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* * * if students were psychologically co-

erced to remain standing during the invoca-
tion, they must also have been psycho-
logically coerced moments before to stand
for, and thereby, in the Court’s view, to take
part in or appear to take part in the Pledge
of Allegiance. Must the Pledge, therefore, be
barred from the public schools?

I mention that, Mr. Speaker, because
there is another U.S. Supreme Court
decision, it is 50 years old now, 50 years
old this year, relating to the Pledge of
Allegiance in public schools. I think,
Mr. Speaker, that it incorporates the
proper standard, whether you are talk-
ing about at the graduation or the
classroom setting, the proper standard.

Because in that case, which came out
of West Virginia, West Virginia versus
Barnette, the U.S. Supreme Court said
no child can be compelled to say the
Pledge of Allegiance. That is fine with
me, Mr. Speaker. I do not want to com-
pel someone to say the Pledge of Alle-
giance if they do not wish to say it.
But what the Court did not do was to
say that, because one child objects or
might object, therefore, they can stop
the other children from saying the
Pledge of Allegiance.

That ought to be the standard that
applies to prayer, to voluntary prayer
at public schools or at a school gradua-
tion. No one is compelled to partici-
pate. The Religious Freedom Amend-
ment makes that explicit. You cannot
require any person to join in prayer or
other religious activity, but that does
not give you the right to censor and si-
lence those who do.

And as Justice Scalia noted here,
does this mean that under this test
that the Supreme Court applied to
graduation prayer, now we are going to
have to go back and ban the Pledge of
Allegiance from our public schools? Be-
cause it is the same coercion to be re-
spectful for that.

Mr. Speaker, it is long overdue that
we correct decisions like this that have
come from the U.S. Supreme Court, de-
cisions that have used the First
Amendment not as a shield of protec-
tion for religious freedom of the
U.S.A., but as a weapon to stifle simple
prayers, simple expressions of faith,
whether it be at a school graduation or
in a classroom.

Let me read some of the last words
that were written by the 4 Justices who
stood strong for our values and our tra-
ditions and dissented from this deci-
sion in Lee versus Weisman. Here is
what they wrote in closing their deci-
sion or their dissent:

The reader has been told much in this case
about the personal interest of Mr. Weisman
and his daughter and very little about the
personal interests on the other side. They
are not inconsequential. Church and State
would not be such a difficult subject if reli-
gion were, as the Court apparently thinks it
to be, some purely personal avocation that
can be indulged entirely in secret, like por-
nography in the privacy of one’s room. For
most believers, it is not that and has never
been.

Religious men and women of almost all de-
nominations have felt it necessary to ac-
knowledge and beseech the blessing of God as

a people and not just as individuals, because
they believe in the protection of Divine
Providence, as the Declaration of Independ-
ence put it, not just for individuals, but for
societies.

One can believe in the effectiveness of such
public worship or one can deprecate and de-
ride it, but the long-standing American tra-
dition of prayer at official ceremonies dis-
plays with unmistakable clarity that the es-
tablishment clause does not forbid the gov-
ernment to accommodate it.

Nothing, absolutely nothing * * *

the closing words of Justice Scalia,
Nothing, absolutely nothing is so inclined

to foster among religious believers of various
faiths a toleration, no, an affection for one
another than voluntarily joining in prayer
together. No one should be compelled to do
that, but it is a shame to deprive our public
culture of the opportunity and, indeed, the
encouragement for people to do it volun-
tarily.

The Baptist or Catholic who heard and
joined in the simple and inspiring prayers of
Rabbi Gutterman on this official and patri-
otic occasion was inoculated from religious
bigotry and prejudice in a manner that can-
not be replicated.

To deprive our society of that important
unifying mechanism in order to spare the
nonbeliever what seems to me the minimal
inconvenience of standing or even sitting in
respectful nonparticipation is as senseless in
policy as it is unsupported in law.
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We have had a lot of senseless deci-
sions from the U.S. Supreme Court
when it comes to prayer in public
schools, at graduation, the ability to
have the Ten Commandments displayed
in public places, or a nativity scene, a
menorah, or it might be an emblem of
some other religious holiday at an ap-
propriate time of celebration. But, Mr.
Speaker, to strip away the history, the
culture, the tradition, the beliefs, the
faith and the heritage of the people of
the United States of America, not by a
joint decision of the people of this
country, but by bare majorities or even
a 9-to-0 decision of the U.S. Supreme
Court, to tromp upon the beliefs and
convictions of the people of this coun-
try is not justified by the First Amend-
ment.

Mr. Speaker, I do not want to change
the Constitution to fix this, but there
is no other way, because the Supreme
Court has already distorted our First
Amendment, using it as a weapon
against public expression of faith;
using it to censor and to silence simple
prayers of hope and faith by children in
our schools.

The Religious Freedom Amendment,
Mr. Speaker, addresses this, and we
will be addressing it in the next few
weeks. It has been approved by the
Subcommittee on the Constitution; it
has been approved by the House Com-
mittee on the Judiciary; it will be com-
ing to this floor for a vote, to correct
decisions such as this one and others of
the U.S. Supreme Court.

I repeat, Mr. Speaker, a simple text,
the Religious Freedom Amendment:

To secure the people’s right to acknowl-
edge God according to the dictates of con-
science. Neither the United States nor any
State shall establish any official religion,

but the people’s right to pray and to recog-
nize the religious beliefs, heritage or tradi-
tions on public property, including schools,
shall not be infringed. Neither the United
States nor any State shall require any per-
son to join in prayer or other religious activ-
ity, proscribe school prayers, discriminate
against religion, or deny equal access to a
benefit on account of religion.

Religion is something that is good in
this country. It has had a positive in-
fluence ever since it motivated the pil-
grims to come to America and to found
this Nation, because they sought reli-
gious freedom; they sought the protec-
tions that the Supreme Court would
deny people today.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support the Religious Freedom Amend-
ment. To those who have not joined the
more than 150 cosponsors, I invite them
to join and put their name on this
amendment and join with us today in
that. I hope that their constituents
will call their offices and tell them
they need to be supporting the Reli-
gious Freedom Amendment, they need
to put their name on it. They need to
be helping Congressman Istook and the
others who are supporting this.

Mr. Speaker, this is something that
is so vital because our cherished first
freedom is being undercut by the Su-
preme Court that is supposed to be its
guardian, and the Constitution sets up
a system where if something goes
wrong with interpretation of the Con-
stitution, we offer an amendment, be-
cause we, Mr. Speaker, are charged to
be the protectors of what the Founding
Fathers intended, and the Religious
Freedom Amendment helps us to pro-
vide that protection.
f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE
By unanimous consent, leave of ab-

sence was granted to:
Mr. COBLE (at the request of Mr.

ARMEY) for today and March 31 until 1
p.m., on account of official business.

Mr. CANNON (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today and the balance of
the week, on account of the birth of his
child.

Mr. BEREUTER (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today, on account of offi-
cial business.

Mr. SOLOMON (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today, on account of offi-
cial business.

Mr. BLILEY (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today, on account of offi-
cial business.

Mr. YATES (at the request of Mr. GEP-
HARDT) for today, on account of phys-
ical reasons.

Mr. CARDIN (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today, on account of a
death in the family.
f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED
By unanimous consent, permission to

address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. FOLEY) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)
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