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find much more upsetting. The Wash-
ington Post ran an article on June 8 on
the military’s religious tolerance. It
points out that the Army chaplains’
handbook lists religious choices open
to soldiers that include wicca, black
Judaism and the Church of Satan.
While I might not agree that such be-
lief systems ought to be recognized or
ought to be encouraged by the United
States military, I accept the diversity
of thought and opinion. What I cannot
understand is what the article reports,
that Army Chaplain John Walton, who
served at Fort Hood for 51⁄2 years was
admonished for mentioning Jesus in
his sermons.

According to the article, in the inter-
ests of maintaining religious tolerance
on base, Walton was allegedly sent to
sensitivity training where he was
asked to refrain from mentioning the
name of Christ so that he would not of-
fend others; this, at an Army base that
officially sanctioned the practice of
witchcraft years ago.

Mr. Speaker, I hope what I read is
not true. If it is, I am incensed. Amer-
ica is a Nation of many faiths, but to
ask that a Christian chaplain deny
Christ by asking him or her to drop His
name from their sermons is like asking
them to reject the essential nature of
their beliefs. Doing so would stray
from the religious principles this great
Nation was founded upon.

Mr. Speaker, it was Thomas Jeffer-
son who called the Bible the corner-
stone of liberty and our country’s first
President, George Washington, said,
and I quote: ‘‘It is impossible rightly to
govern the world without God and the
Bible.’’

Those same ideals apply to the men
and women who defend and protect this
country. Our Nation’s soldiers risk
their lives for my colleagues and for
me and for this country. Those who
choose to practice Christianity deserve
the right to hear Jesus’ name spoken
by their chaplains.

Mr. Speaker, I am a man of strong re-
ligious convictions. My faith is an ex-
tremely important part of my life, and
I respect others’ right to practice their
beliefs. But if the United States mili-
tary begins removing fundamental te-
nets of the Christian faith this great
Nation was founded upon, it is clear
that we have gone too far in our effort
not to upset.

Mr. Speaker, the instructions given
to our military chaplains to offend no
one can be easily viewed as religious
bigotry to those with deeply-rooted be-
liefs.

Perhaps this anti-religious attitude
is simply reflective of the times. Just
weeks ago, the Washington Post fea-
tured a front-page article about a Cal-
vert County, Maryland high school
graduation ceremony in which students
ignored a school ban on prayer and re-
cited the Lord’s prayer.

The reporter called the students a de-
fiant group, as if to imply that the
peaceful inclusion of God in the cere-
mony caused harm, but it received

front page coverage simply because one
young graduating student took offense
at the prayer and left the building.

Mr. Speaker, have we become so sen-
sitive to being insensitive that we can
no longer say what we think or ques-
tion other ideas? It is our diversity of
opinion and diversity of culture that
makes this country great. But if we
continue down a path of religious intol-
erance from banning our Nation’s stu-
dents from praying in school, or asking
our United States Christian ministers
from uttering the name Jesus, we as a
Nation accomplish nothing.

For that reason I have called upon
Defense Secretary William Cohen to
provide me with an explanation of how
and why the military goes about train-
ing its chaplains to suppress such fun-
damental religious beliefs.

In the words of William McKinley,
and I quote, ‘‘The great essential to
our happiness and prosperity is that we
adhere to the principles upon which
this government was established and
insist upon the faithful observance.’’

Mr. Speaker, this Nation was founded
on Judeo-Christian principles. When we
start forcibly suppressing those beliefs
and principles, we threaten the very
foundation and strength of this coun-
try, and if this trend continues, Amer-
ica is in deep trouble.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

(Ms. NORTON addressed the House.
Her remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)
f

MIAMI RIVER

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker,
the Miami River project must be a
major priority when Congress acts on
the energy, water and appropriations
bill later this year. At long last. The
Miami River appears headed for a long
overdue clean-up and revitalization.
For the first time, a broad-based coali-
tion of community leaders, business in-
terests, and officials at the Federal,
State, and local levels have united to
work for this goal which is vitally im-
portant for both the future of our grow-
ing trade with our neighbors to the
south as well as for preserving a water-
way which is a key part of our eco-
system.

I am working with members of the
south Florida congressional delegation,
with the Miami River Commission and
the Miami River Marine Group to en-
sure that the Miami River is a top
funding priority in the energy and
water appropriations bill later this
year.

Recently the prospects of a Miami
River clean-up brightened considerably
after the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
announced that it would pick up the

majority of the costs of disposing con-
taminated sediments from the River.
This new policy came after a meeting
with Corps officials, with representa-
tives from my office and Senator BOB
GRAHAM’s office, and the Miami River
Commission managing director, David
Miller. This decision will allow the 4-
year phase dredging project proposed
by the Miami River Commission to be-
come a reality.

Under this plan the Federal Govern-
ment would pay 47 million of the total
cost of the 64 million required to
dredge the River. The first step in
funding this plan will be the approval
of a $5 million initial Federal appro-
priations in the energy appropriations
bill. These are important economic and
environmental reasons which have led
us to this broad-based effort to clean
up the Miami River.

The initial effort at the Federal level
was begun by my predecessor, the late
Claude Pepper, who placed the original
language for the Miami River in the
bill in 1986 and helped pass the original
feasibility study of the Miami River in
1972. This resulted in the Army Corps
of Engineers 1990 recommendations for
navigational maintenance dredging of
the River. The Miami River needs to be
dredged because, after years of neglect,
it has become the most polluted River
in our State.

This problem originated in the 1930s
when the River was dredged as a Fed-
eral navigation channel. Recent studies
of bottom sediments of the River have
uncovered a 65-year history of pollu-
tion from a wide variety of sources.

South Florida’s post-war growth cre-
ated over 69 square miles of mainly in-
dustrialized urban land areas which
have loaded the River with pollutants
via storm water systems. Numerous
studies by the U.S. Army Corps of En-
gineers and State and local agencies all
confirm that the Miami River has the
most contaminated sediments in Flor-
ida and that only dredging can remove
this pollution.

The need for prompt action to dredge
the River is reinforced by its role as
the major part of Biscayne Bay. The
bay is one of the most significant
water bodies in the United States, pro-
viding recreational and economic op-
portunities for over 2 million south
Florida residents and supporting a
great variety of marine life. Continued
delay in dredging the River will permit
the sediment to pollute this important
water preserve. Failure to dredge could
prevent the Miami River from becom-
ing a major contributor to inter-
national trade and economic growth in
south Florida.

As Florida’s fifth largest port, the
Miami River helps cargo carriers serve
over 83 ports in the Caribbean and
Latin America, and I urge my col-
leagues to support this inclusion in the
bill later this year.
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