H8418

The Grain Standards Act helps farmers
maintain a high standard of quality in crop pro-
duction through a national system for inspect-
ing, weighing and grading grain, both for do-
mestic and foreign shipments.

S. 1752 reauthorizes the U.S. Grain Stand-
ards Act for 10 years. This bill will reauthorize
the Secretary’s authority to charge and collect
fees to cover costs of inspection and weighing
services and to receive appropriated dollars
for standardization and compliance activities.

| support reauthorization of these important
components of the Grains Standards Act in
order to ensure the United States remains a
large producer of quality agricultural products.

| urge my colleagues to support S. 1752 so
we can send it to the President for signature.

0 1345

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, I yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I
yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
LAHOOD). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE) that the
House suspend the rules and pass the
Senate bill, S. 1752.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the Sen-
ate bill was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

——————

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks on S. 1752, the bill just consid-
ered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Virginia?

There was no objection.

———

EXPRESSING SENSE OF CONGRESS
THAT UNITED STATES SUPREME
COURT SHOULD SPEEDILY FIND
USE OF PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
IN SCHOOLS TO BE CONSISTENT
WITH CONSTITUTION

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I move to suspend the rules and
agree to the concurrent resolution (H.
Con. Res. 245) expressing the sense of
Congress that the United States Su-
preme Court should speedily find the
use of the Pledge of Allegiance in
schools to be consistent with the Con-
stitution of the United States.

The Clerk read as follows:

H. CoN. RES. 245

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That it is the sense of
Congress that—

(1) judicial rulings by the United States
Court of Appeals for the 4th and 9th circuits
have split on the issue of whether the Con-
stitution allows the recitation of the Pledge
of Allegiance in schools;

(2) the ruling by the United States Court of
Appeals for the 4th circuit correctly finds
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the Constitution does allow such a recita-
tion; and

(3) the United States Supreme Court
should at the earliest opportunity resolve
this conflict among the circuits in a manner
which recognizes the importance and Con-
stitutional propriety of the recitation of the
Pledge of Allegiance by school children.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) and
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
ScoTT) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that all
Members may have 5 legislative days
within which to revise and extend their
remarks and include extraneous mate-
rial on H. Con. Res. 245.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin?

There was no objection.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of House Concurrent Resolution 245, ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that the
United States Supreme Court should
speedily find the use of the Pledge of
Allegiance in schools to be consistent
with the Constitution of the United
States.

As Justice Stevens noted, writing for
the Court last year in Elk Grove Uni-
fied School District v. Newdow, ‘‘The
Pledge of Allegiance evolved as a com-
mon public acknowledgement of the
ideals that our flag symbolizes. Its
recitation is a patriotic exercise de-
signed to foster national unity and
pride in those principles.”

However, going far beyond the re-
quirements of the Establishment
Clause and the Supreme Court’s inter-
pretation of that clause, the Ninth Cir-
cuit struck down a school policy of vol-
untary, teacher-led recitation of the
Pledge of Allegiance, citing that the
policy impermissibly coerces a reli-
gious act.

Last summer, the Supreme Court re-
versed the Ninth Circuit’s decision on
standing grounds. Though the Court
did not address the merits of the case,
the late Chief Justice Rehnquist stated
in his concurring opinion: ‘I do not be-
lieve that the phrase ‘under God’ in the
Pledge converts its recital into a ‘reli-
gious exercise.” Instead, it is a declara-
tion of belief in allegiance and loyalty
to the United States flag and the Re-
public that it represents. The phrase
‘under God’ is in no sense a phraser,
nor an endorsement of any religion,
but a simple recognition of the fact
that from the time of our earliest his-
tory, our peoples and our institutions
have reflected the traditional concept
that our Nation was founded on a fun-
damental belief in God.”

Just 2 weeks ago, in Newdow v. U.S.
Congress, the Eastern District of Cali-
fornia relied on the Ninth Circuit’s de-
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cision and held that school district
policies of voluntary, teacher-led reci-
tations of the Pledge violate the Estab-
lishment Clause.

But, as former Chief Justice
Rehnquist stated: ‘“The Constitution
only requires that schoolchildren be
entitled to abstain from the ceremony
if they choose to do so. To give the par-
ent of such a child a sort of ‘heckler’s
veto’ over a patriotic ceremony will-
ingly participated in by other students,
simply because the Pledge of Alle-
giance contains the descriptive phrase
‘under God’ is an unwarranted exten-
sion of the Establishment Clause, an
extension would have the unfortunate
effect of prohibiting a commendable
patriotic observance.”

The Pledge of Allegiance is simply a
patriotic exercise in which one ex-
presses support for the United States of
America, that was founded by a genera-
tion of framers who saw a belief in God
as fundamental to sustaining the moral
fabric of a free society. Those who did
not share the beliefs of our founding
generation as reflected in the Pledge
are free to refrain from its recitation.
However, those who wish to volun-
tarily recognize the special role of
providence in America’s identity and
heritage must also continue to be free
to do so.

This body affirms its support for the
Pledge of Allegiance by starting each
session of the House with its recita-
tion. When the Pledge of Allegiance
has come under legal and political as-
sault, this body has consistently and
overwhelmingly defended it by passing
resolutions that expressed support for
its voluntary recitation. Most recently,
in 2003, the House passed H. Res. 132 af-
firming support for the Pledge by a
margin of 400 to 7.

I urge my colleagues to continue to
affirm their support for the Pledge of
Allegiance by supporting the passage of
this important resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I come from a State
that has a long tradition in supporting
religious freedom. In fact, it was
Thomas Jefferson of Virginia who
wrote the Virginia Statute for Reli-
gious Freedom which predates the
amendment to the Constitution.

Unfortunately, H. Con. Res. 245 is not
about supporting religious freedom. In
fact, this resolution is totally gratu-
itous, as it will do nothing to change
the underlying law. This is because we
are dealing with constitutional issues
that cannot be altered by resolution. If
the judicial branch ultimately finds
the Pledge, or the national motto to be
constitutional, then nothing needs to
be done. On the other hand, if the
Court ultimately finds it to be uncon-
stitutional, no law that we pass will
change that.

Although I tend to agree with the
dissent in the 2002 Ninth Circuit deci-
sion in Newdow v. U.S. Congress, which
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