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THE NEGATIVE EFFECTS OF THE 

EDUCATION SYSTEM AND THE 
MEDIA REWRITING HISTORY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

KELLER). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the 
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. BART-
LETT) is recognized for 60 minutes as 
the designee of the majority leader. 

Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland. Mr. 
Speaker, I want to spend a few minutes 
this evening talking about two events 
that have happened in our country re-
cently. One of them is national and the 
other is very local. 

The national event was the decision 
of two of three members of the Ninth 
Circuit Court in San Francisco that 
the Pledge of Allegiance to the flag, in-
cluding the words ‘‘under God,’’ can no 
longer be used in our schools with 
those two words; that if we are going to 
say the Pledge of Allegiance in our 
schools, we have to take ‘‘under God’’ 
out. 

The second event is a very local 
event. It is in the town of Frederick. I 
live just 5 miles from there on a farm. 
We have a little memorial park in 
Frederick across from the armory. We 
have there memorials to our soldiers in 
all of the wars with their individual 
names on these memorials. There is 
also in that park a replica of the Ten 
Commandments on the two stones. A 
senior student in one of our schools; in-
terestingly, a student in one of our 
schools wrote asking, is it really appro-
priate to have the Ten Commandments 
in this memorial park because the park 
is owned by the city and the city is a 
part of what we call the State, and cer-
tainly, there is this big wall of separa-
tion between church and State? 

Now, this has caused quite a dither in 
Frederick. The ACLU came out and 
they said, yes, that is right, the Ten 
Commandments should not be there. 
Why do we not just sell the park for $1 
to the American Legion and then the 
problem will go away? But if you do 
not do that, then we are going to sue. 

Most of our institutions are, I guess 
all of them, are creatures of our cul-
ture. We remember from history that 
the Supreme Court pre-Civil War hand-
ed down the Dred Scott decision. Now, 
I suspect there are very few people 
today who believe that that was a cor-
rect decision handed down by that 
Court. So our courts today are crea-
tures, at least to some extent, of our 
culture. These two events would have 
been absolutely unheard of in my child-
hood, that a court would say that one 
could not say under God in the Pledge 
of Allegiance to the flag and that one 
could not have the Ten Commandments 
in a memorial park for our service peo-
ple who fought and bled and died for 
this country. 

Now, how did we get here? What has 
happened to this Nation? I can clearly 
remember 60 years ago. I can remember 
writing 1933 on my school papers, so I 
can easily remember 60 years. 

There are three great lies about in 
our Nation today, and they are the re-

sult of, well, of two things. They are 
the result of an educational system 
that has, in large measure, tried to re-
write our history. These three lies are 
also the result of a media which has 
joined with our educational institu-
tions in educating the American people 
to a history which really is not true. 
These three great lies are that our 
Founding Fathers were atheists and de-
ists. Now, everybody knows what an 
atheist is. It is a person who does not 
believe there is a God. A deist believes 
there is a God. He believes that God 
created the Earth, but then God stood 
back and he placed in effect a number 
of physical laws and health laws, and 
there is no use praying to him, because 
these laws are going to determine what 
happens to us. 

So the first great lie is that our 
Founding Fathers were atheists and de-
ists. The second great lie is that they 
sought to establish a non-Christian Na-
tion. They did not want God associated 
with this country. As a corollary to 
this, they sought to erect a wall of sep-
aration between church and State. 
They wanted to make sure that there 
was never, ever any discussion of reli-
gion in the State. 

To understand how we got here, I 
think we need to put this in some con-
text. It all started, of course, in 1776. 
We read that Declaration of Independ-
ence which, by the way clearly, three 
times, perhaps four, refers to God. I 
wonder if the courts will declare our 
Declaration of Independence unconsti-
tutional because it has very clear ref-
erences to God and our creator. 

This was a very radical document. 
We read it without really concen-
trating on what it is and what it says. 
It said that all men are created equal. 
Now, we take that for granted, but that 
was not the society from which our 
forefathers came. Now, of course, un-
less you are a descendant of an Amer-
ican Indian, you are the child of an im-
migrant and today, our citizens come 
from forefathers have come from all 
parts of the world. But in 1776, essen-
tially all of our Founding Fathers had 
come from England and the European 
continent. And in England and on the 
continent, essentially every country 
was ruled by a king or an emperor who 
incredibly claimed and was granted di-
vine rights. What that says is that the 
rights came from God, divine rights, 
rights came from God to the king and 
he would then give what rights he 
wished to his people. 

Our Declaration of Independence 
made a radical departure from that, be-
cause it said that all men are created 
equal. Then they set about the task of 
writing a Constitution that embodied 
the promise of the Declaration of Inde-
pendence. It took them 11 years to do 
this. It was not until 1787 that the Con-
stitution was ratified. And in that Con-
stitution they sought to embody all of 
those promises made in the Declara-
tion of Independence. 

The story is told of Ben Franklin 
coming out at the constitutional con-

vention and being asked by a lady, Mr. 
Franklin, what have you given us? And 
his reply was, A Republic, madam, if 
you can keep it. 

Now, I hear my colleagues and most 
everybody in this country talking 
about this great democracy that we 
have. Yet, when Ben Franklin was 
asked, What have you given us, he 
says, A Republic, Madam, if you can 
keep it, if we think back through that 
Pledge of Allegiance to the flag, we 
will note that it refers to a Republic. 

Why is this important? It is impor-
tant to the subject that we are dis-
cussing this evening. 

I heard an interesting definition of a 
democracy. It was two wolves and a 
lamb voting on what they were going 
to have for lunch. And someone noted 
that an example of a democracy was a 
lynch mob, because clearly, in a lynch 
mob, the will of the majority is being 
expressed. Are we not glad, Mr. Speak-
er, that we live in a Republic where one 
respects the rule of law, regardless of 
what the majority would like at that 
moment? 

Now, clearly, we can change the law 
against which all other laws are meas-
ured, which is the Ten Commandments, 
and we have done that 27 times; but 
this is a considered event. It takes two-
thirds of the House and two-thirds of 
the Senate; it bypasses the President 
and goes directly to the State legisla-
tures and three-fourths of them must 
ratify it. 

Our Founding Fathers were not cer-
tain that the promise of the Declara-
tion of Independence was, in fact, made 
crystal-clear in the Constitution, so be-
fore the ink was hardly dry on the Con-
stitution, they started 12 amendments 
through the process of two-thirds of 
the House, two-thirds of the Senate, 
and three-fourths of the State legisla-
tures. Ten of them made it through 
that process, and we know them as the 
Bill of Rights. If we read down through 
the Constitution, it is a little book 
that has had a big, big effect. If we read 
down through that, we will see that 
their primary aim in this Bill of Rights 
was to make sure that everybody un-
derstood what was implicit in the Con-
stitution was explicit in these 10 
amendments.

b 2000 
That is that they really wanted most 

of the rights to reside with the people. 
Remember, they had come from monar-
chies, from empires where the king or 
the emperor said that all the rights 
came to him. In the Declaration of 
Independence, they said that all men 
are created equal, and they wanted to 
make sure that it was very clear that 
essentially all of the rights remained 
with the people. 

Now, our Founding Fathers came to 
this country not to get wealthy; as a 
matter of fact, many of them left 
wealth to come here. They came here 
for freedom. They came here to achieve 
freedom from two tyrannies. 

One was the tyranny of the church. 
In England, it was the Episcopal 
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church; and on the continent, it was 
the Roman church. For both of those 
churches, power had been given to 
them by the state, so they wanted to 
make sure that never, ever in this new 
country would the state ever give 
power to a religion so that it could op-
press the people. 

I guess our Founding Fathers could 
be excused for some shortsightedness 
before they wrote the Constitution, be-
cause in old Virginia, Roman Catholics 
could not vote. In colonial Maryland, I 
understand that both Roman Catholics 
and Jews could not vote. 

But to their great credit, when it 
came time to write the First Amend-
ment, they recognized that that is real-
ly not what they came here to achieve; 
that they really wanted freedom of re-
ligion, which is very different, as Ron-
ald Reagan pointed out, from freedom 
from religion, which is what the courts 
now want to achieve. 

It was a Roman Catholic, Charles 
Carroll, for whom Carroll County is 
named, one of the counties in the dis-
trict I represent; Carroll Creek runs 
through Frederick City, not far from 
the Ten Commandments in that little 
memorial park. So it was a Roman 
Catholic who was a major architect of 
the establishment clause in the First 
Amendment. 

In the Second Amendment, they ad-
dressed their concerns of the tyranny 
of the state. This is a subject for an-
other day, but let me just read it in 
that context: ‘‘A well-regulated militia 
being necessary to the security of a 
free state, the right of the people to 
keep and bear arms shall not be in-
fringed.’’ 

Abraham Lincoln understood that 
this was a new experiment and that it 
might not succeed. In his Gettysburg 
Address, we remember, Four score and 
seven years ago, and if we go back 87 
years, we will come to 1776; ‘‘Four 
score and 7 years ago, our fathers 
brought forth upon this continent a 
new Nation, conceived in liberty and,’’ 
and note, ‘‘dedicated to the proposition 
that all men are created equal.’’ He 
recognized what a radical departure 
this was from the norms of the time, 
and he knew that this experiment 
might not succeed. 

He said, we are now engaged in a war 
‘‘testing whether this Nation or any 
Nation so conceived and so dedicated 
can long endure.’’ 

Then he ended that Gettysburg Ad-
dress with almost a prayer: ‘‘that this 
government of the people, by the peo-
ple, and for the people shall not perish 
from the Earth.’’ 

I am going to use four sources to re-
fute these three lies. Again, the three 
lies are that our Founding Fathers 
were atheists and deists; that they 
wanted to establish a nonChristian Na-
tion; that they wanted a wall of separa-
tion between the church and the state. 
To do that, I am going to let our 
Founding Fathers speak for them-
selves. I am going to quote from some 
court decisions. I am going to note 

some actions of Congress. Then we will 
take a brief look at our schools. I will 
use a number of quotes this evening, 
and I would like to make two com-
ments regarding those quotes. 

The first is that not everyone will 
agree to the specific wording of these 
quotes. No one argues that these are 
the kinds of things that these men, 
these courts, that the Congress would 
have said or would have done; but 
Members may find some dispute as to 
the exact wording. I will tell the Mem-
bers my references, and Members can 
talk to those on whom I depended for 
these quotes. 

One is David Barton, who probably is 
the most knowledgeable person in 
America today on the Christian nature 
of our Founding Fathers. He has thou-
sands of original documents. He con-
ducts a fascinating tour through the 
Capitol building here, stopping at stat-
ue after statue and reading from origi-
nal documents their quotes. 

The second source for my quotes this 
evening is Dr. Richard Fredericks, who 
is the pastor of the Road to Damascus 
Church in Montgomery County. 

The second observation I want to 
make about the quotes this evening is 
that there will be a lot of references to 
Christianity and Jesus Christ. I would 
submit that when these quotes were 
made, that these words were more syn-
onymous with the words that we would 
use today which would probably be 
‘‘God-fearing.’’ They meant no affront 
to other religious persuasions who wor-
shipped the same God. 

I just want to note that there will be 
lots of references to Christianity and 
Jesus Christ, if Members would simply 
hear ‘‘Judeo-Christian’’ and ‘‘God-fear-
ing’’ when these quotes are read. 

Freedom is not free. It is said that 
the price of freedom is eternal vigi-
lance. That is just as true today as it 
was then. Certainly, our national free-
dom was very costly. Five of the 55 
signers of the Declaration of Independ-
ence were captured and executed by the 
British; nine of them died in battle-
fields of the war; another dozen lost 
their homes, possessions, and fortunes 
to British occupation. Our birth as a 
Nation was not cheap for these men. 

Let us first look at this wall of sepa-
ration which our courts today talk so 
much about. That does not appear any-
where in our Constitution. It does not 
appear in the First Amendment. As a 
matter of fact, those three words, ‘‘sep-
aration,’’ ‘‘church,’’ and ‘‘state,’’ do 
not appear, but they do appear in one 
constitution. It is the Constitution of 
the United Soviet Socialist Republic, 
the USSR.

Let me read from that Constitution. 
It is Article 124: ‘‘In order to ensure to 
citizens freedom of conscience, the 
church in the USSR is separated from 
the state and the schools from the 
church.’’ 

Let me let the Founding Fathers 
speak for themselves now, and then 
Members decide whether they think 
they are atheist or deist. 

Patrick Henry, often called the ‘‘fire-
brand of the American Revolution,’’ I 
want to quote his words spoken in St. 
John’s Church in Richmond on March 
23 in 1775. Those words are very well 
known: ‘‘Give me liberty or give me 
death,’’ and they are still memorized 
by most students. But I will challenge 
the Members to go to their child’s 
school and look in their history books 
and see if these words are put in con-
text. 

Here is what he said, in context: ‘‘An 
appeal to arms and the God of hosts is 
all that is left us, but we shall not 
fight our battle alone. There is a just 
God that presides over the destinies of 
nations. The battle, sir, is not to the 
strong alone. Is life so dear or peace so 
sweet as to be purchased at the price of 
chains and slavery? Forbid it, almighty 
God. I know not what course others 
may take, but as for me, give me lib-
erty or give me death.’’ 

Now, those words have a whole lot 
different meaning when we place them 
in that context, and I will wager that 
Members will have great difficulty 
finding any textbook in our current 
schools that puts them in that context. 

Benjamin Franklin is widely noted 
by our history books today as being a 
deist. Was he a deist? Let us let him 
speak for himself. The time was June 
28, 1787. We will recognize that that is 
during the Constitutional Convention. 

Benjamin Franklin was 81 years old. 
He was the Governor of Pennsylvania, 
and perhaps the most honored member 
of the Constitutional Convention. The 
convention was deadlocked over sev-
eral issues, and one of the key issues 
was the balance of State and Federal 
rights. 

When Franklin rose and reminded 
them of the Continental Congress in 
1776, just 11 years prior, this is what he 
said: ‘‘In the days of our contest with 
Great Britain, when we were sensible of 
danger, we had our daily prayer in this 
room for divine protection. Our pray-
ers, sir, were heard, and they were gra-
ciously answered. All of us who were 
engaged in the struggle must have ob-
served frequent instances of super-
intending Providence in our favor. To 
that kind Providence we owe this 
happy opportunity to establish our Na-
tion. And have we now forgotten that 
powerful friend? Do we imagine that we 
no longer need his assistance?’’ And 
then I love these words: ‘‘I have lived, 
sir, a long time. And the longer I live, 
the more convincing proofs I see of this 
truth, that God governs in the affairs 
of men. And if a sparrow cannot fall to 
the ground without his notice, is it 
probable that a new nation can rise 
without his aid? We have been assured, 
sir, in the sacred writing that except 
the Lord build a house, they labor in 
vain that built it. I therefore beg leave 
to move,’’ and this began a precedent 
that we follow today; we begin every 
day in the House with prayer, and 
every day in the Senate. 

This is what he asked: ‘‘I therefore 
beg leave to move that henceforth, 
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prayers imploring the assistance of 
heaven and its blessings on our delib-
erations be held in this assembly every 
morning before we proceed to any busi-
ness.’’ Thanks to Mr. Franklin, we still 
do this. 

The following year, in a letter to the 
French minister of state, Franklin, 
speaking of our Nation, said ‘‘Whoever 
shall introduce into public office the 
principles of Christianity will change 
the face of the world.’’ 

And now to that second person who is 
very often noted as being a deist, and 
by the way, did Members think these 
are the words of a deist, these words of 
Benjamin Franklin; that God created a 
world and then let it run on its own, 
with just the physical laws and the bio-
logical laws that he developed guiding 
it? 

Thomas Jefferson was a great stu-
dent of Scriptures who honored Christ 
as his greatest teacher and mentor, but 
doubted his divinity. On the front of 
his well-worn Bible Jefferson wrote, ‘‘I 
am a real Christian; that is to say, a 
disciple of the doctrines of Jesus. I 
have little doubt that our country will 
soon be rallied to the unity of our cre-
ator, and I hope to the pure doctrine of 
Jesus, also.’’ 

And note his words relative to slav-
ery. See if this sounds like a deist. ‘‘Al-
mighty God has created men’s minds 
free. Commerce between master and 
slave is despotism. I tremble for my 
country when I reflect that God is just, 
and his justice cannot sleep forever.’’ 
These are certainly not the words of a 
deist. 

George Washington, called the Fa-
ther of our Nation, listen to his heart 
on the Christian faith in his farewell 
speech September, 1796; the only Presi-
dent, by the way, unanimously elected 
by the Electoral College not once but 
twice, and perhaps the first ruler in 
2000 years to voluntarily step down 
from power. 

‘‘It is impossible to govern the world 
without God and the Bible. Of all the 
dispositions and habits that lead to po-
litical prosperity, our religion and mo-
rality are the indispensable supporters. 
Let us with caution indulge the suppo-
sition that is the idea that morality 
can be maintained without religion. 
Reason and experience both forbid us 
to expect that our national morality 
can prevail in exclusion of religious 
principle.’’ 

What did Washington mean by reli-
gion? Was he a true Christian? Let me 
excerpt several lines from his personal 
prayer book: ‘‘Oh, eternal and ever-
lasting God, direct my thoughts, words, 
and work. Wash away my sins in the 
immaculate blood of the lamb, and 
purge my heart by thy holy spirit. 
Daily frame me more and more in the 
likeness of thy son, Jesus Christ, that 
living in thy fear and dying in thy 
favor, I may, in thy appointed time, ob-
tain the restoration justified onto eter-
nal life.’’ 

In Mount Vernon, and we can go 
there today, just down the river, we 

can see on the little crypt the bene-
diction that George Washington asked 
to be put there over his grave and his 
wife’s grave. It is John 11:25: ‘‘I am the 
resurrection and the life. He that be-
lieves in me shall live, even if he dies.’’

b 2015 

And you may wonder why as you tour 
through Washington and go to our 
monuments that you see so many ref-
erences to scripture. It is because that 
is the milieu in which these men lived. 

John Adams, our second President, 
also served as chairman of the Amer-
ican Bible Society started by our Con-
gress, by the way. In an address to 
military leaders he said, ‘‘We have no 
government armed with the power ca-
pable of contending with human pas-
sions, unbridled by morality and true 
religion. Our Constitution was made 
only for a moral and religious people. 
It is wholly inadequate to the govern-
ment of any other.’’ 

John Jay, our first Supreme Court 
Justice, stated that when we select our 
national leaders and preserve our Na-
tion, we must select Christians. This is 
what he said, ‘‘Providence has given to 
our people the choice of their rulers. It 
is the duty as well as the privilege and 
interest of our Christian Nation to se-
lect and prefer Christians for their rul-
ers.’’ 

In fact, 11 of the 13 new State con-
stitutions were also ratified in 1776. All 
required leaders to take an oath simi-
lar to this oath in Delaware. This is 
the oath in Delaware: ‘‘Everyone ap-
pointed to public office must say, I do 
profess faith to God, the Father, and in 
the Lord, Jesus Christ, his only son, 
and in the holy ghost and in God who 
is blessed forevermore. I do acknowl-
edge the Holy Scriptures, both Old and 
New Testaments, which are given by 
devine inspiration.’’ 

The time of our Nation’s bicentennial 
in 1976, political science professors at 
the University of Houston began to ask 
some questions. Why is it that the 
American Constitution has been able 
to stand the test of time? We have the 
longest enduring republic in the his-
tory of the world. Why has it not gone 
through massive revisions? Why is it 
looked on as a model by dozens of na-
tions? What wisdom possessed these 
men to produce such an incredible doc-
ument? Who did they turn to for inspi-
ration? 

So they looked at the writings of our 
Founding Fathers and they catalogued 
15,000 documents. They found the 
Founding Fathers quoted most often 
three men, Baron Charles Montesquieu, 
Sir William Blackstone, and John 
Locke. Yet, most importantly they 
found that the Bible itself was directly 
quoted four times more than 
Montesquieu, six times more than 
Blackstone and 12 times more than 
John Locke. In fact, 34 percent of all 
the quotes and the writings of the 
Founding Fathers were direct word-for-
word quotes from the Bible. Further, 
another 60 percent of their quotes were 

quoting from men who were quoting 
the Bible. So that an incredible 94 per-
cent of all of the quotes in these 15,000 
documents were direct quotes or ref-
erences to the Bible. 

So how did they produce a document 
that has withstood the test of an evolv-
ing government and growing Nation for 
226 years now? The answer, they were 
steeped in the word of God. They un-
derstood their need of its constant di-
rection, and they established a Nation 
based on its underlying principles. 

John Quincy Adams, the son of John 
Adams, was the sixth President of the 
United States. He was a Congressman, 
the U.S. minister to Russia, France 
and Great Britain, Secretary of the 
State under James Monroe. He was 
also the chairman of the American 
Bible Society, as was his father. As a 
matter of fact, he felt that chairman-
ship of that society was a more impor-
tant function and a higher honor than 
being President of the United States. I 
might note that the Continental Con-
gress bought 20,000 copies of the Bible 
to distribute to its new citizens. And 
for 100 years at the beginning of our 
country, taxpayers’ money was used to 
send missionaries to the Indians.

Mr. Speaker, 104 years later, the 30th 
President of the United States, Calvin 
Coolidge reaffirmed this truth on 
March 4, 1925. ‘‘America seeks no em-
pires built on blood and forces. She 
cherishes no purpose save to merit the 
favor of Almighty God.’’ He later 
wrote, ‘‘The foundations of our society 
and our government rest so much on 
the teachings of the Bible that it would 
be difficult to support them if faith and 
these teachings would cease to be prac-
tically universal to our country.’’ 

Let us turn now to the Supreme 
Court. We have let our Founding Fa-
thers speak for themselves. I think it is 
very clear they were not atheists or de-
ists. It is very clear that they did not 
attempt to establish a nonChristian 
nation. Let us look now at the Su-
preme Court. For 160 years the court 
consistently and categorically ruled in 
favor of church and State united hand 
in hand, but never the State empow-
ering the church, a single church, so 
that it could oppress the people. 

The first ruling came in 1796, Runkle 
v. Winemiller. The Supreme Court 
ruled, ‘‘By our form of government, the 
Christian religion is the established re-
ligion of all sects.’’ 

The Supreme Court consistently 
ruled for Christian principle as the 
foundation of our American laws. In 
1811 in the Peoples v. Ruggles’, Mr. 
Ruggles’ crime was that he publicly 
slandered the Bible. What would hap-
pen today if somebody publicly slan-
dered the Bible? Let me read the deci-
sion the court made then. In 1811 he 
was arrested and his case went all the 
way to the Supreme Court. This was 
their verdict. ‘‘You have attacked the 
Bible. In attacking the Bible, you have 
attacked Jesus Christ. And in attack-
ing Jesus Christ, you have attacked 
the roots of our Nation. Whatever 
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strikes at the root of Christianity 
manifests itself in the dissolving of our 
civil government.’’ 

The Justices sentenced him to three 
months in prison and a $500 fine. That 
is one year’s wage in those days. You 
might contrast that today with con-
victed rapists who on average serve 85 
days in jail. 

In 1844, Vida v. Gerrard, a public 
school teacher decided she would teach 
morality without using the Bible. In-
credibly she was sued and it went to 
the Supreme Court and this is what 
they said. ‘‘Why not use the Bible, es-
pecially the New Testament? It should 
be read and taught as the divine revela-
tion in the schools. Where can the 
purest principles of morality be 
learned so clearly and so perfectly as 
from the New Testament?’’ 

And then the Justices went on to cite 
87 different legal precedents to affirm 
that America was formed as a Chris-
tian Nation by believing Christians. 

This was in a court case in February 
29, 1892, against the claims of the cult 
called the Church of the Holy Spirit 
that Christianity was not the faith of 
the people. The Supreme Court made a 
decision saying that it clearly was and 
they marshalled 87 different legal 
precedents to affirm that America was 
formed as a Christian Nation by believ-
ing Christians. They even spent the 
first 100 years’ tax dollars for Christian 
missionaries, which I mentioned pre-
viously. 

Regardless of how we feel about it 
today, the historical fact is there was 
no separation of church and state. 
There was a clear denial of the right of 
the state to empower any one religion 
so that it could oppress the people. But 
never, ever could our Founding Fathers 
ever imagine that we would interpret 
that establishment clause of the First 
Amendment as requiring freedom from 
religion. They certainly meant it to as-
sure freedom of religion. 

Let us move across the street from 
this House to the Supreme Court. As 
humanism and Darwinism began to rise 
in the 19th century, some made chal-
lenges to the idea that America was a 
Christian Nation. Both houses of Con-
gress spent one year, from 1853 to 1854, 
studying the connection of America 
and the Christian faith. 

In March 27 of 1854, Senator Badger, 
from the Senate, issued the final re-
port. Let me quote very briefly from 
that final report. ‘‘The First Amend-
ment religion clause speaks against an 
establishment of religion. What is 
meant by that expression? The Found-
ing Fathers intended by this amend-
ment to prohibit an establishment of 
religion such as the Church of England 
presented or anything like it. But they 
had no fear or jealousy of religion 
itself. Nor did they wish to see us an ir-
religious people.’’ 

I really like these next words. They 
are so picturesque. ‘‘They did not in-
tend to spread all over the public au-
thorities and the whole public action of 
the Nation the dead and revolting spec-

tacle of atheistic apathy.’’ And I con-
tinue the quote, ‘‘In this age there can 
be no substitute for Christianity. By 
its general principles, the Christian 
faith is the great conserving element 
on which we must rely for the purity 
and permanence for our free institu-
tions.’’ And it goes on and on to quote 
more and more in this vein. 

Based on his report in May of 1854, in 
joint session of Congress, this resolu-
tion was passed by our Congress. ‘‘The 
great, vital and conserving element in 
our system of government is the belief 
of our people in the pure doctrines and 
divine truths of the gospel of Jesus 
Christ.’’ This was a resolution of the 
Congress in May of 1854. 

Let us move from Congress to our 
public schools. For over 140 years after 
the First Amendment was passed, we 
spent tax dollars to educate students in 
public schools that were distinctly 
Christian. In 1782 the United States 
Congress voted this resolution: ‘‘The 
Congress of the United States rec-
ommends and approves the Holy Bible 
for use in our schools.’’ That was this 
Congress. All of our institutions, even 
our Congress, is at least to some extent 
the product of a culture, creatures of a 
culture. 

In grammar schools from 1690 until 
after World War II, two books were the 
dominant teaching schools. The first 
and oldest was the New England Prim-
er, used for 200 years. The basics of al-
phabet were taught as follows: 

‘‘A, A wise son makes a glad father 
but a foolish son is heaviness to his 
mother. 

‘‘B, Better is little with the fear of 
the Lord than abundance apart from 
him. 

‘‘C, Come unto Christ all you who are 
weary and heavily laden. 

‘‘D, Do not the abominable thing, 
which I hate, sayeth the Lord. 

‘‘E, Except a man be born again, he 
cannot see the Kingdom of God.’’ 

The second great teaching tool for 
100 years was the McGuffey Reader, 
and not too many years ago it was 
called back to some of our schools be-
cause when students used that reader, 
they learned to read. Now we have 
graduated about a million from our 
high schools who literally cannot read 
their diploma. 

William Holmes McGuffey was the 
Professor of Moral Philosophy at Jef-
ferson’s University of Virginia and the 
first president of Ohio University. 
President Lincoln called him the 
School Master of the Nation. 

In the introduction to teachers in the 
beginning of his textbook, McGuffey 
laid out his rationale. ‘‘The Christian 
religion is the religion of our country. 
From it are derived our notions on the 
character of God, on the great moral 
Governor of the universe. On its doc-
trines are funded the peculiarities of 
our free institutions.’’ 

‘‘From no source has the author 
drawn more conspicuously than from 
the sacred Scriptures. For all these ex-
tracts from the Bible I make no apol-
ogy.’’ 

Of the first 108 universities founded 
in this country, 106 were distinctly re-
ligious. The first of those was Harvard, 
named for a very popular New England 
teacher, Pastor John Harvard. In the 
original student Harvard handbook, it 
said that the students should come 
knowing Greek and Latin so they could 
study the scriptures. Now a direct 
quote. ‘‘Let every student be plainly 
instructed and earnestly pressed to 
consider well, the main end of his life 
and studies is, to know God and Jesus 
Christ, which is eternal life, John 17:3; 
and therefore to lay Jesus Christ as the 
only foundation of all sound knowledge 
and learning.’’ 

For over 100 years, more than 50 per-
cent of all of Harvard’s graduates were 
pastors. 

In 1747, the Supreme Court in Emer-
son v. The Board of Education deviated 
from every precedent for the first time 
and in a limited way affirmed a wall of 
separation between church and state 
and the public classroom. Now they did 
this ignoring 160 years of precedence. 
And I have read several decisions dur-
ing 106 years and there are many, many 
others. There is no decision of the Su-
preme Court today relative to this 
issue that will go back to precedents 
before 1947 because there are none. For 
160 years, clearly the Supreme Court 
ruled 180 degrees different than the 
way it is ruling today. 

In 1962, less than 40 years ago, in 
Engle v. Vitale, the Supreme Court re-
moved prayer from the public schools. 
Since the founding of the Nation, pub-
lic school classrooms have begun their 
day with prayer. Now that was declared 
unconstitutional and an arbitrary use 
of the word. 

I have mentioned God is three or per-
haps four times in our Declaration of 
Independence. Will our courts now de-
clare that unconstitutional? 

Then things happened fast. On June 
17, 1963, the Supreme Court ruled in 
Abington v. Schemp that Bible reading 
was outlawed as unconstitutional in 
our public school system. Remember 
that our Congress had recommended it 
for use in schools before that. 

What has happened in America in 
these past 40 years? When we were true 
to our roots, we were the greatest Na-
tion in the world, the dream destina-
tion of millions in every country. But 
starting in 1963, the Bible was banned 
as psychologically harmful to children.

b 2030 

That year, 1963, was the first year an 
entry about the separation of church 
and State ever appeared in the World 
Book Encyclopedia under the United 
States. 

What have we reaped? America 100 
years ago had the highest literacy rate 
of any nation on Earth. Today we 
spend more on education than any 
other nation in the world; and yet 
since 1987, as I mentioned before, we 
have graduated more than 1 million 
high school students who cannot even 
read their diploma. 
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We spend more than any other nation 

in the industrialized world to educate 
our children; and yet SAT scores fell 
for 24 straight years before finally lev-
eling off in the 1990s. 

Has this protection from religion pro-
duced better students? Morally have 
they changed? Are things better in this 
new climate of protection from the 
dangers of religion? 

In 1960, a survey found 53 percent of 
America’s teenagers had never kissed 
and 57 percent had never necked. Neck-
ing is hugging and kissing, if my col-
leagues wonder what that meant then; 
and 92 percent of teenagers in America 
said they were virgins. 

Just 30 years later, in 1990, 75 percent 
of American high school students were 
sexually active by 18. In the next 5 
years, we spent $4 billion to educate 
them how to have safe sex and it 
worked. One in five teenagers in Amer-
ica today lose their virginity before 
their 13th birthday, and 19 percent of 
America’s teenagers say they have had 
more than four sexual partners before 
graduation. 

The result? Every day 2,700 students 
get pregnant, 1,100 hundred get abor-
tions and 1,200 give birth. Every day, 
another 900 contract a sexually trans-
mitted disease, many incurable. AIDS 
infection among high school students 
climbed 700 percent between 1990 and 
1995. We have 3.3 million problem 
drinkers on our high school campuses, 
over half a million are alcoholics and 
any given weekend in America, 30 per-
cent of the student population spends 
some time drunk. 

A young woman in a high school in 
Oklahoma wrote this poem as a new 
school prayer. Let me read it for you:
Now I sit me down in school where praying is 

against the rule 
For this great Nation under God finds men-

tion of Him very odd. 
If scripture now the class recites violates, it 

violates the Bill of Rights. 
And any time my head I bow becomes a Fed-

eral matter now.

Our hair can be purple, orange, or green, 
that’s no offense, it’s a freedom scene. 

The law is specific, the law is precise! Only 
prayers spoken out loud are a serious 
vice. 

For praying in a public hall might offend 
someone with no faith at all.

In silence alone we must meditate, God’s 
name is prohibited by the State. 

We are allowed to cuss and dress like freaks, 
and pierce our noses, tongues and 
cheeks. 

They’ve outlawed guns but first the Bible. 
To quote the Good Book makes me lia-
ble. 

We can elect a pregnant senior queen and the 
unwed daddy our senior king.

It’s inappropriate to teach right from wrong; 
we’re taught that such judgments do 
not belong. 

We can get our condoms and birth controls, 
study witchcraft, vampires and totem 
poles. 

But the Ten Commandants are not allowed, 
no word of God must reach this crowd.

It is scary here I must confess; when chaos 
reigns the school’s a mess. 

So Lord, this silent plea I make: Should I be 
shot, my soul please take! 

Our Nation, which wishes to lead the 
world in every arena, now leads the 
world in these areas: We are number 
one in violent crime. We are number 
one in divorce. We are number one in 
teenage pregnancies. We are number 
one in volunteer abortion. We are num-
ber one in illegal drug abuse. We are 
number one in the industrialized world 
for illiteracy. What happened? 

First of all, Christianity went to 
sleep. Forty years ago, the church gave 
up the public arena to an increasingly 
secular government and said we would 
focus on the souls of men. Actually, 
the first leader to call for that division 
was not one of our Founding Fathers. 
His name was Adolph Hitler, who told 
the preachers of Germany, ‘‘You take 
care of their souls and I will take care 
of the rest of their lives.’’ 

Here is a million dollar question. Are 
we better off today? Since we banished 
God from all our public life and sys-
tems and allowed a vocal group of hu-
manist activists to tell us our faith is 
dangerous to the liberties of this Na-
tion, are we better off? Are we satisfied 
with what is happening in America?

Alexis de Tocqueville was a famous 
French statesman and scholar. Begin-
ning in 1831, he toured America for 
years to find the secret of her genius 
and strength which was marveled at 
throughout the world. He published a 
two-part book entitled ‘‘Democracy in 
America,’’ which is still hailed as the 
most penetrating analysis of the rela-
tionship of character to democracy 
ever written. 

Here is how de Tocqueville summed 
up his experience: ‘‘In the United 
States, the influence of religion is not 
confined to the manners, but shapes 
the intelligence of the people. Christi-
anity therefore reigns without obsta-
cle, by universal consequence. The con-
sequence is, as I have before observed, 
that every principle in a moral world is 
fixed and in force. 

‘‘I sought for the key to the great-
ness and genius of America in her great 
harbors; her fertile fields and boundless 
forests; in her rich mines and vast 
world commerce; in her universal pub-
lic school system and institutions of 
learning. I sought for it in her demo-
cratic Congress and in her matchless 
Constitution. 

‘‘But not until I went into the 
churches of America and heard her pul-
pits flame with righteousness did I un-
derstand the secret of her genius and 
power. America is great because Amer-
ica is good; and if America ever ceases 
to be good, America will cease to be 
great!’’ 

Let me close by suggesting the an-
swer offered by President Abraham 
Lincoln in the address he gave calling 
for April 30, 1860, seeking a national 
day of humiliation, fasting and prayer. 

‘‘We have been the recipients of the 
choicest bounties of Heaven. We have 
been preserved these many years in 
peace and prosperity. We have grown in 
numbers, wealth and powers as no 
other Nation has ever grown. 

‘‘But we have forgotten God. We have 
forgotten the gracious Hand which pre-
served us in peace, and multiplied and 
enriched us; and we have vainly imag-
ined, in the deceitfulness of our hearts, 
that all these blessings were produced 
by some superior wisdom and virtue of 
our own. 

‘‘Intoxicated with unbroken success, 
we have become too self-sufficient to 
feel the necessity of redeeming and 
preserving Grace, too proud to pray to 
the God that made us! It behooves us 
then to humble ourselves before the of-
fended Power, to confess our national 
sins and to pray for clemency and for-
giveness.’’ 

That was Abraham Lincoln. 
Today, we have an entire population 

that has no clue as to its true Amer-
ican heritage. They have not forgotten. 
They never knew. 

Our textbooks have been bled dry of 
all of this aspect of the founding of our 
Nation. Abraham Lincoln said this to 
our Nation. We need to hear it again, 
and this also comes from his Gettys-
burg address. 

‘‘It is rather for us to be here dedi-
cated to the great task remaining be-
fore us, that from these honored dead 
we take increased devotion to that 
cause for which they gave the last full 
measure of devotion that we here high-
ly resolve that these dead shall not 
have died in vain, that this Nation, 
under God, shall have a new birth of 
freedom.’’ 

The three great lies are our Founding 
Fathers were atheists and deists. We 
let them speak for themselves. They 
clearly were not. 

The second is that they sought to es-
tablish a non-Christian Nation. We let 
them speak. We let the courts speak. 
We let the Congress speak. We listened 
to what was said in our schools. Clear-
ly, this was not the case. 

That wall of separation never in-
tended that religion should not be in 
government. It was intended that gov-
ernment should not empower any reli-
gion so that it could oppress the peo-
ple. 

What do we do now that our text-
books have been bled dry, that so few, 
even those in leadership positions, un-
derstand the true beginnings of our Na-
tion? What we need to do is to make 
sure that all of our people, especially 
our leaders, become familiar with the 
milieu in which our Nation was born. 
We need to symbolically shout it from 
the housetop so that none can refuse to 
hear it. 

The two events that I started this lit-
tle discussion with, the Ninth Court 
ruling in San Francisco and the ques-
tion of whether the Ten Command-
ments should be taken down from Me-
morial Park in Frederick, these two 
things would have been unthinkable in 
the Nation that I grew up in. I can re-
member very well 60 years ago, and 
they should be unthinkable today, and 
since all of the institutions of our 
country are at least to some extent 
creatures of our culture, before we 
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change our institutions, we need to 
change our culture. Mr. Speaker, every 
one of us has a responsibility and an 
obligation and the privilege to do that.

f 

MEDICARE PRESCRIPTION DRUG 
PROGRAM 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
KELLER). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2001, the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PALLONE) is recognized for 60 minutes 
as the designee of the minority leader. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I want-
ed to spend the time this evening talk-
ing about the need for a Medicare pre-
scription drug program and also high-
light the fact that more and more of 
my constituents, and I know this is 
true all over the country, are con-
cerned about the price of prescription 
drugs and their inability to buy the 
medicine or prescription drugs that 
they feel that is necessary. 

I have been to the floor, to the well 
here many times over the last 2 years, 
basically saying that we need on the 
one hand a benefit, a Federal benefit 
under Medicare to provide prescription 
drug funding for seniors through Medi-
care, through the Federal Government 
and through the Medicare program. 
But at the same time I have said that 
we need the coverage that would come 
from a Federal benefit, we also need to 
deal with the issue of price because 
prices continue to go up. 

I know that many times during the 
debate that we had a few weeks ago 
over prescription drugs, when the Re-
publican leadership would talk about 
their initiative, their bill that ulti-
mately passed the House, and compare 
it with the Democratic proposal, which 
they did not allow to come to the floor, 
that there had been a hot and heated 
discussion about the differences be-
tween the two bills. 

Of course, I have been very critical of 
the Republican proposal because it is 
not Medicare. It does not provide a 
guaranteed benefit, and it does not ad-
dress the issue of price; and essentially, 
what the Republicans did when they 
passed a prescription drug bill a few 
weeks ago is that they decided to give 
some money to private insurance com-
panies to essentially subsidize private 
insurance companies in the hope that 
they would offer drug-only or medi-
cine-only policies to seniors that the 
seniors would find affordable. 

My major concern over the Repub-
lican proposal is that like HMOs, which 
are private health insurance, that 
these private insurance companies sim-
ply would not offer a prescription drug 
plan, that there would be many areas 
in the country where there would be no 
coverage or even if there was a private 
insurer that decided to provide a pre-
scription drug-only policy, that it 
would not be affordable and that essen-
tially we would be passing a program 
that would never work and no one 
would be able to take advantage of as 
a senior citizen, or at least the average 
senior citizen. 

I contrasted that and I continue to 
with the Democratic proposal, which, 
as I said, the Republicans never al-
lowed us to bring up; but the Demo-
cratic proposal was simply an expan-
sion of Medicare. We have a great 
Medicare program that almost all sen-
iors participate in, covers their hos-
pitalization, covers their doctors’ bills. 
And what the Democrats said is we 
would simply add another plank, or 
provision, to Medicare so that seniors 
could pay $25 a month in a premium. 
After the $100 deductible, would get 80 
percent of their prescription drug costs 
paid for by the Federal Government 
under Medicare, and after $2,000 out-of-
pocket expenditures for these seniors 
with higher drug bills 100 percent of 
the costs would be paid for by the Fed-
eral Government under Medicare. 

It is a very simple process, expansion 
of Medicare. The price issue was ad-
dressed by the Democrats, unlike the 
Republicans, because the Democrats 
said that the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services, who basically admin-
isters the Medicare program now, 
would have the bargaining power of 30 
to 40 million American seniors under 
Medicare, and he would be mandated 
by the Democratic bill to negotiate to 
reduce prices substantially, maybe 30, 
40 percent. 

So we had a price provision in there, 
too. The Republican bill, of course, 
could not do that kind of negotiation 
essentially with the Republican bill be-
cause it is with private insurance com-
panies. It is not Medicare, and all the 
seniors would not be covered; but just 
in case there was some concern about 
trying to reduce price, the Republican 
bill specifically had a noninterference 
clause that said that the administrator 
of the program could not set up a price 
stricture or negotiate lower prices. 

So we know the Republicans were not 
seeking to address the price issue. 
They wanted to make sure, in fact, 
that it was not addressed at all. 

During this whole debate, a lot of my 
colleagues said to me, even some con-
stituents said to me, why would the 
Republicans want to put forth this 
sham? Why would the Republicans 
want to pretend that they are putting 
forth a prescription drug plan that no 
private insurance company will offer or 
that no senior would be able to take 
advantage of? And why do they not 
want to address the issue of price? 

The answer to that is fairly simple, 
and that is because of the special inter-
ests, because the brand-name compa-
nies do not want a Medicare benefit. 
They are afraid that if there is a Medi-
care prescription drug benefit like the 
Democrat’s proposal and they are 
afraid that if there is an effort to ad-
dress price, that somehow they will 
lose profits. I do not believe that be-
cause I think if they cover everybody 
under a universal program, they will be 
selling more medicine and they will 
make more money.

b 2045 
Even if the price does come down in-

dividually for the senior, the overall 
fact that so many more seniors are in 
the program should make the drug 
companies happy. 

But they do not feel that way. They 
are opposed to the Democratic pro-
posal, and they are doing whatever 
they can financially to make sure that 
the Republican proposal passes and the 
Democratic proposal does not. They 
have been taking out ads, they have 
been financing a huge ad program, they 
have been giving a lot of money to Re-
publican candidates, Congressmen, and 
Senators, but I will go into that as part 
of this special order this evening a lit-
tle later. 

What I really want to point out is 
that this effort on the part of these 
large pharmaceutical brand name com-
panies to do this, in my opinion, is 
very much linked to the overall prob-
lem we have in this country that has 
been highlighted in the last few weeks 
of corporate irresponsibility. We know 
that many of the corporations, and I do 
not have to go through the list, Enron, 
WorldCom, there are so many out there 
now, that basically doctored the books 
at the request of certain CEOs or finan-
cial officers, used accounting systems 
to basically doctor the books and show 
that they had profits when they were 
actually operating at a net loss or at a 
lot less profit than they reported. And 
so nationally, and here in the Congress, 
in the House of Representatives, we are 
getting a lot of my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle coming up and talk-
ing about the need for corporate re-
sponsibility; the need for companies, 
large corporations, to be responsible in 
their actions. 

I would suggest to my colleagues 
that the effort of the prescription drug 
industry to mask what they are doing, 
to give large contributions to can-
didates, to run massive ad campaigns 
where they did not even indicate they 
are paying the cost of them in order to 
support candidates or to support the 
Republican bill, is another example of 
what I call corporate irresponsibility. 
They need to be held to task. 

Now, I want to talk a little tonight, 
if I could, Mr. Speaker, about some of 
the things that these pharmaceutical 
companies have been doing to promote 
the Republican proposal and to oppose 
the Democratic alternative. As we 
know, the other body, this week or 
next, will be taking up a prescription 
drug bill. And since the other body is 
dominated by the Democrats, the pro-
posals that are out there are Medicare 
prescription drug programs, very much 
like the House Democratic bill. So we 
will probably have the opportunity at 
some point in conference to see the 
House Republican version and the 
Democratic version from the other 
body. So these efforts by the pharma-
ceutical companies to kill the House 
Democratic bill will obviously extend 
over the next few weeks in an effort to 
kill the Democratic majority bill in 
the other House as well. 
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