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all-time low. Sunday mornings are
often reserved for a time for us to exer-
cise our faith, but now it has become
the Nation’s pastime to defend the
undefendable.

Men and women who have proclaimed
to care about justice for women in the
workplace now defend sexual advances
and now defend inappropriate behavior.
Most parents want to protect their
children. I know I do. I have a 17-year-
old daughter and two younger sons, and
I want to be able to protect them from
any unlawful pressure or from bad be-
havior that is the lowest and worst in
our society.

I am particularly concerned about
my daughter, because she will be the
first to go out on her own. When she at-
tends a college, I do not want a profes-
sor or the president of the college or
university groping her to pressure her
for sex for performance, for grades. And
when she gets her first job, I do not
want the CEO or president of the cor-
poration or any of her fellow workers
making sexual advances in exchange
for promotions.

And for my sons, it is a great com-
promise to the virtues and values that
built this great Nation for us to just
let them watch a weeknight evening of
television. The language, the violence,
the lack of morals, the attacks on the
institution of marriage all go against
what civil people do when they want to
live peaceably together.

Only a few programs, very few pro-
grams, restore our faith in hard work,
honesty, integrity, respect for each
other. But most of television leaves us
wanting, wanting for heroes that will
bring us to our highest and best.

Yes, our economy is strong. The New
York Stock Exchange presses new
records almost weekly. Unemployment
is low. The welfare rolls are down.
More and more people are working and
earning more and more money. Our
bank accounts seem full, but our
hearts and souls are empty.

Well, my colleagues have heard,
‘‘You can’t legislate morality, so you
can’t change our society.’’ Well, first of
all, that is a false statement. When a
14-year-old boy breaks into a liquor
store to rob the store and kills an at-
tendant, that is against the law. It is
also against God’s law, the Ten Com-
mandments.

But we can do our best as a govern-
ment to prevent that 14-year-old from
making that decision through good
education, through encouraging strong
families and communities, trying to
steer them from a decision that would
destruct them for the rest of their lives
and harm society. But we as a govern-
ment cannot change that young boy’s
heart. And that is really what needs to
happen.

To change a young man’s heart, we
have to go beyond just the laws of the
land, and each of us has to take on a
responsibility, a responsibility to first
live our lives as we would like others
to live theirs; second, to build strong
families, then strong communities. Be-

cause what happens when that 14-year-
old boy makes a decision is, he goes
against all those things that built this
country as a great Nation: hard work,
integrity, virtue, faith in God.

Those are the values and virtues that
each of us must turn back to in order
to save our society from this downward
spiral, in order to inspire us to rise be-
yond our daily circumstance to our
highest and best, not only as individ-
uals, but as a great Nation.
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HUMAN CLONING LEGISLATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 21, 1997, the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. EHLERS) is recognized
during morning hour debates for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. EHLERS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to address the subject of cloning.

Last year Ian Wilmuth, a scientist in
Scotland, announced the cloning of a
sheep named Dolly; and at that time I
came to the floor and expressed my
concern about the possibility of apply-
ing that technique to cloning humans.
I was certainly in tune with the Amer-
ican people, because it turned out over
90 percent of them object to cloning of
human beings, for various reasons.

I am in the unusual situation of
being one of the few scientists in the
Congress, and as a scientist I under-
stand the vital role that science plays
in enhancing the welfare of individuals
in society, and I am extremely reluc-
tant to place any limits on scientific
research. However, while the possibili-
ties of scientific experiments may seem
limitless, there are times when society,
through its governmental process, can
and should place limits on scientific
experimentation.

There are many things which science
can do. Most of them should be done.
Some should not. And it is up to us to
decide which should not.

There are a number of scientific rea-
sons at this point for banning human
cloning. It took 277 tries to produce
Dolly, and it would take considerably
more than a thousand, I believe, to
produce a human clone. The dangers
associated with that are immense. And
in particular, we have to worry about
the rights of all those failures which
resulted in discards. If we are cloning
sheep and things go bad, no one regrets
discarding the defective sheep. But if it
is a human, we have an entirely dif-
ferent situation.

There are also social and psycho-
logical reasons for banning human
cloning and, above all, there are moral
and ethical reasons for a ban. However,
in spite of the national consensus on
banning human cloning that I men-
tioned, the bill that I introduced to do
this has come under attack, primarily
from those who would benefit in var-
ious ways, from allowing the process to
go forward. The Biotechnology Indus-
try Organization and the Association
for Reproductive Medicine clearly have
a vested interest in this.

Let me point out some of the scare
tactics that have been used. The fol-
lowing was distributed in a letter to all
Members of the House of Representa-
tives, from the Biotechnology Industry
Organization, better known as BIO.
They state, just to select one phrase,
‘‘We urge you to use caution before de-
ciding to cosponsor or support hastily
drafted legislation which would not
only ban human cloning, but would in-
advertently shut down biomedical re-
search by outlawing basic laboratory
techniques used for decades.’’

There are several things wrong with
that statement. First of all, they say
the legislation is hastily drafted. That
seems to be a phrase people always use
when they do not like legislation. The
bill under discussion in the Committee
on Commerce has survived several
hearings over several mouths in the
Committee on Science. It has been de-
liberated and modified by the Commit-
tee on Science and is certainly not
hastily drafted. I think it is a good bill.

Secondly, they say it will inadvert-
ently shut down biomedical research.
That is absurd, absolutely absurd. The
bill that I have introduced would not
shut down biomedical research. The
letter says it would do that by outlaw-
ing basic laboratory techniques used
for decades. I would like the industry
to show me one such technique used for
decades which my bill would shut
down.

It is time for the facts to get out. It
is time for the Members of the House
to get the facts and to pay attention to
it and not be guided by alarmist infor-
mation distributed by organizations
that have a vested financial interest in
preventing my bill from passing.

If we look at the bill that came out
of the Committee on Science, which is
now before the Committee on Com-
merce, and a companion bill which will
be modified similar to this, we were
very careful. We do not ban human
cloning, first of all, because ‘‘cloning″
is not a precise term. We defined it in
terms of prohibiting human somatic
cell nuclear transfer. Now, that is a
very technical definition, but very nar-
row and very precise.

Secondly, we specifically outline
what is permitted, because I did not
just want to ban human cloning and
leave things up in the air; I wanted to
be very specific about what was per-
mitted. And this bill makes it clear
that somatic cell nuclear transfer or
other cloning technologies can be used
to clone molecules, to clone DNA,
clone cells other than human embryo
cells or tissues, to clone animals; and I
plan to expand that to include cloning
plants as well.

We are working very hard to come up
with a good bill that is fair and equi-
table and that will allow legitimate re-
search to go forward but will ban the
cloning of human beings in any form
and at any stage of life. I would appre-
ciate the support of my colleagues.
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2000 CENSUS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentlewoman from
New York (Mrs. MALONEY) is recog-
nized during morning hour debates for
5 minutes.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, we have a serious problem in
America today that might seem some-
what paranormal. It might be some-
thing we would see on ‘‘Ripley’s Be-
lieve it or Not’’ or maybe ‘‘The X
Files.’’ Ten million Americans have be-
come invisible. And even more will dis-
appear if this Congress fails to act.

I am talking about the 1990 census.
That is when ten million people were
not counted, they were simply over-
looked. It was as if the population of
Michigan or Ohio simply fell off the
map. Many of those who were missed
are people who most need the things
that being counted in the census
brings, representation in government
and inclusion in government’s Federal
funding formulas. The 1990 census was
the first to be worse than the census
before it, and the difference between
the undercount for whites and minori-
ties was the worst ever recorded.

About 41⁄2 percent of all African
Americans were missed, as were 1 in 20
Latinos, 1 in 14 children, and 1 in 10
black males. But the problem does not
end with the undercount. In 1990, over
6 million people were counted more
than once and most of them were
white. That makes the undercount
even more unfair to minorities and
poor people, because not only are they
missed, but their proportional rep-
resentation, the basis for House seats
and Federal dollars, is further dimin-
ished by double-counting.

The 1990 census cost 20 percent more
than the 1980 census and was 33 percent
less accurate. In fact, unless we make
some fundamental changes, there is
every reason to believe that the 2000
census will cost even more and be less
accurate.

As we enter a new millennium, our
Nation needs an accurate census that
includes everybody. We cannot be sat-
isfied with the census that continues to
miss millions of people. But that is ex-
actly what will happen 2 years from
now unless we use the best knowledge
and technology available to fix the
problems of the past.

There is some good news. Some peo-
ple have been thinking about this prob-
lem already. In 1992, a bipartisan coali-
tion of representatives pushed legisla-
tion to ask the National Academy of
Sciences to review the census. They
chose the National Academy of
Sciences because the Academy is fair
and independent of political influence.

Using the recommendations from
that independent review, the Census
Bureau has developed a comprehensive
plan for the 2000 census that will
produce the most accurate census in
our Nation’s history. It includes using
the latest technology, shorter forms,
more ways to respond, a paid advertis-

ing campaign, better address lists, and
closer partnerships with both local
governments and community-based or-
ganizations.

b 1300
All of these things will improve the

response rate and improve accuracy
while containing costs. After extensive
efforts to count absolutely everybody,
the plan for the 2000 census calls for
the application of basic statistical
methods to establish the number and
characteristics of the people who still
do not respond based on those who do.

Congress recently approved a test of
these methods in 2 of the 3 dress re-
hearsals for the census that starts this
spring. Under the Census Bureau plan,
everybody counts. All Americans will
be included in the census. But the bu-
reau faces one obstacle, and that is this
Congress. Those who oppose the Census
Bureau’s plan for the 2000 census say
they are willing to spend whatever it
takes to count everybody the old way.
But everybody knows that no matter
how much you spend, the old ways will
not count everyone.

Dr. Barbara Bryant stepped into the
breach for President Bush to direct the
1990 census. The Republican appointee
knew all too well the problems with
the plans for 1990. But she was brought
on board just 4 months before it was to
begin. It takes 24 hours to turn around
an aircraft carrier. Four months was
hardly enough time to stop the mo-
mentum of an operation as massive as
the census. Recently Dr. Bryant wrote,
and I quote,

Throwing more money and more tempo-
rarily hired census takers at the job of enu-
meration will not find the missing.

She echoes what everybody knows.
The old methods are as worn out as the
arguments that keep them.

One of those arguments being used by the
House Leadership is that we are under a Con-
stitutional mandate to physically count every-
one, nose by nose.

That is an impossibility, and it gives the illu-
sion that the census can reach everyone di-
rectly, which it cannot and does not. However,
it can reach many people directly. And it will—
because the current plan calls for the Census
Bureau to make an unprecedented effort to
count most Americans directly, either through
the mail, by telephone, or by going door-to-
door to find those people who don’t respond.

This is not a ‘‘sample census’’ of ‘‘virtual
Americans’’ as some have claimed. In fact, it
is the most extensive effort to count everyone
in the history of the census.

Every household will receive 4 mailings be-
tween the middle of March and the middle of
April.

Questionnaires will be available in public
places such as libraries, post offices, and
churches.

People can even call in their responses by
telephone.

The plans for the 2000 census are on solid
legal ground, despite the rhetoric.

The Department of Justice under the Carter,
Bush, and Clinton administrations has consist-
ently ruled that the Constitution doesn’t bar
sampling or statistical methods to improve a
good faith effort to count everyone directly.

We can listen to the experts to get the best
count possible. Or we can let politics rule the
day, and end up with a census that costs too
much and misses millions of Americans.

We must put an end to the injustice census.
f

SOCIAL SECURITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HEFLEY). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 21, 1997, the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. SMITH)
is recognized during morning hour de-
bates for 5 minutes.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, I would like to spend a couple of
minutes talking about the future of So-
cial Security. Last Saturday there was
a National town hall type discussion
among citizens in 10 cities of the coun-
try linked by interactive television.
The purpose was to discuss the prob-
lems of Social Security, and possible
solutions. I compliment the Pew Foun-
dation for starting this kind of discus-
sion that I think is so vital in deciding
how we make Social Security more se-
cure. The first step is to understand
what the problems are and understand
the seriousness of the problems in
terms of keeping Social Security sol-
vent.

I was asked to participate with Presi-
dent Clinton, with both of us making
statements and listening to sugges-
tions. Speaking at Cobo Hall in Detroit
I said there were certain guidelines
that need to be adhered to as we move
ahead on solving Social Security. Num-
ber one, that it be bipartisan; number
two, that we need to keep all solutions
on the table in our discussions over the
next several months in looking at the
best possible ways to keep Social Secu-
rity solvent; number three, that we do
not reduce the benefits for existing re-
tirees or near-term retirees; number
four, that we have a system where our
kids and our grandkids, and their chil-
dren can have retirement incomes that
will last them through their expected
longer life span, and; number five, that
we stop government using Social Secu-
rity Trust Fund money in exchange for
non marketable I.O.Us. Finely, that we
have a system that is not going to be
privitized, but rather a system that al-
lows forced saving and investment in
retirement accounts owned by the
worker.

Let me very briefly describe some of
the problems in Social Security. Right
now, because it is a pay-as-you-go pro-
gram, where existing taxpayers pay in
their Social Security tax and imme-
diately that tax is used to pay out ben-
efits, to existing retirees. It is sort of a
pay-as-you-go system, in effect a Ponzi
scheme. When we started this program
in 1935, it was easy to keep the system
going because actually at that time the
average age of death at birth was 61
years old. That means most people
never reached the age where they
would draw any benefits. They would
give up what money they and their em-
ployers had put into the system. Over
the years since 1935, every time there
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