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is acknowledging the era of Big Gov-
ernment is over and big Washington so-
lutions to all of our problems are not
the answers.

And now we may not win on every
point now, but it is not really a matter
of whether we win or the President
wins, the Republicans versus Demo-
crats. The real issue is whether the
American people win. This is not a bat-
tle between Republicans and Demo-
crats. It is a battle between those who
believe that the Government is the an-
swer to most of our problems and those
who believe that government is a big
part of a lot of our problems; those who
believe that Big Government solutions
are the way to solve problems and
those who believe we ought to decen-
tralize and let individuals have more
responsibility and authority in their
lives, and we start with that basic
premise, we the people. The three most
important words are ‘‘We the people.’’

What has happened over the last sev-
eral months has obviously given us a
better education about how this place
works, but it has not changed our opti-
mism. It has not changed our view. We
may have to change our tactics some-
what. We are not going to keep this
Napoleonic, all lined up in a straight
line and let people stand behind trees
and fight a guerilla war; we are not
going to change the goals, not going to
change principles, not going to change
what we came here for. As long as the
people keep sending us back, we are
going to fight for the fundamental
principles President Reagan talked
about, that we fought for in the last
election. We are not going to give up.
The freshman class is not going to
change.
f

WE MUST GET PAST THE CLICHES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of May
12 1995, the gentlewoman from Ohio
[Ms. KAPTUR] is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the minority
leader.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to yield to the distinguished Mem-
ber from the great State of Montana,
Mr. WILLIAMS, who announced a little
earlier in the month that he would not
be returning after this year, and that is
a great disappointment, not just to
myself as a Member of this body, but to
every person in this country.

Few know this man. Let me say to
the people of Montana, you sent the
best.

Now you can say whatever you want
to say.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I thank the gentle-
woman very much for yielding.

I first want to say to my colleague
and friend, the gentlewoman from Ohio
[Ms. KAPTUR], how pleased I am with
your kind and overly generous intro-
duction and thoughts about me.

But I am here for another year. One
of the reasons I am glad enough for
that is I continue to get to work with
the gentlewoman.

We have just heard on the House
floor an argument for apple pie and
motherhood and American flags. The
previous speakers, it seems to me, are
well-intentioned, but nonetheless were
just filled with cliches. They con-
demned debt dependency and despair,
they talked about fighting for fun-
damental principles, they condemned
more and bigger government, and ac-
cused only one side of the aisle of being
for that awful thing, talked about
bloated regulations and big Washing-
ton solutions. I really did not hear any-
thing they said with which I disagreed.
It is just that almost everything they
said, in my judgment, was somewhat
meaningless and mostly cliches.

One has to, it seems to me, in dif-
ficult times like this get past cliches
and move to facts if we are really to
change this Government and our re-
sponse to people in the way they want.
For example, let me take education. I
serve on that committee. There has
been for at least a decade, and particu-
larly for the past year, howls coming
out of this Chamber about the fat bu-
reaucracy in education. So that is the
cliche.

Whether one, however, bothers, takes
a few minutes to check the facts, you
find out that in the schools of this
country, central office personnel con-
stitute less than 2 percent of school
employees. We have heard, particularly
during this last year on the floor of the
House, a lot of talk about regulations
in the schools, mandates from Wash-
ington, horrible regulations, how bad
they are, how overwhelming, over-
whelmingly destructive they are, but
when you look at the facts of it, you
find out some interesting things.

Goals 2000 has no regulations.
School-to-work legislation, relatively
new, school-to-work law, no regula-
tions. Under President Clinton, who
came to office believing there were too
many regulations, the Department of
Education has eliminated two-thirds of
the regulations surrounding elemen-
tary and secondary education in this
country. Now I know there is a little
cloud that follows President Clinton
around, that no-credit cloud, he never
gets any credit, but he has eliminated
two-thirds of the elementary and sec-
ondary regulations in this country.

A Member of this House, I will not
name him or his State because it would
not be fair, he is not here today, said
about a week ago, speaking from the
well of the House not far from where
the gentlewoman from Ohio is stand-
ing, he said to the American people
over C–SPAN with how many people
listening, 100,000, 200,000, 1 million, 2
million, he said, You know, folks, I am
not quoting him, I am paraphrasing
him, I will quote him in a second, he
said, You know, the problem, with Fed-
eral expenditures is only 23 cents of the
dollars that we appropriate ever leaves
Washington, only 23 cents on the dollar
ever leaves Washington and gets down
to the student; the rest of it, he said,
feeds the Federal bureaucracy. So out

of a dollar, he is saying only 23 cents
gets to the student.

Now, I suppose, what, hundreds of
thousands, millions of people heard
that. It is totally inaccurate when one
checks the facts. The Department of
Education in Washington DC, has the
best, lowest overhead administrative
record of any department. The Defense
Department would kill for a record as
good as the Department of Education
has; less than 2 percent, less than two
cents of every dollar is used for the bu-
reaucracy, for the overhead here in
Washington, DC. So one needs to get
past the cliches. One needs to get past
the mistakes, some of them I think
quite intentional.

One really needs to get down to the
facts, particularly, I want to say as I
conclude, particularly in this rep-
resentative democracy of ours, where
the citizens need the facts if they are
to make proper choices in November
and on election days at the ballot box.
If they are to place upon their elected
representatives their will, their
choices, their options, those must be
based on facts—not cliches, not myths,
not intolerance, not lack of com-
promise—facts.

b 1430
Again, I am appreciative of the gen-

tlewoman sharing some of her time
with me.

COME SHOP WITH ME AT SCOTT PAPER CO.
Ms. KAPTUR. I will reclaim my re-

maining time. I thank the gentleman
very much for offering that important
clarification. I think one of the dif-
ficulties is when you have a large num-
ber of new Members that are elected, it
takes a long time to learn the ropes,
and sometimes perhaps people speak
out before they check the facts. I think
the gentleman’s commentary this
afternoon is helpful to the country.

Let me say I come down here for a
similar reason, and that is to offer a
word of caution to Members of the
freshman class, especially on the Re-
publican side of the aisle, who this past
Friday held a retreat. According to the
press accounts, the purpose of the re-
treat was to reflect on how their best-
laid plans for the so-called revolution
went awry and to reflect why the
American people have turned their
backs thus far on their message.

There was an article in my local
paper, the Toledo Blade, last Saturday,
which I am going to submit for the
RECORD, which talks about the fact
that this group of new Members was
very concerned after the President’s
State of the Union that he was able to
get his message across to the country,
but that their leadership, according to
this quote in the newspaper, that their
leaders did not understand the impor-
tance of what they are calling commu-
nication. They were criticizing some of
their leaders as too in your face, too
extreme, too ideological. In order to
help them out of this mess, one of the
speakers that was invited to the re-
treat was the chief executive officer of
Scott Paper Company.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH 1000 January 31, 1996
When I read down to that point in the

article, I knew that I had to come down
here today and speak a bit. I would just
say to the Members of the new class
that rather than seeking political as-
sistance from speakers like this Mr.
Dunlap, I think maybe it might be im-
portant to have some quiet reflection,
more in a spiritual sense, on your own,
because when I tell you about this gen-
tleman, I am not so sure you would
want to invite him back.

He is one of the most well known
chief executive officers in our country,
who is referred to as ‘‘Chainsaw Al,’’
the meanest boss in America, the coun-
try’s most notorious employee killer.
In his own biography he describes him-
self as Rambo in pinstripes because of
the way that he cut employment and
laid off, terminated, thousands of
workers at Scott Paper Company, his
home company. In fact, the May 1995
issue of Fortune Magazine indicates a
reduction in work force at Scott Paper
of nearly half. Thousands and thou-
sands and thousands of workers at that
particular company were given the
pink slip.

Now, if I could give my colleagues
some advice, it would be don’t listen to
Mr. Dunlap. Yet I see that he was in-
vited. Over the last couple of years he
has fired over 30,000 people in our coun-
try and shipped most of those jobs
overseas. Recently he was a party to a
merger between Kimberly Clark and
Scott Paper, which he ended up coming
out of that deal looking pretty good.
He made over $100 million on the deal.

I would like to ask Mr. Dunlap, in
giving his advice to the new Members,
I would like to know what happened to
those thousands and thousands of
workers that gave their loyal service
to Scott Paper? What happened to
them?

During the time that all these work-
ers were cut and terminated, Scott
Paper enjoyed profits like it had never
seen. Well, who would not, when you
cut our work force in half? But he ben-
efitted, $100 million.

It is interesting to look at Scott
Paper as a company, because it has
manufacturing facilities all over the
world. I know our listeners and Mem-
bers of the House here buy their prod-
ucts. Viva paper towels is one you will
notice on the shelves, or Scotties facial
tissues, or Cottonelle, that you use in
the bathroom.

But the company whose products are
familiar to us all is cleaning up at the
expense of the U.S. taxpayers. Some of
the countries that they do business in
have the most dirt cheap labor any-
where on the globe. Honduras, gosh,
they are a great respect for workers in
Honduras. They are shot if they try to
earn a decent living down there. Costa
Rica, China, Thailand, Malaysis, Tai-
wan, South Korea. Scott Paper has a
huge presence in Mexico. In fact, its
Mexican subsidiary, Compania Indus-
trial de San Cristobal, operates five
manufacturing facilities in Mexico, and
plans for more expansion are under
way.

In other words, all these people that
got laid off in this country and are ter-
minated coast to coast, they are going
to be replaced by workers in Mexico
who earn less than $1 an hour. Yet if
you go to the store and buy any one of
those products from Scott Paper, your
prices did not go down. So what hap-
pened to the money? Mr. Dunlap took
it.

Though the productivity of the work-
ers at Scott even prior to the layoffs
was very high and their profits were
high, they were not a bankrupt com-
pany, workers in Scott Paper’s tissue
mill in Everett, WA, and I hope there
are citizens from Everett, WA who are
listening, and other mills across the
country, saw their jobs transferred to
Mexico already. It is very interesting.
In Mexico those workers have no bene-
fits, they have no benefits. The work-
ers in Washington made a living wage.
That company really used to stand for
something, before ‘‘Chain Saw Al’’ got
involved.

In January of 1994, Scott employed
33,000 people worldwide. But by Decem-
ber, when he had finished, there were
19,900 people left. Those who did not
lose their job last year, imagine what
it must be like to come to work every
day in that company wondering wheth-
er the hatchet is going to fall on your
neck in spite of how hard you work, in
spite of your loyalty to the company,
because every worker in that company
knows they can be replaced by a work-
er in another country where Scott has
a plant that earns almost nothing, not
even enough to afford to buy Scott’s
products in the countries where those
products are sold and made.

Scott Paper essentially put U.S. em-
ployees out of work, and, by building
up operations in companies like Hon-
duras and Mexico, the company contin-
ues to undercut the wages of this coun-
try and the American people.

But, wait. It gets worse. We know
prices have not gone down. In fact,
prices in the tissue area have been
going up for years, at the same time as
people like Mr. Dunlap are reaping
huge profits while they take advantage
of dirt cheap labor elsewhere and put
our people out of work in this country.
The company does not even have the
decency to pass along its cost savings
as a result of manufacturing and other
companies in the form of price reduc-
tions at the shelves when our people go
to the supermarkets to shop.

In the last year alone, however, as a
result of this kind of shredding of a
corporate charter with the American
people, where so many of our folks are
thrown out of work, its stock price
skyrocketed. Wall Street could not be
happier, its price value going up over
100 percent.

Now, what happened recently was
Kimberly Clark just bought Scott
Paper in July of this past year for $6.9
billion. Mr. Dunlap, that is where he
managed to get $100 million on the
deal, and effectively built a rising
stock price on the swelling ranks of

jobless people. How would you like to
have him live next door to you?

Kimberly Clark is the largest paper
product company in Mexico, having in-
vested over $100 million there, and mil-
lions more in other countries. It is in-
teresting to see, a gentleman who came
into address the new freshmen, who
disdains Government, who disdains the
laws of this country, benefits so much
from Government programs.

In 1994, Kimberly Clark, get ready for
this, obtained $9.27 million from the
Overseas Private Investment Corpora-
tion, for insurance. That is an instru-
mentality of the Government of the
United States, paid for by our tax-
payers to invest their money in other
countries.

In the same year, our Department of
Labor certified 636 U.S. employees of
Kimberly Clark as approved to receive
help, unemployment help, because they
were being put out of work because im-
ports were coming in from Scott and
Kimberly, the same products from
these other countries, putting our
workers out of work, and the American
people have to pay for the families that
have been put out of work by this very
same company. Scott Paper, with its
presence in Mexico, also had 300 work-
ers. So that is nearly 800 workers just
in the past year that we are paying for,
unemployed people, that these very
same companies put out of work in the
United States.

You could say that is a form of cor-
porate welfare, because, on the one
hand these companies are using our
money to go abroad, insurance through
the taxpayers of the United States, and
then putting the U.S. work force out of
work and having to get the money to
pay for those unemployed workers
through our Department of Labor. We
know Americans are paying for the
training of nearly 1,000 workers just
over the last year because of the ac-
tions of these two companies.

Now, it is amazing, because Mr.
Dunlap began working for Scott Paper
at the beginning of 1994. The terms of
his contract, though hidden from the
public, specify a base salary of no less
than $1 million per year. While 13,100
workers got pink slips, Scott Paper
bought Mr. Dunlap a multimillion-dol-
lar home in Boca Raton, FL, and gave
him a $333,000 hiring bonus. I sure hope
that the new freshmen did not have to
pay him to speak before their group,
because he certainly could afford to
come on his own.

So I guess what I wanted to point out
today, there were articles that were in-
cluded in Roll Call on Monday talking
about some of his comments to that
group, where he said, and I can’t repeat
some of these words, by the way, but I
will just leave a blank, where he ad-
vised the freshmen, ‘‘Never give up.
Never give up. Never let the ‘blank’ get
you down. This nonsense about the
working people, don’t ever apologize
for being successful.’’

This is the kind of person that is
being listened to here in Washington.
It says here, and I quote directly,
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The sleepy-eyed freshmen were greeted

with a take no prisoners exhortation from Al
Dunlap, the chief executive of the Scott
Paper Company, who has been described var-
iously as the meanest boss in America, the
country’s most notorious employee killer.

What an attitude at the end of the
20th century for someone with this
kind of rapacious greed to be invited to
address Members of the Congress of the
United States, which means that they
are acquiescing in the actions that he
has taken.

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Ms. KAPTUR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. KILDEE. I have been listening to
the gentlewoman’s remarks. I was won-
dering, Mr. Dunlap is being asked by
the Republican Conference to address
them and to give them advice? Is that
what the article states?

Ms. KAPTUR. The article states that
they were asking for his advice.

Mr. KILDEE. His advice on Medicare,
how to cut Medicare, the school lunch
program, the WIC program for preg-
nant women? They have already cut
those programs. He could advise them
further on how to cut those programs.
He is good at cutting programs. Is he
coming in because he is an expert on
cutting and they are going to go fur-
ther in taking his advice on how to cut
these programs for the people?

Ms. KAPTUR. I think it is very inter-
esting they would invite him in as an
expert and listen to a gentleman like
this, and try to shape their agenda for
1996. That is why I bring it to the at-
tention of the body.

Mr. KILDEE. I suggest after Mr.
Dunlap, they should at least balance
things out and maybe have someone
like Mother Theresa come in and give
them some spiritual guidance.

Mr. HEFNER. I think he probably
has a special interest, Mr. Dunlap. If
you make the drastic cuts in Medicare
and Medicaid and these other pro-
grams, it will make more room for a
tax cut, which he will benefit very
greatly from. So I admire the man for
being honest about it. He at least is
sticking to his principles. The more
working folks you can get rid of and
you can cut the Medicare and Medicaid
and programs for children, then you
give him a bigger tax cut. I do not have
any idea what $100 million would be in
a tax cut, but I think it would probably
be substantial under the proposed
budget that the Republicans are offer-
ing. So at least he is going to his con-
stituency, those that sympathize with
him and feel the same way that he
does. It would have been kind of nice if
we had heard what his views are on
Medicare and Medicaid and family
leave and this sort of thing.

b 1445

Maybe the next retreat that they
have—no, it is not a retreat. Maybe the
next whatever you call it that they
have, what is it? The next one they
have, they will discuss some of these
programs and let the American people

know how they truly feel about some
of the programs that affect the most
vulnerable people in our country rather
than the most privileged few, rather
than those that made their fortunes on
the backs of the working people of this
country. And do not apologize for get-
ting wealthy. How much in tax breaks
did the company get under the overseas
advertising program that we did?

Ms. KAPTUR. The Overseas Private
Investment Corporation, they received
nearly $10 million in insurance in 1994,
for investment in other countries. So it
shows how he is thinking.

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentlewoman will yield, that would be
investing in other countries where the
labor force would be cheaper, and labor
would be more kind to a company of
this size, and that the benefits would
tend to not be as great as they are if
they had all of their production in this
country? Would that be a fair assump-
tion?

Ms. KAPTUR. That is a fair assump-
tion. What is interesting to look at is
that, even before this is done, they
were making profits in the United
States. They had a good work force.
They were making profits as a com-
pany. It is not that they had a work
force that was not producing for them,
but they wanted not to just make rea-
sonable profits, they wanted excessive
profits. They disinfested this country
and used our tax dollars to do it to us.

Mr. HEFNER. I think we have to ad-
mire the gentleman’s intestinal for-
titude to come to people that think
along the same lines and have the same
philosophy. At least we have to give
him that. He goes to where he has the
potential to get even more goodies
from this Congress if the budget passes
along the lines that our Republican
friends want to pass it.

Ms. KAPTUR. I thank the gentleman
for bringing up a good point about his
personal tax benefits that would flow
from the tax package that they are
proposing. He earns, who knows, mil-
lions and millions of dollars a year.
The benefit to him would be absolutely
incredible, probably in the hundreds of
thousands of dollars, figuring his stock
options, and so forth. So, he certainly
would not be the example I would have
chosen.

We have so many good companies in
this country that are making profits
that are well-managed and that treat
their workers with respect, that have
respect for people. But I thought that
this was just a terrible indictment on
the freshman class. I hope that the
caution we have given them today
might encourage them to bring busi-
ness leaders to this Congress that are
worthy of the kind of recognition that
they give to this type of gentleman.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN].

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I have been
talking about one aspect of the House
freshmen and women.

I would like to, if I might, talk about
another one of their, I think, extreme

causes. That is essentially the debt
ceiling be damned. All torpedoes ahead,
no matter what we are going to hit or
whom we are going to hit.

I wanted to say just a few words
about a letter that one of my col-
leagues from Michigan sent to Sec-
retary Rubin, and I quote. The gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. SMITH]
said, ‘‘It is my understanding that you
are considering withholding Social Se-
curity and other trust fund payments
due on March 1, 1996, despite the posi-
tive cash-flows of such trust funds.’’

There is a grave misunderstanding
here. The Treasury is not going to
withhold Social Security and other
trust fund payments. Here is the prob-
lem: If the debt ceiling is not extended,
the Treasury is going to be put in this
position, as I understand it. They are
not going to be able to redeem the
nonmarketable funds that they have.
And if they cannot do that, they have
to do it by issuing marketable securi-
ties. Then they may not have the
money to honor the Social Security
checks that would have been mailed to
millions and millions of people.

So, it is not the Treasury Depart-
ment that is, as the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. SMITH] put it in his let-
ter, withholding Social Security and
other fund payments, despite the posi-
tive cash-flows of such trust funds. It
would be that the Republican majority
here, I think a reckless act it would be,
and I find it hard to believe that they
will ultimately do this, would put the
Government in the position of not
being able to honor these checks.

Now, even if they could find the
funds if cash came in, et cetera, the
day that these checks were presented,
if there were not enough money, if
there were not enough monies to honor
all the checks that came in from Social
Security on that day, and every other
source, none of these checks under Fed-
eral Reserve policies would be honored,
none of them.

There is because the Treasury De-
partment does not at this point have
the ability to segregate the kinds of
checks that are paid. Social Security
checks for mothers, they all come in.
The software is such that either they
are all handled together or they are
not, under Federal Reserve rules, han-
dled at all.

That is my understanding of it. So,
the Republican majority, again they
have got blinders on. They are seeing
only what they want to see. Here they
are being terribly myopic. They are so
myopic they cannot even see what is in
front of them, let alone, what is far
away.

So, I would strongly urge that we do
this: I heard a lot of the back and forth
earlier on the floor, and to my col-
league from Ohio, that is why I am
here. I am deeply troubled. The gentle-
woman referred to an example of the
extremism of some of the House Repub-
licans, especially some of the fresh-
man, not all. I think that the ultimate
example of this is playing around with
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the debt ceiling. There are other exam-
ples pointed out.

This is the ultimate. The faith and
credit of the United States, their abil-
ity, when checks are presented, includ-
ing by Social Security recipients, the
question of whether they will be hon-
ored. What do other people think about
this? I know that my colleagues on the
other side, they do not like us to call
them extremists, but they ought to un-
derstand that the public is calling
them extremists, because playing
around with the debt ceiling is an ex-
ample of it.

I was reading the article on the
House freshman in Business Week, the
January 29 edition. it refers to a Busi-
ness Week Harris Poll where 45 percent
of the Americans thought of the first-
termers on the Republican side as ex-
tremists. That is a huge number. They
are doing so because it is based on the
reality they see, extreme actions are
well as rhetoric.

So, my reaction to the back and
forth today, and all the oratory that
went on, I know that my colleagues
have trouble just giving ground in
terms of some of these extreme ideas. I
know they want to use every leverage
they can, because they hold there
views so deeply. But the problem with
extreme ideas is that sometimes it
causes people to adopt extreme means.
In this case, the extremity, the
extremeness of the end leads people to
justify extreme means.

Mr. Speaker, playing around with the
debt ceiling is an extreme means that
is going to lead, I fear, if it were ever
undertaken, the default, to extreme re-
sults.

So, the mainstream of America,
which we are part of here, those of us
who are pleading that we end the
leveraging with the debt ceiling, even
talking about it, the mainstream of
America is saying resist the tempta-
tion. They talk about people who touch
a hot stove, they learn having touched
it once. In this case, our colleagues on
the Republican side touched the stove
twice at least in terms of shutting
down the Government, and they got
burned, but so did America. You would
think people would learn. I hope so.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, reclaim-
ing my time, and I would be happy to
yield again, talking about measures
that go too far, I think part of the
problem is who they might be listening
to. Again this Mr. Dunlap, and this is a
direct quote from Roll Call on Monday,
January 29, suggested, just think about
this for a second, that they should
abolish the Senate, the other body.
And if they did that, then they could
get somewhere.

Now, a lot of us have problems with
the way things are set up. We are not
always pleased with the way we make
our laws in this country, but I do not
think that that remark was made in
jest. And I think there are a lot of peo-
ple that would want to dismantle the
very tenets of our Constitution. To me
that borders on anarchy. That is not

just reform. That someone would come
before them and offer that as a pro-
posal, I find not just to be off the edge,
I find that to be about as extreme a
recommendation as they could make.

It goes to the very fundamental
rights of representation that the small
States and the large States have in our
country. It goes back to the founding
of the Republic. What gives this person
the right to speak before this group in
this way?

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, if the gen-
tlewoman will continue to yield, I
think she put her finger on it. There is
an obligation on the part of some of
our colleagues on the Republican side
who really do not like this extremism,
who have said to a number of us on
many occasions privately that it is
reckless, and sometimes they used the
word ‘‘crazy,’’ that they now speak out
publicly.

We should not leave here tomorrow
or the next day wit the debt ceiling
issue up in the air. It could have all
kinds of results. And, look, it might
help us politically, Democrats, if the
Republicans playing with fire un-
leashed an inferno, but I do not want
that and my colleague does not want
that.

What the Republicans here should do
is to say, look, we are reluctant to give
up this leverage, if they think it is. It
is not, and we are going to cut it clean-
ly. Cut it cleanly, extend the debt ceil-
ing and let us argue out these impor-
tant issues. We are in favor of a bal-
anced budget. We are arguing out how
we do it. Let that be the argument, not
the debt ceiling.

I deeply appreciate the distinguished
gentlewoman from Ohio yielding to
me. I just wanted to come to the floor
and to straighten out this issue about
Social Security, the debt ceiling that
would cause the checks perhaps to be
dishonored, not because the Treasury
was taking steps. The onus is on our
colleagues over there, and I just pray
that they will act responsibly and do it
this week.

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for raising a very impor-
tant matter that frankly we could have
taken care of weeks ago, months ago.
We do not have to be constantly oper-
ating at the edge.

I think, as the gentleman says, and
he is a very moderate individual in his
own views, that perhaps people feel so
strongly that they think this is their
only alternative. But for the sake of
the Nation I think it is best to put on
the shelf some of the deeper urges we
might have and for the sake of the Na-
tion do what is right for all of the peo-
ple, not just for a small subset or how
we might personally feel about some-
thing.

b 1500

OUR COVENANT TO PROTECT THE
ENVIRONMENT WHILE PRESERV-
ING LIBERTY AND UPHOLDING
THE CONSTITUTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
RADANOVICH). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of May 12, 1995, the
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
Idaho [Mrs. CHENOWETH] for 43 minutes.

Mrs. CHENOWETH. Mr. Speaker, it is
a rare individual who does not want an
effective environmental policy. Some-
times these policies, or the remedies
thereof, have been called extreme, just
like we heard from my friends on the
other side of the aisle. I am one of the
freshman Members, but I find it inter-
esting that a party who has lost its vi-
sion can use only one word to define
the other party, and that is the word
‘‘extreme.’’ I beg of my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle to come up
with alternative programs that will
benefit the American people.

I just have to say Mr. Speaker, this
was not a planned part of my speech,
but I do want to say that it is private
individuals who risk and who invest
who employ Americans. I join the gen-
tlewoman from Ohio [Ms. KAPTUR], a
woman I admire greatly, about the fact
that we do want to keep American jobs
here in America. I do agree with her
there. But, you know, we either have
one of two employers: Either you, the
taxpayers, are employing individuals
through government, or we have pri-
vate businesses employing people. I
prefer private entrepreneurs in employ-
ing people and downsizing government.

Mr. Speaker, it is a rare individual
who doesn’t want an effective environ-
mental policy. We all want to promote
the wise use of America’s natural re-
sources, but the driving force behind
our current policies have little to do
with sound science, foresight, or rea-
son. Instead, environmental policies
are driven by a kind of emotional spir-
itualism that threatens the very foun-
dation of our society, by eroding basic
principles of our Constitution.

Mr. Speaker, if there is one quote I
could center my remarks around today,
I think it would be a personal state-
ment made by Thomas Jefferson, who
probably was the world’s greatest ar-
ticulator of man’s heavenly endowed
individual rights and liberties. Jeffer-
son wrote in 1776:

I may grow rich by an art I am compelled
to follow, I may recover health by medicines
I am compelled to take against my own
judgement; but I cannot be saved by a wor-
ship I disbelieve and abhor.

Mr. Speaker, the very first clause of
the very first amendment to our Con-
stitution states that ‘‘Congress shall
make no law respecting an establish-
ment of religion,’’ and yet there is in-
creasing evidence of a government
sponsored religion in America. This re-
ligion, a cloudy mixture of new age
mysticism, Native American folklore,
and primitive Earth worship, (Panthe-
ism) is being promoted and enforced by
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