RES. 504, SUBCOMMITTEE ON
HOUSING
Kenneth W. Burrows.| Housing economist._| §8, 249. 16
Royal L. Coburn_ ___.| Minority counsel 017,07
§mtry on duty,
une 11, 1962)
Eleanor N, Hamilton..| Rescarch nt. 3, 547, 56
Robin 1. Harbin_____ Clerk (entry on 360. 27
duty, June 1,
1962, off payroll,
June 24, 1 3
John J, Mc¢Ewan, Jr.. Datzruty ff diree- 8,824.74
Grady Perry, Ir Clerk. ... 5,854,062
irut rl?'l‘ucker__ ........... 3,307. 04
Frances M. Yeakle....}-...- e Sl L 3,401. 88
Funds l.hwimd or riated for com-
=in M ~ $205, 000. 00

Amonntaroxnmditumspnmusl reported.  79,816.40
Amou.nt expended from Jan. 1, 1962 to June

FET 7 i 40, 390. 04
Total amount expended from Jam, 1,

1961 to June 30, 1062 . .o eeeoiios 120, 212.44
Balanece imexpended as of June 30, 1062 B4, 787, 56

BreENT SPENCE,
Chairman.

Jury 3, 1962.
COMMITTEE ON THE DisTRICT oF COLUMEIA
To the CLERK OF THE HOUSE:

The above-mentioned committee or sub-
committee, pursuant to section 134(b) of
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1846,
Public Law 601, 79th Congress, approved
August 2, 1946, as amended, submits the
following report showing the name, profes-
sion, and total salary of each person em-
ployed by it during the 6-month period from
January 1 to June 30, 1962, inclusive, to-
gether with total funds authorized or appro-
priated and expended by it:

Name of employes TProfession

Hayden 8. Garber____
nard

Donald J, Tubridy._... or’
Clayton D). Gasque_..| Assistant
James T, Clark.___...

Ann R. Puryear- ...

Ellen M. Coxefer. ...

Patricia Ann Demp-
s0Y.

A Y R oV B 10 %

Funds authoﬂmd or glntad for com-
Eﬂ 180, M 5
1901) i s $10, 000. 00

Amount of expenditures previously reported. 206. 33

July 25

Amount ex from Jan. 1 to June 30
1962 sz . None

Total amount uxpmdud Irom July 1,
1961, to Jume 30, 1! Sl LI el R

Balance unexpended as of June 30, 1962. 9, 793. 67
Joan L. McMILLan,
Chairman.
Jury 15, 1962.

ComMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR
To the CLERE oF THE HOUSE:

The above-mentioned committee or sub-
committee, pursuant to sectlon 134(b) of
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946,
Public Law 601, th Congress, approved
August 2, 1946, as amended, submits the
following report showing the name, profes-
sion, and total salary of each person em-
ployed by it during the 6-month period from
January 1 to June 30, 1962, inclusive, to-
gether with total funds authorized or appro-
priated and expended by it:

Total
gross
Name of cinployce Profession salary
during
f-month
period
Standing commiitee:
Louise Maxienne Chief clerk__....____ $8, 824 74
Dargans
Russell C Stafl director..______ B BM.T
Derrickson,
Wray Smith_. .| Education chief 2,041, 8
(mding Feb, 28,
Deborah P, Waolfe... !duzathn ehilel. ___. 5, 883. 16
Howard G, Gamser.| Chiel counsel for 8,824, 74
Iabor-management.
Livingston I, Associate counsel 8, 604.33
Wingate, for latlbur manage-
men
James E. Branigan..| Counsel (ending 5,055 58
May 14, 1062).
Marvin R. Fullmer.| Chlef, imvestigative | 2,255 21
task force (effec-
thB May 15, 1952),
Tercsa Calabrese..._| Administrative 1, 250,17
assistant to the
chairman (ending
Feb. 15, 1062).
Richard T, Burress.| Minority clerk.. 8 807.16
Melvin W, Snced.___| Administrative 1,417.34
assistant {(ending
i Jan, 31, 1862),
Louise M. Wright _ _ A(nl.;ls!ilnlslmllm 4,240.26
Cabell Waller Berge. do. 4, 251, 26
Donald ¥, Berens___| Administrative 3,188 52
nsuis‘la:nt effective
Feb, &ﬂ)
Amount of expenditures previously re-
§145, 340. 43
Amount expended from Jan. 1, 1962, to June
N e e 74, 368. 89
Total amount expended from Jan, 1,
1961, to June 30, 1962 ________._______ 219, 700. 32
Apam €. PowELL,
Chairman.

Jury 15, 1962.

ComMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR
(INVESTIGATING STAFF)

To the CLERK OF THE HOUSE:

The above-mentioned committee or sub-
committee, pursuant to section 134(b) of
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946,
Public Law 601, T9th Congress, approved
August 2, 1946, as amended, submits the
following report showing the name, profes-
slon, and total salary of each person em-
ployed by it during the 6-month period from
January 1 to June 30, 1962, inclusive, to-
gether with total funds authorized or appro-
priated and expended by it:

General Subcommittee on Education (ehair-
man, Representative CLEVELAXD M,
BAILEY):
Robert E, McCord, subeommittee clerk.._. $7, 502. 28
Ted Ellswi special assistant (Mar, 1,
1962, to June 30, 1982) ... _________ ... 5, 001. 52
Rauth 1, Ebersole, assistant sobeommittee
clerk. - 3,000, 78
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General Subcommittee on Labor (chairman, Amount expended from Jan. 1 to June 30, Balarfes, full committee, Jan. 1-June 30,
Representative OJ\EL D, PERFINS): 1962, $174, 532.03 1062:
Hartw%lllaguvan Reed, Jr,, counsel._....... sv..'m.% kil Nt ot !— Uhﬂwno Ray Davis, staff director.__. %g}%
Gertru Moser, SeCretary - oommmae—meme erpandad from A, Lanigan, general counsel..... i
Special Elﬂ;ﬁonmm!ﬁ m}g Edueaﬂ:gﬂ-chair— 1061, to June 30, 1962...cceeeceenaaa.. 465,353.04 Miles Q_ Romney, associate general s
mmi resentative EpitH GR 5 , 008,
John orse, director (effective Mar. 1, Balance unexpended as of June 30, 1062 167, 646. 06 Earle I. Wada,stnﬂ member.......... 6, 204, 00
Bﬂ e — 5,888.18 Apam C. POWELL, Dolores ¥ol Dotta, stall member.. 4708
Mary Jimo Wab, sqministrative T V- e Patricia Maheux, stafl member... 4,281.72
(eflective Feb, 1,1932}._.-.._._.._.__-_ - 3,336.05 = Charlotte ©. Bickett, staff member
Mt[ o ctor (effec- ? wrm JuLy 9, 1962, E&Fehm%-«lﬁ-&m ﬂm{{.mﬁ 3,125.10
T O i , 083. en M. Boyer, ¥
William o HI’I‘. counsel (effective Apr, 15, CoMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS stafl i 8,051, 46
1,001.9 To the CLERK OF THE HOUSE: - J. P. Carlson, minority counsel ._______ 7,401.18
Jogu - Gk, iy Gihcia &% | The amove-mentioned committce or sub. It fun, ham ot Ll
Jum“'%sjli Harrison, counsel (Jan, 1 to 31, s ggm?:;‘lt:le.ﬁpmt to 3:;3“01;0:,34;“}“‘;‘ stationery supplies, ebe- ..~ _._______ £45.05
Spucﬁaa] Subeo:ilimit}ee on Labor (chairm.an, Public Law 601, 79th , approved Eiéecimve n?d isla%{ye Rsorgnnimtion
Edmund nI"}ﬂ Edeclman, oounsol {éfiective August 2, 1946, as amended, submits the  glinion o
Feb., 19, 1062 . 5 50167 following report showing the name, profes- Elmer W. Hend , 1 8,301, 90
Adrienne’ % -- 3,000.78 sion, and total salary of each person em- Arthur Perlman, Mvastmwh ______ 7, 088, 06
Don 'Ié%ggadlmctt& (ending Feb. EB, 1962)_ - 2,000. 61 ployed by it during the 8-month period from Daniel an_ Kavanaugh, legal research S
Representative HEanger ZELENRO): January 1 to June 30, 1962, inclusive, to- Trene Manning, clerk-stenographer- .. 3, 760.12
Harvey B. Cohen, counsel _________________ 5,000.70 gether with total funds authorized or appro- Veronica B. §'nhmon, clerk-stenogra-
Mollie D. Col‘len, administrative assistant.. 5,000.70 priated and expended by it: pher______ 3,750.12
Edmund Smythwick, stafl assistant (Jan. 1 Henry C ith, staff member
to 81, 1962)___ e - 400. 55 {Mar, une 30, 1962). oo 1,060, 57
Belect Subcommittee on_Education (chair- Total Expenses. 1,977.85
man, Representative FRANK THOMPSON): gross
i?lm I% Hawke, Jr.,counsal . ____________ g:% g Name of employee Profession dsnhry Total__. e 20, 688. 74
ary E. Corbin, secretary oo oo
Carla Otten, assistant clerk (Jan. 1, to Feb. s-mth Mili O-pemtious Submm.mmee Hon,
14, m&ﬁﬁ ective June 25, 1962 166, 40 period Chet % 5= i =% v
ttvo.hmala.lm ........................ 155.03 vestigator 2 5, 766, 78
Subeommitiee on of Impaorts $8,824. 74 Donglas G. D ,staﬂattome 5,125, 36
and Exports on American nampk) t 8,723.70 Robert J, McElroy, in 4, 504. 50
(ehairman, " Ropresentative g Mollie Jo Luql:_ea._léa -ﬂwphu.- 3,098.22
ne 3
James L. E}au.aghor. counsel (ending Feb. phal. rapher o 3,908.22
28, 2,001.34 Franklin J. Schupp...|-...- [ I S —— N Ear! J. Morgan, investigator (Jan, 1-31,
Mnry AL Omﬂoﬂ'. clerk (ending Feb. 23 Robert F. Brandt_____ Investigator con- 8, 504. 04 1062) - 1,122,23
1,000, 26 sultant. D 53 614. 26
Barhura Dash, secretary (Feb. 15 to Mar, Harry C. Cromer...... Stafl eme-| 8, 308,28
D R o BT TR RS O e Sl 766.87 Philip B. Billings.__..| 8 al assistant____| 6,870.84 Total 33, 954. 31
Ad Hoe ttee on Integration of Fed- Marian A. Crarnecki_| consultant |____| 4,846, 36
aﬁ‘nl]y A‘ss‘irsted Edu;:ntilm (chairman, .‘ﬁlﬂ];lé N hﬂ( ........... Senior ataﬂns?ishm - ;:gigg Ggml}:f&tmlkﬁict]i]cs Bu‘bmmmtttoe,
OMINICK V., en C. Mattas______| Staff assistant_______ on, 00! nirman
Aumr? Harris, seomts.ry (Mar 1to May 31, Tk ﬁdm Izzuljl :)'13:1 do 2% g Edward C. Brooks, Jr., staff admin- o0 o
» 500. ary se en istrator. , 609,
Barbnrs Fre . M 3, 533. 23 Phineas Indritz, counsel (Feb. 1-June
ﬁ - 3, 542.80 6, 700. 55
¥, secretary (May 7 to 24, 20008 Robert J. Bowen....__ 3,037. 44 100,07
b. 16 to Mar. 8T8,
c“f‘ g ¢ e e 30677 ! Eflective Mar. 12, 1062, 3, 758,56
J u'l!‘im;u:sm.admlmsm assistant.. 4, 302.00 I-‘:]:d t‘;::::dl — ted fi 1,583. 7
eanng ve - utho or appro; com- . ]
Tamara J. Wall, wsistant counsel (efective | Tities xpena g e 1 IRSS 1
o G DRSO R SRR AR . ST 47
Johnnie L. Graves, administrative assistant Amount ol expenditures gmmmy . 56,360.10 Exp 340. 00
(el!odtw Feb. 22,1960 oo Amount expended from Jan. 1, 1062, to June s o of
Mary tive assistant 30, 1062 442 25 Total 25, 326. 35
{endi.ng A% 15, 10&) ___________
Eeoninmilnn e Hai, rceptionist 3001, 1 Sine 30, 1002 o 2% 1 0 aon 35
8 o e 80, 198S Cllln
Donald F, Berens, administrative assis : 30, ﬂ2.=
(mdj:g Feb. lﬁ, lm)'&a'c}é"""(i;fi-ﬁ Balance unexpended as of June 30, 1062_ 57, 197. 65
Mm— 8, waz).. ¢ : 680.36 TaoMAS E. MoRGAN, Herbert . B, Wasburton,  Hinorty
Mareia Sue Nathanson, receptionist (Apr. Chairman. counsel (Juna 18-30, 1962) ..o ce e cece e 534.53
4 to 30, 1062) 202. 81 _— William Donald Gray, research
31 lmB il s 208.20 5. ge. Eal;;ltys M. Anderson, clerk-steno AILH
Jnil{f-h sl;%;aﬂgny, receptionist (Mar, 17 to e COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS PADD =, b, & ba i s Ema F z 3,008.22
pr. To the CLERE OF THE HOUSE: Bebe B, Terry, clerk-stenographer..... 3, 795. 66
Saxon, assistan| (effective June 2 -stenog-
Famds 18, 1062).... Uiy’ i 04.00 The above-mentioned committee or sub- Jﬂ::pher Jﬁ?ﬁ’wh- 'f‘_'_ DT 06.14
vesngstivn task force: committee, pursuant to section 134(b) of t E. M L
Abramson, elﬂelemmsel ---------- 7,802.28 ¢ne Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, (June 1-9, 1962) ..o 370.06
Odell(.‘lark chiaf in 8, 250,08 Public La 601. 79th Con o 316.13
Marvin R. Fullmer, chie Investigator end- c Law , gress, approyv
May 14, 1962) 5,585.08 August 2, 1948, as amended, submits the Total_ 29, 103. 04
w;s , consultant (ending Mar. 31, L7001 14 following report showing the name, profes- . s ar "
1962 > sion, and total salary of each person em- oreign Operations an onetary Affairs
bl o e e g b, ;_-:g—:g ployed by 1t during the 6-month period from  Suboommitice, Hon. Porter Hardy, Jr.,
Pt Ang: 'con.sultnnt etciios Ao 1, January 1 to June 30, 1962, inclusive, to- John T. M. Reddan, chief counsel.____ %gg

1962) - 2, 500. 35
Edward J. Drum, Jr., assistant investigator

(Jan. 1 to Mar. 31, 1962) . oo o oo e 2, 500. 35

All’redo Vidal, investigator (effective Apr. 1,
=== 2, 500. 35
Mda E. McNeal, nhtt (effective Apr. 1,

1962) ... 1, 500. 39
James E. Branigan, counsel. ..o oo 1,458.34
Ida Bailey, secretary (ending Mar. 15, 1962)- 813.35
Arnold Block, investigator (effective May 1,

1962) ... 650. 68

Minority staff:
Beverly Pearson, minority secretary.....__. 3,289.38
Travel and miscellaneous expenses. ... ... 25, 438, 36
_—
Fu.nds authorized or appropriasted for com-
ditures. 633, 000. 00

Amount of expenditures previously reported. 200, 821. 01

gether with total funds authorized or appro-
priated and expended by it:
Expenses, Jan. 1, 1962-June 30, 1062:

gull uammittse ............ $845.05
xecutive an Reorganiza-
tion Sul i ---= 20,688, 74
Military Operations Sub ttee 33, 064. 31
Government Activities Snbmmmim_ 25, 326, 35
Intergovemmsnta] Relations Subcom-
Fm‘}gn O i d Monetary Af- S
ore perations an o
fairs Bubcommittee. .. cooooomeeen 39, 838.95

Epecial Donable Property Subcommit-

k1
Wat}.:m Wo‘oﬁs, inwsligat.lm' ___________ b

M. G, 9496, 06
Charles Rothen’ , investigator. ... 6, 460. 74
Phyllis Seymour, elerk___________.____ , 998,22
Yvonne J. Kurt.ak. stenographer (Jan,
-Ms‘; i AR SRS 2,825.50
mg Counsel (Jan. 1-Apr. 21,
0962)..... 4,278.39
Tc‘.rmn_ 56 e s 372.08
G i R e e e, LT 39, 838. 95
Speclal Donable Property Bubcommittee,
Hon. John 8. Monagan, chairman: <
Ray Ward, staff i e i B, 402.04
Margmt B. O Connor, dr:kMDg-
3,593.16
Clara Knttnrine Armstrong, clerieal
staff 3,608.34
Exp 175.83
Total 15, 860. 97
_—
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Special Government Information Bubcom-

mittee, Hon. John E. Moss, chairman:
Bemt el J. " Archibald, staff adminis-
rator

$8,051. 46

Jac] ward, professional staff
- 4 L 6, 513, 66
Harry 8. Weldberg, assistant counsel - . 5, 648. 16
Helen Beasley stenographer........... 3,008, 22
Cat! L. Tartke, stenographer.___ 3,008.22
Ethel B Puttermnn, research anslyst
(Mm’. o PG R R A 500. 13
Phineas Indritz, Counsel (Jan, 1-31,
1962) - . e 1,341.01
R e S RS s e 600, 40
SPokalc i e R el v 30,"{2 Iﬁ
Bpecial Subcommittee on Assigned Power
and Land Problems, Hon. John E. Moss,
Sidney McClellan, professional staff S
e ety 518,
Frann]s J. Behwoerer, stafl member.___ 5, l:lllg gg
T b T YA 11, 533 30

choial Subcommittes on the Home Loan
ank Board, Hon. John E, Moss, chair-

Funds authorized or npﬁmﬁﬂat&d for c.om-

mittee umndjtures ( es. 70-502, 87th

S S TR B T (U e, | 1, 040, 000, 00
Amount of expenditures previously re- ;W 4
................................. 400, 873. 60

Amount oxpo.nded from Jan, 4, to Dec, 31,
..................................... 400, 873. 60

Total amount expended from Jan. 1,
1062, to June 30, 1962 .. ... ... 232, 084. 17
Balance unexpended as of June 30, 1962, 347, 092, 2

Winriam L. DAwsoN,
Chairman.

Jury 3, 1962.
COoMMITTEE ON HOUSE ADMINISTRATION
To the CLERK oF THE Housg:

The above-mentioned committee or sub-
committee, pursuant to section 134(b) of
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946,
Public Law 601, 79th Congress, approved
August 2, 1946, as amended, submits the
following report showing the name, profes-
slon, and total salary of each person em-
ployed by it during the 6-month period from
January 1 to June 30, 1962, inclusive, to-
gether with total funds authorized or appro-
priated and expended by it:

r Total

£ross
Name of employee Profession salary
| during
G-month
period
Julian P. Langston....| Chiel clerk. . .. .. $8,824. 74
Marjorie Savage.......| Assistant clerk 7, 61208
Mary F. Stolle.. ... Assistant clerk......| 8 8006.94
Funds suthorized or sppropriated for com- T ¥s
mittee expenditures. .. ocoeaonaoaioaiaail 530 000. 00
Amount of expenditures viousiy ma?rte 18. 150. 61
Amopunt expended I!mm June
80, 1962, 824. 50
Total amount e ded from Jan, 1, 1961,
toJune 80, 1962 C o - 16, 984. 11

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

ployed by it during the 6-month period from
January 1 to June 30, 1862, inclusive, to-
gether with total funds authorized or appro-

priated and expended by it:

Total
Nume of employee Profession salary
during
G-month
period
Professional stafl:
Sidne |f L. McFar- | Professional staff $8, 350, 02
lan director and engl-
neering consul-
tant.
T, Richard Witmer.| Counsel and consul- | 8, 051, 46
mni‘.:;m national
John L, Taylor..... Conaulmnt on terri- | 8 051. 46
torial and Indian
affairs.
Milton A. Pearl ____| Consultant on min- | 8 051. 46
ing, minerals, and
lands.
Clerical staff:
ancy J. Arnold. ... 7.172. 78
Dixie 8, Dunecan. ... 3,008, 22
Penelope P. Harvi- 3,008, 22
S0m.
Virginia E. Bedsole_|___._ 0 e 3, T95. 66
Patricia B. Freeman_|_____. (- et | il 3, 280. 38
Susan A. Whitener. _ Clei;r“ikz{!mm Jan, 22, 2, 726. 60

Funds authorized or appropriated for com-

mittee expenditures. - Tl ... .. ... §60, 000. 00
Amount of expenditures vlousl.yreported _-23 715.03
Amount expended from 19&2. J une

80, B s e e T S TR R

Total amount expended from Jan. 1, 1961,
toJune 30, 1962, ... ..o ... 39, 58LTT
Balanee unexpended ag of Tune 30, 1962.. 20, 468. 23

! Includes payment of $2,480 to Joseph B, Hoyt, special
consultant on national cemetery legislation, under con-
tract approved Jan. 24, 1962,

WAYNE N, ASPINALL,
Chatrman.

JuLy 9, 1962.

COMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN
COMMERCE
To the CLERK oF THE HOUSE:

The above-mentioned committee or sub-
committee, pursuant to section 134(b) of
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946,
Public Law 601, T9th Congress, approved
August 2, 1946, as amended, submits the
following report showing the name, profes-
sion, and total salary of each person em-
ployed by it during the 6-month period from
January 1 to June 30, 1962, inclusive, to-
gether with total funds authorized or appro-
priated and expended by it:

Balance unexpended as of Tune 30,1062 .. 13, 015, 89
OMAR BURLESON,
Chairman.

JuLy 12, 1962.
COMMITTEE ON INTERIOR AND INSULAR AFFAIRS
‘To the CLERK OF THE HoOUSE:

The above-mentioned committee or sub-
committee, pursuant to section 134(b) of
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946,
Public Law 601, T9th Congress, approved
August 2, 1946, as amended, submits the
following report showing the name, profes-
sion, and total salary of each person em-

Total
gross
Name of employee Profession E‘-alary
il
G-month
e
Clerical stafl;
W. E. Willlamson__.| Clerk $8, B24. 75
Kenneth J. Painter. 7,322.11
Marcella Fenel...._. 4, 575. 40
Glenn Tiy Johnmu___ 206. 12
Joanne C. N 846. 30
Mildmﬂ H. Lang g& %
“R;&. %‘ums;!'r'aﬁ. g 643,78
Andmw Stevenson.. 8,824.75
Kurt Borelmrdt.. ¥ 8,824.75
Bam G. 8 -| Resear poci B, 824. 756
Martin Aviation consultant | 8 824.75
ningham.
Additlmia] tempodn:ry
employees under
glu 108 and
Res. 165:
Glacl}'s Johnson_....| Clerical assistant. .| 3, 846.30
Margaret J. Robin- | Staff assistant._._ ... 7, 706. 64
som,
Elsle M K 5! e
el Sopoviah| Qlolomtuen: .| 842
Mc!.m.a
Thomas D. Conway.| Special counsel 5,848.00
(from Mar. 1,
1962, H. Res. 4
and I, Res. i.ﬂ).

Total
Eross
Name of employes Profession salary
during
G-month
period
Additional, ete.—Con.
John Steven Wood..| Messenger (from $302, 58
May 15 to June
15, 1062).
Patricia Ann Marsh_| Olerieal assistant 362, 58
(from June 1),
Robert Hughes Messenger (from 18120
Crank, June 16).
Special Subeommittee
on Regulatory
Agencies;
(‘harl&a P, Howte, | Chicfcounsel._____.| 8 772.02
George W. Perry-...| Assoclate counsel._..| 7,172.73
]I{u'mcm Clay Beas- | Subcommittee clerk.| 7, 187.99
ey.
Btuart C. Ross__.... Consultant._ _.._.._. 8, 064, 64
Rex Sgargar. —------| Bpecial assistant____| 6, 004.02
Rol E. Stafl attorney....... 5,025, 33
Richardson.

* Lurlene Wilbert...__ Glm-imi assistant.___| 4,438 60
Elizabeth G, Paola_|.._..do.___-..._.___ 3, 043. 77
Betty J. Lnrstrip.‘.. Btenogmp‘hera‘:lwk.. 3,542, 52

Funds authorized or appropriated for com-
mittee expenditares. _______ . . ____.____. 5, 000. 00

h-ount olexpendjturesprevlouslyro rtbd. 139, 378. 63

from Jan. 1, to
1962. e T _TIAE, T e O AR
Total amount eéxpended from Jan. 1,
1961, to June 30, 1962 - ___..__._... 28297510
EEETEEmpT————
Balance unexpended as of July 1, 1062 . 852, 024, 81
OREN HARRIS,
Chairman.
JuLy 15, 1962,

- COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

To the CLERK oF THE HOUSE:

The above-mentioned committee or sub-
committee, pursuant to section 134(b) of
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946,
Public Law 601, T9th Congress, approved
August 2, 1946, as amended, submits the
following report showing the name, profes-
slon, and total salary of each person em-
ployed by it during the 6-month period from
January 1 to June 30, 1962, inclusive, to-
gether with total funds authorized or appro-
priated and expended by it:

Total
ETOSS
salary
during
G-month
period

Name of employee Profession

Bess E. Dick.......... Staff director........
William R, Foley.....| General counsel. ...
Walter M, Besterman_ Legislatl\'e assistant.
Murray Drabkin_.____ Counsel

Stuart H. Johnson, Jr.
Garner J, Cline. ...
will‘lllm H. Copen-

$8,824. T4

Anne J, Berger.
Jane C. Caldwell.

Velma Smedley. ..

FUNDS FOR PREPARATION OF UNITED STATES CODE, DIS-
TRICT OF COLUMRIA CODE, AND REVISION OF THE
LAWS

A. Preparation of new edition of United
States Code (no year):

Unexpended balance Dec. 31, 1961_..__ $120, 166. 18
Expended Jan, 1-June 30, 1002, .. + 080, 69
Balance June 30, 1062_...__._____.._.. 90,076 40
B. Preparation of new edition of District of
Columbia Code:
Unexpended balance Dec, 31 1961 ... 54,801.68
Fxpended Jan. 1-June 30, 1062. .. ___._ 8,403, 04
Balance June 30, 1062 _.____________ 45, 808, 64
C. Revision of the laws, 1062:
Unexpended balance Dec, 31, 1961.....  10,600.26
Exponded Jan, 1-June 80, 1062 _______ 10, 473. 09
Balanee June 30, 1962. .. ._. P 217. 17
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BALARIES PAID JAY, 1 THROUGH JUNE 30, 1962, PURSU-
ANT TO H. RES, 56, H, RES, 68, H, RES, 500, 8TTH CONG,

Employee Position Balary
Appel, Leonard._ ... Assistant counsel..._| $7,275.24
Becker, Albert F__._.. Clerical staff (from 285,

June 4, 1062
Beland, Lorraine W.__| Clerical staff___.____ 2, 985. 60
Burak, Gertrude C do 4,805, 78
Cors, Allan D_____.___ Deputy associate 646,11
eounsel (from
June 1, 1962
Eisenberg, Roberta E_| Clerical staff. ... 3,806, 4
Finger, Alexander E__| Assistant counsel 2,127.30
(to Mar, 1, 1962)
Greenwald, Andrew E. Chn, 'calbs gfrom 260,14
une 5, &
Hall, Patricia ¥ ... Clerieal staff (from 1,878.43
Mar, 12, 1062).
Haardt, Alma B______ cmmmeenn]| 2,934.08
Hyman, Joseph___..__ Comnsel ... 8,003. 16
Iacksm Merrill T._ M';mnm %:rm gMar 146.
Tett, R. Frederick... stant counsel....| 6,879.80
Kalemnnle Michael jcal staff........| 8, 583.16
Levy, Joseph M____.. Clerical staff (from 307,21
Marcus, Phili . ltg' i 7, 906. 50
Meekins, Elizabeth G.| Clerical staff. ... 3,808, 04
FPeet, Richard C A te counsel 2,127.30
Mar, 1, 1962).
, Louis. late counsel____| 6, 953, 04
Simms, Regina M. T S 3,390, 60
Sky, T P t ----| 5,066, 08
Wass, Mary Roeeees (.n;;‘imlisgxlﬂ from 1, 757. 80
ar, 19,
Williams, Stephen L_.| Messenger___.__ -] 2,479.26
Zelenko, L..| Assistant counsel....| 4,752.60
Funds m.lthorlmd or np priated for com-
mittee exp 3% $400, 000. 00
Amount of expenditures viously re-
ported oL 155, 843. 00
Amount expended from Jan, 1 through June
, 1962, 07,022. 10
Total amount expended from Jan, 4,
1961, thronshlmxﬁ, L R S R 252, 865. 10

Balance unexpended as of June 30, 1062. 147, 134. 90

SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON STATE TAXATION OF INTERSTATE
COMMERCE—SALARIES PAID JAN, 1, 1062, THROUCH
JUNE 30, 1062, PURSUANT TO H. RES, 204 AND H. RES, 663

Employee Position Salary
Ainsworth, Ken- Economist......-... $5, 000, 70
Bankester, Claude E.. . Counse sealz) (to Jane 4,586. 50
Brea!ow Jerome W.._| Assistant'counsel....| 3,750.12

reess, Constance.____| Clerical staff________ 3,491, 88

Hw, all, Patrieln T -——-| Clerical (to | 1,223.57
Mar. 12, 1062)

Hammond 'Marl!m(} T 8,102.00

Lehman, Leland C_.__ Ee;ngn;]s{. (from 4, 666. 79
‘eb, 5, ¥

Louria, Margot....... h tant 1,206. 25

: (to Mar, 2, 1962).

Melville, Robert F_...| Senior e | 7,001.40

Partridge, Anthony...| Counsel.. . oeeeeoo 7,001, 40

ﬂutbar]md., David A do. 6, 500, 52

Waggoner, Anne...... c1§[r!enl émlﬂ gégom 1,687.17
Aar. 26,

Zeifman, Jerome M___| Counsel___._. ... 5,503. 80

Funds authorized or appropriated for com-
mittee expenditures. .. oc-ccccomcmm e $250, 000. 00

tofamend.iw.mamviuuslyre-

4181
Amomtcr]mnded from Jan. 1, 1962, through
84, 063, 87

June 2

Total amount expended from Mar, 15,
1961, through June 30, 1962 . _ ... 123, 005, 68
Balance unexpended as of JTune 30,1962__ 128, 094, 32
EMANUEL CELLER,
Chairman.

JunE 30, 1962,

COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND
FISHERIES

To the CLERK OF THE HOUSE:

The above-mentioned committee or sub-
committee, pursuant to section 134(b) of
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946,
Public Law 601, T9th Congress, approved
August 2, 1946, as amended, submits the
followlng report showing the name, profes-
sion, and total of each em-
ployed by it during the 6-month period from

Amount of expenditures previously reported. 80, 501. 35
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January 1 to June 30, 1962, inclusive, to- Amount expended from Jan. 1 to June 30,
gether with total funds authorized or appro-  1962-- $47,870. 78
priated and expended by it: Total amount expended from Jan, 1,
1961 toJunad0, 1962 .o e een 128, 462.13
ks Balanee unexpended as of June 30,1962 49, 537. 87
Name of employee Frofession mny SPECIAL SUBCOMMITTEE ON THE FEDERAL-AID HIGHWAY
i et 8 FROGRAM—SALARIES PAID, JAN, 1, 1063, THROUGH
period JUNE 30, 1962, PURSUANT TO H. RES. 136, STTH CONG.
Lo Do —
ernar aia . N of
Ned B. verett..-----. ame of employee Pro :
| g-month
- period
%d“hAng‘rdonﬁ'""
era A. | er. Walter R. May._...... Chief counsel.......| $8, 924 74
E. M. Tollefson_.._..- John P, Constandy. .. Assishm?i chilef 8,152 50
counsel,
Funds anthorized or appropriated for com- Robert E, Manuel. ...| Minority colms?l 6, 508. 20
mittee expenditures $75, 000. 00 f;lé?r?ugh May 31,
Avnoumt of ditures previously m m.mm Fames T, Fitzpaiﬂck. -| Associate counsel____| 6, 906. 96
Amount exmlnded from Jan. 1 to June 30 iR S sy e o g s
1962... ... 837175 George M. Martin____ Administrativo 7,445.16
Total amount ded from Jan. 1, 196 assistant.
o e 30, 100k oo trom Jen. 1, 19 1,072,560 PR e AR i -
Balance unexpended as of June 30, 1962. . 43,927, 44 g‘;gi“e:‘l?‘a‘mﬂm:" -iﬁ-{gstfg;ﬁ} """"" gfﬁég
HERBERT C. BONNER, (through Feb, 28,
Chairman. 962),
e 4,104, 54
Jury 9, 1962. g
COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC WORKS 1,447.32
To the CLERK OF THE HOUSE:

The above-mentioned committee or sub- 3,102. 00
committee, pursuant to section 134(b) of &ﬁ%ﬂ
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946, 2 504, 55
Public Law 601, 79th Congress, approved 2, 461. 25
August 2, 1946, as amended, submits the
following report showing the name, profes- }i‘;’gﬁggg;&ﬁg Minority staff }ﬁﬁ
sion, and total salary of each person em- assistant (as of y
ployed by it during the 6-month period from Mar. 19, 1962).

January 1 to June 20, 1962, inclusive, to- Sylvia I. Reppert___.| Minority g‘nﬂ 5 1, 500. 39
gether with total funds authorized or appro- eyt oA
priated and expended by it: George E. Burgess....| Investigator (as of 1,342.50
Mar. 19, 1962).
Total
gross
Nameofemployeo | Proession | sy " Subcommitics expendinuRes e - §72,000.00
5““"“‘; Amount of expenditures previously re-
period ported 202, 443. 79
A t exy 1 from Jan, 1 to June 30,
M tR Bgt%:r Btaff director. §8,824. T4 2 'lmmu
[argaret R. .| Staff director........ Total amount expended from Jan. 1 to
Richard J. Sullivan_| Chiefl counsel_._.__.. B 824.74
Clifton W Enfled._| Minority couniel-| & 804 04 b O i R e o
rennan..| Engineer-con:
MVDF eli:loey‘.ﬁ 80 teatiot !} %‘% % Balance unexpended as of June 30, 1962.. 329, 810. 80
mﬂ - Doaley... s SELECT SURCOMMITTEE ON REAL PROPERTY ACQUISITION—
H:L!Ifln A, Thomp- 5, 854. 62 SALARIES PAID, JAN, 1, 1062, THROUGH JUNE 30, 1962,
A, Reanr. 520416  FURSUANT TO H. RES, 433, S7TH CONO,
8, Phili Cohezj 4, 505. 20
: 3, 056. 46 Total
Name of employee Profession salary
SALARTES PAID, JAN. 1 THROUGH JUNE 30, 1962, d
FURSUANT TO H. RES. 136, S7TH CONG. G-mont
Total
gross Ruth M. - —==| Chiefolerk_..._..... ‘;
Name of employee Profession STy Fienry }’1]?:;%, il e a&’,ﬁ.&
ﬂ‘“*ﬂzh Robert L. May___ " Minority counsel____| 8,102.04
6-month  you W Ingram_______ Assistant counsel 3,069, 69
{asof..\pl‘ 6, !952)
Dorothy 8 Martin____ %mmry i
Durward G, Evans._ . Suc?ct‘}‘mmittee $4, 900. 56 s 22;;{?;5‘ -
erk. %
Jokn A. 0°C jh e 4,900, 56 Florence C. Waters. .. m«:ﬁﬁsﬂﬁ%} 4,003, 26
William B. Short, Jr.._coeeOueeooooee 4, 909, Merlam R. Buckley...| Staff assistant (asof [ 2, 125.40
Peter M. Gentilini do. 5,807. 48 Mar. 1, 1962)
A M. GaNun..... Staffassistant___..__ 8,572.88 et
Mary C.Porter____... Minority :’tg’ 1, 467. 76
assistan rough Funds authorized or appropriated for special
. 28, 1962). :l‘ilm'm
Murray S. Pashkoff_._| Staff assistant__.____ PN 0, s e i
Fl.nvil Q. Van Dyke, | Minority clerical 3,280.88  Amount of expenditures previously re-
assistant, 17, 000. 00
Er]n Youmans_....... Minority staff 1,680.98  Amount expended from Jan. 1, 1062, to June
Mgn}. Jﬂ%d 30, 1962 : 42, 645. 49
Sterlyn B. Carroll____ -méssenger....| 3,086, 46 Total amount expended from Jan. 1,
Milton Weil Staff ant. 5, 000. 70 1961, to June 30, 1962~ e oe o ooeoeee 59, 645, 49
horizod P iated for Balance unexpended as of June 30, 1962, 90, 354. 51
o o = $178, 000. 00

CHARLES A. BUCKLEY,
Chairman.
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Juory 11, 1962.
COMMITTEE ON RULES
To the CLERE oF THE HoUsE:

The above-mentioned committee or sub-
committee, pursuant to section 134(b) of
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946,
Public Law 601, 79th Congress, approved
August 2, 1846, as amended, submits the
following report showing the name, profes-
sion, and total salary of each person em-
ployed by it during the 6-month period from
January 1 to June 30, 1962, inclusive, to-
gether with total funds authorized or appro-
priated and expended by it:

Total
gr08s
Name of employee Proefssion salary
during
fi-month
period
T. M. Carruthers. ... Clerk, standing $6,733. 38
; committee,
Mary 8. Forrest--....| Assistant clerk......| 4,605.78
D, E, Lukens. .. ... Minority clerk______ 4, 605. 78
Howarp W. SMITH,
Chairman.

Juory 10, 1962,
CoMMITTEE ON PosT OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE

To the CLERE OF THE HOUSE:

The above-mentioned committee or sub-
committee, pursuant to section 134(b) of
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946,
Public Law 601, 79th Congress, approved
August 2, 1946, as amended, submits the
following report showing the name, profes-
sion, and total salary of each person em-
ployed by it during the 6-month period from
January 1 to June 30, 1962, inclusive, to-
gether with total funds authorized or appro-
priated and expended by it:

i Total
] ETOSS
Nume of employee Profession salary
| during
1 f-month
| poriod
Charles E, Johnson___| Staff director________| $8,824. 74
Gieorge M. Moore._ Counsel ____..._____.| 882474
B. Benton Broy.......| Professional stafl 8, 139, 36
member,
John H, Martiny. .. .. o e W L 7,010, 64
William A, Irvine.....| Assistant clerk______| 7,414.38
Lillian L, Hopkins____ 909,
John B, Price________.
Lucy K. Daley....____
Elsie K, Thornton_.__
Blanche M, Simons. __

Funds authorized or appropriated for com-
mittee expenditures

:&rnount of expenditures previously re-
Thed

i e T R S N e R A RT3 a0, 1563. 28

Total amount expended from Feb, 28,
1961, to June 30, 1962

Balanee unexpended as of June 30, 1962, lh.sir 66
Tom MURRAY,
Chairman.

Jury 11, 1962.

COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE AND ASTRONAUTICS

To the CLERE oF THE HOUSE:

The above-mentioned committee or sub-
committee, pursuant to section 134(b) of
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946,
Public Law 601, T9th Congress, approved
August 2, 1946, as amended, submits the

following report showing the name, profes-
slon, and total salary of each person em-
ployed by it during the 6-month period from
January 1 to June 30, 1962, inclusive, to-
gether with total funds authorized or appro-
priated and expended by it.
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Total Total
EBross Eross
Name of employee Profi salary Name of employee Profession salary
durin: during
G-mon!/ 6-month
period period
Charles F. Dueander_.| Executive director $8,824. 74 Investigating com-
and chief counsel. mittee—Con,
Philip B, Yeager ______ Speclsl mnzultant___ 8,824.74 Cullen, Theresa J... (,lerk tt.(\gint (ap- $1,039. 40
d. 8,824.74 Apr, 5,
John A, Carsturphen, C! iu[clerk __________ 8, 786. 14
Jr. (‘unnul%lmm, Inl‘nrmatlonunn‘.yst. 3,719.70
Emily Dodson.___._.__| SBecretary._..___.__..| 3,658.08 nie
Eva I, Lopez.. 3, 658, 08 Curll, Jean M_______| Clerk-stenographer 2066. 74
JaneJ. Zetty......._. 3, 658, 08 (appointed June
Mary Ann bert._ .. 3, 668, 88 15, 1 Z
Mary L, Myron. .. 3,22.20  Bdinger, Elizabeth Edifor........c....| 8 74422
Carol F. Rodgers 525, 30
lrfrnn:'ls Emily R %ni‘nrmatiun analyst.| 2,479.206
INVESTIGATIONS SUBCOMMITTEE Gﬁmlm, %’Lﬁ = * Ak e g f:%:?g
e Goldblatt, Herbert__ Clark %&Eist (ﬂp- 260. 14
Erjmadvien.. i b
A |- P
Gredecky, Betty A __ Clerk-stmogrnp‘hor., 2,641.29
ity o Hagenbuch, Kath-" |- . 908 22
?ﬁyh Ann Temple Holton, Katherine | Research clerk.... 2, 504. 58
oseph Felton._ . foal
Denis Quigley. _| Assistant publica- 1,901.88 Huber, Walter B....| Consultant....._....| 7,172.76
tions clerk. Kelly, Maura analyst....| 2,905.32
Patricia.
ok, Toten 07| b dimganiet.| S8R0
ized i i " ocis, Evelyn M___| Clerk-stenographer..| 2,
s oo i e e o $300,000.00  Lewis, Charlotte | Legal research clerk_| 3,258, 02
Amount oroxm&%jgges g_reviouisgemvortcd 98,315.17 Mﬁ’*‘?m Fran- | Director-....c....... 7,436. 34
A s S RIS il Margetich, William. | Investigator... ... 3,302.80
Messina, Vincent J__| Resea k 1,188, 00
Total amount expended from Felb, 28, g ("-’31 w-ﬁi)f-
JoekEtoane o0, lm‘__'ifi Miller, Ashley M. __ Cler'k-tbgmt (ap- 170. 09
Balanee unexpended as of June 30, 1962.. 151, 306. 99 poirl June 14,
GEORGE P. MILLER, Muffiey, David E., Clert typist-. _______ 2,334 08
Chairman. Jr,
e Muller Jane 8___.__| Information analyst.| 2,749.30
Jury 9, 1962 Nittle, Altl’ﬂd M. | Counsal.: oo o0 7,001. 40
2 . Onlrieh Maureen Information analyst | 2,521.75
CoMMITTEE ON UN-AMERICAN ACTIVITIES Phillips. él 4 ed May
To the CLERE OF THE HOUSE: Pfaff, Alma T.._._._| Reséarch elerk._____ 2, 531 58
The above-mentioned committee or sub-  Phillips, Katharine. . Switt(.}{'hhoard oper- | 2,565.22
committee, pursuant to section 134(b) of ator,
the Leglslative Reorganization Act of 1046,  Randowl Jose | Clerkctypist.........| 285482
Public Law 601, T8th Congress, approved Russell, Lonis J.._._ Investigaf 5,854, 62
August 2, 1946, as amended, submits the Salathe, Dorls_____.. Clerbtbﬁvist (sp- 1,726.10
following report showing the name, profes-
sion, and total salary of each person em- Shaw, Doris P Inlbrmat.iun P 705, 04
ployed by it during the 6-month period from  Siiles, Lela Mae.__|.__.do_________ ”"j. im 10
January 1 to June 30, 1982, inclusive, to- Sturtevant, Albert._ Clerk :ygint (ap— 200,11
gether with total funds authorized or appro- pol.nl:e June 11,
priated and expended by it: Tredway, Sarah Clerrk tﬁlst (ap- 250,18
Ellen, June 6,
Total T 1A T
Unangst, G Clerk-st grapher_.| 2,175.48
ETOss
Name of employee | Profossion salary Valen::g Mary Secrotary............ 3,574.58
[ J:‘gn"fh Walsh, John C._.___ Cocounsel_..._...... 5,378. 16
ol etterman, Neil E.| Investigator_......._| 4,403.28
»e Wheeler, Billie___._ Clerk-stenographer..| 1,984.26
— Wilt, ina Clerk-typist (re- 1,812. 60
B astgaior.... | W008.84 " s o O
Tt Loaf ves| i
J'ol:s;, Yuliette P. .- g 5, 676, 88 Yohe, John A.______ Staﬂ member__.____| 5,007.00
Lewis, Gwendolyn "w“&“ﬁ“’ 6,118. 26
stant. Funds authorized or appropriated for com-

Nog sel, Tsabel B __ Secretary__.________ B 80800 1 e AT ra. s St s R L 7
gl?gay. Roslla 47271, dor oo d Bl Sipanditarh - 681, 000,00
avenner, Frank, Jr.| General counsel .. .74 Amountof ditures previousl rted. j
Turner, Anne D.___| Chief of reference 5, 722, 80 Amgunt:xmd !mml}sm : 19%2'?28 July s b

section, 1, 1962. Fhad -==- 170,091.63
\";Er!].l‘!' I‘.Im'rnme Seemtary e ey 3'%:; iy P
a -1y SR I L ) RS - y 431, Total amount expended from Jan. 4,
Wheeler, William A~ I;nvestigmor._-....., 7,084. 86 1961, to July 1, 1962 .. ..o ... 3
aneasigam:jing 961, to July 1, 1962 cocenene498,419.10
com Balance unexpended as of July 1, 1962_. 187, £80. %0
Alario, Robert J.___| Clerk typist (ap- 9265,
pointog Apr. 17, Francis E. WALTER,
Chairman.
Arens, Margaret Ulurt (ap- 130. 07 —
Ann. e A Jury 10, 1962.
Armijo, Dorls Joe... Clark t m (ap- 1,817.37 CoMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS
Mar. 12, To the CLERK oF THE HOUSE:
Baldwin, m«»?. Olen: ot o o 3,2%1‘-33 '.'t'l:\e1 above-ment-lozego commit.te: 21‘ ;;ub-
nedict, analyst....| 4, committee, pursuan section 134(b) of
Brown, Frances | Information analyst.| 4008 the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1046,
Burke, F....| Clerk-typist.........| 2,175.4¢ Public Law 601, 79th Congress, approved
Butler, Danfel T 2,226.11 August 2, 1946, as amended, submits the
Car!son Charlotte analyst....| 3,466.58 following report showing the name, profes-
slon, and total salary of each person em-
Golljns, Raymond Investigator .. ... 5,010. 84
T, ployed by it during the 6-month period from




1962

January 1 to June 30, 1962, inclusive, to-
gether with total funds authorized or appro-
priated and expended by it:
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Funds authorized or appropriated for com-
tures.

mittee expenditures. - .. .. ... $25, 000, 00
Amount of expenditures previously reported. 2, 710. 68
Amount expended from Jan. 1 to June 30,

1962 2,795, 52

Total amount expended from Jan. 1, 1961,
BT RO R A »06. 20
Balanee unexpended as of June 30 Ioﬁz-. 19, 493, 80

Wmeur D. MiLrs,
Chairman,

Jury 1, 1962,

SeLEcTt COMMITTEE oN SMaLL BusiNess
To the CLERK OF THE HOUSE:

The above-mentioned committee or sub-
committee, pursuant to section 134(b) of
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946,
Public Law 601, 79th Congress, approved
August 2, 1946, as amended, submits the
following report showing the name, profes-
sion, and total salary of each person em-
ployed by it during the 6-month period from
January 1 to June 30, 1962, inclusive, to-
gether with total funds authorized or appro-

Total
. ET08S
Name of employee Profession salary
during
B-month
period
Full committee:
Oliver E. Meadows__| Staff director (P)_._._| $8,824.74
Edwin B. Patterson_| Counsel (P)_____._ .. B,824.74
Jack Z, Anderson..._| Professional aide, 8,824.74
minority (P).
George W. Fisher_._| Clerk (C)_...__.... 8,824, 74
Billy B, Kirby.... .. I’r(niesslonni alde 3,774.02
Paul K. Jones_______| Assistant clerk (C)__| 6,294.00
Helen A, Biondi. . __| Assistant elerk (C)__| 5, 160. 66
Alice V., Matthews .. Cl(eéi)(-etenographer 4, 302. 00
George I. Turner....| Assistant clerk (h 4, 302. 00
Joanne Doyle.__.__. (‘I(t’ék-sk-nogrnp 3, 661. 53
Investigative stafl:
Ad . Downer___| Staft member___.._.| 6,720.18
Lillian B. Hamilton - C]erk-st?nugraphor 221.29
WilmaJeanJohn- |.....do_____. . ... ._. 3, 661. 53
son.
Kay N. Small__ 742, 53
Ruth E, Wileox. 433.97
AudreyJ Lyle. 130. 20
MichaelJ. Davis_.._ Clerk-messcmgo e 362, 58
Funds anthorized or appropriated for com-
mittesexpenditures. - __ oo Loio $150, 000. 00
Amount of expenditures previously re-
.................................... 48, 147. 28

1, 1962, to

A&’R)runt expended from Jan.
20, 857,77

June 30, 1962

Total amount expended from Jan. 3,
1961, to June 30, 1962_ 78, 005. 05
Balanee nnexpended as of Tune 30, 1962. . 71, 094, 95
Orin E. TEAGUE,
Chairman.

JuLy 2, 1962.
CoMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS
To the CLERK OF THE HOUSE:

The above-mentioned committee or sub-
committee, pursuant to section 134(b) of
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 19486,
Public Law 601, T9th Congress, approved
August 2, 1946, as amended, submits the
following report showing the name, profes-
sion, and total salary of each person em-
ployed by it during the 6-month period from
January 1 to June 30, 1962, inclusive, to-
gether with total funds authorized or appro-
priated and expended by it:

Total
gross
Name of employee Profession salary
during
6-month
period
TeoH. Irwin. ... ... Chief counsel (C)___| $8, 824, 74
Willlam H. Quealy... |Minority counsel (P} B, 824. 74
John M. Martin, Jr.__| Assistant chiel 8, 666, 58
commsel (P).
Gerard M. Brannon__| Professional as- 8, 666, 58
sistant (P).
RumondF Conk- |..-—_do....____..._._.| 8 230,66
All'red R. MeCauley._| ... 8, 175.97
Virginia Butler._._.._._ Stall assistmlt (C)_| 4.648.80
William C. Byrd.__.___ Stafl assistant (C) 2,002.75
from Feb. 1, 1962.
Frances E. Donovan__| Stafl assistant (C;... 4, 546, 7
Ann R. Fadeley....._. Staff assistant (C) | 2, 068,00
from Mar, 1; 1962.
William R. Goodrieh_.| Staff assistant (C)...| 5, 000. 70
Olga Kay Greene_ _ Btaff assistant (C) 3, 020. 88
from Feb. 15, 1962.
Grace G. Kagan... Staﬂ assistant (C) 4, 648. 80
June Kendall 4, 954. 26
Elizabeth Rut 4, 150. 08
Eileen 8 it 3, 863. 18
Susan Taylor 5, 300. 82
Trene Wade. __-ooocooo|anaan -] 4,383.00
David W. West.__.... Staff asslseant (C) 1, 867. 34
{?(51 Mar. 14,
Hughlon Greene. ... Document clerk (C).| 3,164, 45
Walter Little do. , 278,

priated and expended by it:

Total
= gross
Name of employce Profession salary
during
f-month
peri
Charles 8. Beller....... Counsel.._..........| $7,001 40
K{l):lherine C. Black- Research analyst_._.| 4,048, 86
T
Frances F. Crane..___ | Secretary-stenog- 1, 167. 34
grapher.
Victor P. Dalmas_____ Adviser to minority | 1,780.21
members.
Miriam M. DeHaas. .| Secretary-sténog- 3,000, 78
. rapher.
Jean W. Fender_._____ Administrative 4,418 46
assistant.
Justinus Gonld-......| Counsel..eo o o......| 7,012.08
Helen C. Hitz.........| Secretary-stenog- 3,253.92
rapher.
IHarrison F. Hough- Chief economist..___| & 051.46
ton.
Gertrude Jonson. _____ HSecretary-stenog- 3,253. 92
rapher.
Sylvia U. Keel__._____ ot | B 127 38
Barbara Wright — |.____ ot 0 b 6,930 72
MeConnell,
Mnnmmt Fallon Research analyst.___| 3, 584. 04
’n mer,
g R. Potvin______ Counsal ... . 8,051, 46
.'\t 1drey Redwine._____ Secrett;ary-stenog- 3,253.92
rapher.
J. Bmoks A. Robert- | Staff direetor .._....} 8 754.48
Jomph A, Beeley. Assistant counsel 7,001 40
Baron I. Shackle Consultant. ... 6, 996, 96
J. Allan Sherier_ General counse 8,122 21
Lois B. Shupe -| Becretary-stenog- 1,375.04
ranherA
Audrey R. Smith_____ Jom e e 4,048, 86
Vern Stephens. .. ___. Assi'm\nt adviser to | 2,935, 52
minority mem-
hers.
Marje M. Stewart.-.... Clarks i Ee s 4,418.46
Mildred Willingham._ Semtary-smlog- 1, 581. 05
rapher,
Carole M. Xander..__|..... Aol area o] 1265130
Al SSCSERERAR, BERASAES s = i113\, 43118
Funds authorized or appropriated for com-
mittee expenditures. ... .. . . ... $580, 000. 00
Amount of expenditures previously R E e
. 238,788, 56
JapnB0, 1062, -l — - 15T, 87108
Total amount expended from Jan. 4,
1961, to June 30, 1962 _______________’_ 396, 760, 54
Balance unexpended as of July 1, 1062. . 183, 239, 46
WRIGHT PATMAN,
Chairman.
JuLy 6, 1962.

SeLEct CoMMITTEE oN ExpPorT CONTROL
To the CLERK oF THE HOUSE:
The above-mentioned committee or sub-

committee, pursuant to section 134(b) of
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1946,
Public Law 601, 79th Congress, approved
August 2, 1946, as amended, submits the
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following report showing the name, profes-
sion, and total salary of each person em-
pioyed by it during the 6-month period from
January 1 to June 30, 1962, inclusive, to-
gether with total funds authorized or appro-
priated and expended by it:

Total
ETOSS
Nuame of employee Profession salary
during
fi-month
period
Charlotie Ann Stenographer (May 553, 4
Hallford, 4, to June 4, 1962).
Fred Hallford__._.____| Stafl director________| 6, 600,00
A. Courtney Hayden, | Stafl investigator 4, 750, 00
Ir, (Jan. 1 to May
20, 1962).
Rufus King Consultant (Jan, 23 | 1, 500. 00
to Apr. 4, 1962).
Blanche R. Plant Stenogmphen—clerk._ 3,008, 167
James J. Ryan___ Stafl investigator 3, 800, 00
(Jan. 1 to Apr. 26,
1962).
s 7 S R LS e e 20,827.10
Funds authorized or appropriated for com-
mittee expenditores_ ______________________ $40,000. 00
Amount of expenditures previously reported. 14, 549, 07
M]%%gu: expended from Jan. 1 to June 30,

21, 288 48
Total amount expended from Sept. 7,
1961, to Jane 30, 1962

Balanece unexpended as of June 30, 1962, 4, 162. 45
A. Pavr KITCHIN,

Chairman.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

2344. Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, a
letter from the Secretary of the Inte-
rior, relative to an application for a loan
of $964,000 to the Banta-Carbona Irri-
gation District of Tracy, in San Joaquin
County, Calif., pursuant to 71 Stat. 48,
was taken from the Speaker’s table and
referred to the Committee on Interior
and Insular affairs.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUE-
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports
of committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. FRIEDEL: Committee on House Ad-
ministration. House Resolution 704. Reso-
lution to provide further funds for the ex-
penses of the investigation and study
authorized by House Resolution 403; with-
out amendment (Rept. No. 2028). Ordered
to be printed.

Mr. FRIEDEL: Committee on House Ad-
ministration. House Resolution 705 Reso-
lution to provide additional funds for the
expenses of the investigations and studies
authorized by House Resolution 75 of the
87th Congress; without amendment (Rept.
No. 2030). Ordered to be printed.

Mr. FRIEDEL: Committee on House Ad-
ministration. House Resolution 728. Resc-
lution to provide funds for the further
expenses of studies and investigations au-
thorized by House Resolution 86; without
amendment (Rept. No. 2081). Ordered to be
printed.

Mr., FRIEDEL: Committee on House Ad-
ministration. House Resolution 735. Reso-
lution providing an additional allowance for
telephone and telegraph service for certain
Members of the House of Representatives;
without amendment (Rept. No. 2032). Or-
dered fo be printed.

Mr. ASHMORE: Committee on House Ad-
ministration. HR. 12661. A bill to amend
section 9(b) of the act entitled “An act to
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prevent perniclous political activities” (the
Hatch Political Activities Act) to eliminate
the requirement that the Civil Service Com-
mission impose no penalty less than 90 days’
suspepsion for any violation of section 9 of
the act; without amendment (Rept. No.
2033). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr., GALLAGHER: From the delegation of
the U.S. House of Representatives of the
Canada-United States Interparliamentary
Group. Report of the sixth meeting of the
Canada-United States Interparliamentary
Group (Rept. No. 2034). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the State
of the Union.

Mr. MACK: Committee on Interstate and
Forelgn Commerce. HR. 7283. A bill to
amend the War Claims Act of 1948, as
amended, to provide compensation for cer-
tain World War II losses; with amendment
(Rept. No. 2035). Referred to the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the State of the
Unlon.

Mr. MAHON: Committee of conference.
HR. 11289, A bill making appropriations for
the Department of Defense for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1963, and for other purposes
(Rept. No. 2036). Ordered to be printed.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, publie
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ASPINALL:

H.R.12684. A bill to provide for the con-
struection, operation, and maintenance of the
Bostwick Park Federal reclamation project,
Colorado; to the Committee on Interior and
Insular Affairs.

By Mr. DENT:

H.R.12685. A bill to authorize modifica-
tion of local participation in flood control
projects; to the Committee on Public Works.

By Mr, FARBSTEIN:

H.R. 12686. A bill to provide asslstance in
the field of special education to institutions
of higher education, and to the States, for
training personnel and undertaking research
and demonstration projects, and to establish,
for consultation in connection therewith, an
advisory council and technical advisory com-
mittees; and to amend the Vocational Re-
habilitation Act to provide services to de-
termine rehabilitation potential, to expand
vocational rehabilitation services, and to
make grants for comstruction of rehabilita-
tion facilities and workshops; to the Com-
mittee on Education and Labor.

By Mr, HALL:

H.R.12687. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 so as to provide for
reform of personal and corporate income tax
rates, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. McINTIRE:

H.R. 12688. A bill to authorize the Secre-
tary of Agriculture to encourage and assist
the several States in carrying on a program
of forestry research, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Agriculture.
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By Mr. McMILLAN (by request) :

H.R. 12689. A bill to repeal section 557 and
to amend sectlon 559 of the act entitled "An
act to establish a code of law for the Dis-
trict of Columbia,” approved March 3, 1801;
to the Committee on the District of
Columbia,

H.R.12690. A bill to permit investment of
funds of insurance companies organized
within the District of Columbia in obliga-
tions of the Inter-American Development
Bank; to the Committee on the District of
Columbla,

By Mr. NYGAARD:

H.R.12691. A bill to provide for the use
of lands in the Garrison Dam project by the
Three Affiliated Tribes of the Fort Berthold
Reservation; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs,

By Mr. SHORT:

H.R.12692. A bill to provide for the use
of lands in the Garrison Dam project by the
Three Affiliated Tribes of the Fort Berthald
Reservation; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. BYRNES of Wisconsin:

H.R.12693. A bill to amend the Internal
Revenue Code of 1954 to allow a credit
against the individual income tax for a
portion of any amounts pald for accident
or health insurance; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. LANE:

HR.12604. A bill to facllitate the entry
of alien skilled specialists and certain rela-
tives of U.S. citizens, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HALPERN:

H.R.12695. A bill to provide for payment
for hospital services, skilled nursing facility
services, and home health services furnished
to aged beneficiaries under the old-age, sur-
vivors, and disability insurance program, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means. -

By Mr. MASON:

H.J. Res.832. Joint resolution to amend
the Federal Trade Commission Act, to pro-
mote quality and price stabilization, to define
and restraln certain unfair methods of dis-
tribution and to confirm, define, and equal-
ize the rights of producers and resellers in
the distribution of goods identified by dis-
tinguishing brands, names, or trademarks,
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

By Mr. NELSEN:

H.J.Res. 833. Joint resolution to amend
the Federal Trade Commission Act, to pro-
mote quality and price stabilization, to de-
fine and restrain certain unfair methods of
distribution and to confirm, define, and
equalize the rights of producers and resellers
in the distribution of goods identified by
distinguishing brands, names, or trademarks,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. DELANEY (by request) :

H.J. Res. 834. Joint resolution establishing
the Commission on Art and Antiquities of
the Capitol, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on House Administration.

July 25
By Mr. FULTON:

H.J.Res, 835. Joint resolution to amend
the pledge of allegiance to the flag of the
United States of America; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. PHILBIN:

H.J. Res. 836. Joint resolution to authorize
the President to proclaim the 7th day of
August of each year as Purple Heart Day; to
the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. GONZALEZ:

H.J. Res. 837. Joint resolution to authorize
the President to proclaim May 15 of each
year as Peace Officers Memorial Day and the
calendar week of each year during which
such May 15 occurs as Police Week; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. TOLLEFSON:

H.J. Res, 838. Joint resolution regarding
Indian fishing rights; to the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced
and severally referred as follows:

By Mrs. BOLTON:

H.R. 12696. A bill for the relief of Creste

Ianiro; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. COLLIER:

H.R.12607. A bill for the relief of Pana-
giota Kallianioti; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

H.R.12698. A bill for the relief of Hara-
lambos Sourbis, and Nikoleta Sourbis; to
the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. FISHER:

HR.12609. A bill for the relief- of Eva
Baker; to the Committee on the Judiclary.
By Mr. McMILLAN (by request):

H.R. 12700. A bill for the relief of William
Temes; to the Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. MINSHALL:

HR.12701. A bill for the relief of Cata-
lina Properties, Inc.; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. NIX:

H.R. 12702. A bill for the relief of Felice
Costantini; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. PHILBIN:
HR. 12703. A bill for the relief of Mr. and

Mrs. Eugene Tognacecl; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr, ROSENTHAL:
HR.12704. A Dbill for the rellef of Mrs,
Rosaria Minacapelll; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXIT,

391. Mr. DOOLEY presented a resolution
of the New York State Association of Insur-
ance Agents expressing concern over the con-
stant encroachment of the Federal Govern-
ment into private enterprise operations, and
opposing enlargement of the social security
program, which was referred to the Com-
mitiee on Ways and Means,

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS

A Tribute to John B. Little
EXTENSION OF REMARKS

oF
HON. EUGENE J. KEOGH
OF NEW YORK
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Wednesday, July 25, 1962

Mr. KEOGH. Mr. Speaker, John B,
Little, a faithful and devoted employee

of the House of Representatives for over
25 years, has, after a short illness, been
called home by the good Lord. May his
soul rest in peace in the arms of the God
he served so faithfully and devotedly.
Little was his name and little was his
stature, but great were his contributions
to the membership of this body. John
Little dedicated his life to the service of
the Members of the House of Represent-
atives. Those of us who knew him well
affectionately called him vice president

in charge of operations of the House
Document Room. He always had the
time to give the very latest information
on the status of any bill, report, or docu-
ment before this body. Due to his re-
markable memory he could cite refer-
ences to previous bills, reports, and laws
way back into legislative history. But
above and beyond his unquestionable
competence and ability was the gracious-
ness and generosity of his service and
the gentlemanly manner in which he
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