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(3) causes the permanent impairment of
the mental faculties of members of the group
through drugs, torture, or similar tech-
niques;

(4) subjects the group to conditions of life
that are intended to cause the physical de-
struction of the group in whole or in part;

(5) imposes measures intended to prevent
births within the group; or

(6) transfers by force children of the group
to another group;

———

RELIGIOUS LIBERTY AND THE LIT-
TLE SISTERS OF THE POOR
CASE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CURBELO of Florida). Under the Speak-
er’s announced policy of January 6,
2015, the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. ROTHFUS) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority
leader.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ROTHFUS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous materials on the
topic of this Special Order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr. ROTHFUS. Mr. Speaker, next
week, the Supreme Court will hear the
most important religious freedom case
in decades. It is Zubik v. Burwell. The
purpose of this Special Order is to talk
a little bit about religious freedom and
what is at stake here.

Before I begin, I yield to my col-
league, the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. SMITH), who has long been a cham-
pion of human rights across the globe
and understands the importance of reli-
gious freedom and is also the chair of
our Pro-Life Caucus.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. I want to
thank my good friend and colleague,
KEITH ROTHFUS, for his tremendous
leadership on protecting the weakest
and the most vulnerable among us, in-
cluding the unborn and their mothers
who are at risk of violence perpetrated
by abortion, and for his dedication to
protecting conscience rights, again, the
subject of today’s Special Order.

Next week, the Court will hear oral
argument on a landmark case for reli-
gious liberty. The impact of the
Court’s ruling in this case cannot be
overstated, but the question before the
Court is really quite simple: Can the
government coerce the Little Sisters of
the Poor and other people of faith to
violate their conscience?

The Obama administration is telling
these religious sisters, women who
have given their life in service to God
by taking care of the elderly poor, that
their conscience is irrelevant and that
they must follow the Federal Govern-
ment’s conscience rather than their
own.

This abuse of government power is
absolutely antithetical to the Amer-
ican principle of freedom of religion
and the First Amendment. Unless re-
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versed, Obama’s attack on conscience
rights means that government can im-
pose discrimination against Americans
who seek to live according to their
faith.

The Little Sisters have 30 homes for
the elderly across the United States.
Each Little Sister takes a vow of obe-
dience to God and of hospitality ‘‘to
care for the aged as if they were Christ
Himself,”” and they wear religious hab-
its as a sign to others of God’s presence
in the world. Yet the Obama adminis-
tration is dictating to the Little Sis-
ters and others about how they should
interpret their own religious beliefs.
That, in a word, is outrageous.
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The Sisters object to having their
healthcare plans used to funnel drugs
and devices that they have a moral ob-
jection to, including drugs that could
even destroy a young human life. The
sisters say that facilitating the provi-
sion of these items is a violation of
their religious beliefs, and the govern-
ment is saying: No, it isn’t. We know
better than you.

Under the Obama administration’s
coercive mandate, the Little Sisters
and other religious organizations, like
Priests for Life and Geneva College,
are put in the impossible situation of
being forced to violate their religious
beliefs or face Obama-imposed crip-
pling fines of $100 per day per em-
ployee. In the case of the Little Sis-
ters, that would mean about $70 mil-
lion per year.

This obscene penalty is completely
unfair, unreasonable, and unconscion-
able. The Obama administration is say-
ing: We will punish you; we will hurt
you; we will stop you from serving, un-
less you provide health care according
to the government’s conscience, not
your own.

President Obama has no business im-
posing his morality on people of faith,
but that is exactly what this oppres-
sive mandate does.

Let’s make no mistake about it, this
mandate is very much Obama’s willful
intention. The imposition of this at-
tack on religious freedom is no acci-
dent. It comes straight from the pages
of ObamacCare.

In December of 2009, in the run-up to
passage of ObamaCare, Senator MIKUL-
SKI offered an amendment which pro-
vided the authorizing language for this
oppressive mandate; and some, includ-
ing Senator CASEY, rigorously sup-
ported Senator MIKULSKI’'s amendment.

Mr. Speaker, when President Obama
spoke in 2009 at Notre Dame Univer-
sity—which, I would say parentheti-
cally, has also filed suit over the man-
date—he spoke about drafting a sen-
sible conscience clause. Yet today, pro-
tection of conscience is another highly
visible broken promise of ObamaCare.

The Supreme Court, Mr. Speaker, has
a duty to protect the right of the Little
Sisters of the Poor and others to live
according to their conscience, to en-
sure that they serve the elderly poor
according to their conscience.
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Again, I thank Mr. ROTHFUS for his
leadership.

Mr. ROTHFUS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman, again, for his long lead-
ership on this very important subject
of protecting life and protecting con-
science.

He mentioned something about the
government deciding what is or is not
a sincerely held belief. It has been long
established, Mr. Speaker, that that is
up to the religious adherent-to-be,
making that decision, not the govern-
ment, not the government to interpose
itself and tell an individual what is a
sincerely held belief for the individual.
That is a fundamental freedom that
the individual has.

I yield to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LAMALFA), who also has
concerns about what is at stake.

Mr. LAMALFA. Mr. Speaker, I thank
Mr. ROTHFUS.

Also, I appreciate following some-
body like the gentleman from New Jer-
sey (Mr. SMITH), who has been a tre-
mendous leader on life and on the indi-
vidual liberties that we are guaranteed
and that, indeed, were the cornerstones
of the founding of this country and are
our religious rights. So I am glad to be
able to support Mr. ROTHFUS today in
this Special Order about our First
Amendment to the Constitution.

We know that next Wednesday, it ap-
pears the Supreme Court will hear oral
arguments for the Little Sisters of the
Poor in the consolidated cases of Zubik
v. Burwell.

Now, why is it we are even having to
do this? How far have we gotten out of
touch, as a Nation and as this oppres-
sive government, that we have to go to
court to assert the religious rights and
freedoms of individual organizations,
like Little Sisters and others that are
joining them? It is outrageous to me
because, again, a cornerstone of the
founding of this country is religious
rights.

The Little Sisters of the Poor is a
tremendous faith-based organization
consisting of Catholic nuns who serve
the elderly in over 30 countries around
the world, giving from their hearts to
help people in a way they see fit in
their views and their religion with God.

My scheduler, Caitlin, hosts a weekly
movie night at the Little Sisters D.C.
home, where she and many others can
attest to the incredible work that is
done by these nuns.

The HHS mandate under ObamaCare
is now forcing religious organizations,
like the Little Sisters, to provide
health care plans, contraceptives,
drugs, and things that they find that
are against their belief system, that
violate their deeply held belief system
system; yet the club of ObamaCare and
this Federal Government, hitting them
over the head saying ‘‘you have to pro-
vide this,” goes against our founding
principles, and I think the whole coun-
try should be outraged by this, merely
so that a few can have something pro-
vided to them for free by an organiza-
tion that shouldn’t have to be doing so.
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Indeed, John Adams once stated:
“Nothing is more dreaded than the na-
tional government meddling with reli-
gion.” It is a fundamental liberty crit-
ical to a thriving and free society.

We have been blessed in a free coun-
try, where we can have our expression
free, not having to adhere to a
healthcare mandate or being forced to
bake a cake because of someone else’s
idea of violating religious views. It is
not government’s place to determine
what a person’s religion requires or ad-
heres to. Our laws should support and
encourage citizens to worship without
fear of reprisal from an oppressive Fed-
eral Government.

I urge my colleagues to stand up for
religious organizations, such as Little
Sisters of the Poor, and protect them
from this horrific HHS mandate. And
for the Supreme Court, once they de-
cide to weigh in on a decision, not just
to have yet another partisan down-the-
line decision based on politics but, in-
deed, look into their hearts and look
into their souls to what is right for the
founding principles of this Nation and
for people like Little Sisters of the
Poor to carry out their God-given and
God-driven agenda to help the people of
the world.

Mr. Speaker, I, again, thank Mr.
ROTHFUS for the time and for leading
this Special Order here today.

Mr. ROTHFUS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
Congressman LAMALFA for those obser-
vations and to hear about some per-
sonal interactions with the Little Sis-
ters of the Poor and the tremendous
work that they do.

We see the Little Sisters of the Poor
at my parish about once a year. They
are the most unthreatening individuals
you would imagine. They stand at the
door. Some of them are older, so it ap-
pears that some of them may have a
little bit of arthritis as they are bent
over holding a basket. And in that bas-
ket is a request for donations. They
beg. They beg for people to support
their work, which is caring for the
most vulnerable people in our society,
the elderly poor.

We haven’t gotten here in a vacuum,
Mr. Speaker. I think it is very impor-
tant for us to take a look at the histor-
ical context of religious freedom and
its importance.

Freedom of religion is fundamental
in our country. An interesting note,
here in my pocket is the Constitution,
and religious freedom is literally the
very first freedom mentioned in our
Constitution. It is in the Bill of Rights.

“‘Congress shall make no law respect-
ing an establishment of religion, or
prohibiting the free exercise thereof.”

The very first freedom mentioned.

After freedom of religion, there is
freedom of speech, freedom of the
press, freedom of the right of the peo-
ple to peaceably to assemble and to pe-
tition the government for a redress of
grievances. But the very first freedom
mentioned is the freedom of religion.

It is interesting because we also talk
about rights in our society. As a foot-
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note, our founding documents—the
Declaration of Independence and the
Constitution—talk about rights. But
the very first right in one of our found-
ing documents is the right to life.

In our Declaration, “We hold these
truths to be self-evident, that all men
are created equal, that they are en-
dowed by their Creator with certain
unalienable rights, that among these
are life, liberty and the pursuit of hap-
piness.”

The very first right in our founding
documents is the right to life, and the
very first freedom in our founding doc-
uments is the freedom of religion.

Why was it so important? Because
there is a long history, Mr. Speaker, of
how religion has been treated through-
out the world.

You can go back to the beginnings of
the development of the Christian faith
in Europe where we saw this religious
sect begin in the Holy Land and then
spread to the capital of the Roman Em-
pire.

It was the Roman emperors who first
persecuted the people of faith, who had
the Christian faith. We saw how the
emperors forced early Christians to
violate their conscience.

It might not seem as any big deal.
All they wanted was for individuals to
burn a little pinch of incense before the
Roman gods because the emperors were
concerned about threats to the empire;
and they thought if they could appease
the Roman gods, if they had everybody
in the empire doing that little pinch, it
was not going to hurt anybody.

In fact, a lot of Christians went along
with it. But there were those who did
not because they could not do that in
their conscience. And what happened
to them? They were murdered. They
were murdered because they did not
burn that pinch of incense to the
Roman gods.

So we look back through history and
we understand now that it was wrong
for an all-powerful government to go
after people of conscience’s sincerely
held beliefs. We all recognize that as
abhorrent right now.

But it wasn’t just 2,000 years ago or
1,800 years ago, Mr. Speaker, that we
saw these persecutions happening.
There was a gentleman in 16th century
England, in 1535. We know him now in
history as ‘“‘a man for all seasons.”
Thomas More, an extraordinary intel-
lect, was a poet, lawyer, father, hus-
band, Speaker of the House of Com-
mons, chancellor.

Mr. More was a man of serious faith
and serious conscience. He had a very
good relationship with his friend, King
Henry VIII, but King Henry had a prob-
lem. He had made an arrangement to
have special permission granted where
he could marry the widow of his broth-
er who had died, Catherine of Aragon.

But after some time, Henry was con-
cerned that he did not have a male heir
that he wanted to leave the throne to.
So he thought he needed another wife.

We know the course of history: He di-
vorced Catherine, and he married Anne
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Boleyn. He wanted the people of Eng-
land to accept that. He knew that his
dynasty was at stake, so he required
people to accept that.

Thomas More, in conscience, could
not. He was jailed in the Tower of Lon-
don. His books were taken away. He re-
fused to speak on the matter because
he thought that silence would protect
him. Then there was perjury, and he
was convicted of treason for opposing
the king, and he was beheaded, all be-
cause he was following the dictates of
his conscience.

This was the context, Mr. Speaker, in
which Western history was developing.
And as the Renaissance was hap-
pening—and More was part of the
English Renaissance—and as we went
into the later 16th century and the 17th
century, the development of thinking
on religious freedom—and there were
religious wars throughout Europe, and
all these minorities seemed to be get-
ting oppressed by the government—a
number of sects decided that there
would be a better place where they
could practice their faith in con-
science, and that place was the New
World across the ocean.
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It took a lot of trouble to get to the
New World—dangerous new territory,
treacherous crossing, unknowns—but
these were people who were looking to
build a city upon a hill. We know the
stories of Pilgrims, who sought reli-
gious freedom, and of, later, the Puri-
tans. My own State, the Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania, was estab-
lished as a colony where people of con-
science would be protected.

William Penn, in his Pennsylvania
Charter of Privileges in 1701, wrote:

‘“No people can be truly happy,
though under the greatest enjoyments
of civil liberties, if abridged of the free-
dom of their conscience as to their reli-
gious profession and worship.”

Penn, himself, was jailed for his exer-
cising his conscience, as he wrote from
Newgate Prison in 1670:

“By liberty of conscience, we under-
stand not only a mere liberty of the
mind but the exercise of ourselves in a
visible way of worship, upon our believ-
ing it to be indispensably required at
our hands, that if we neglect it for fear
or favor of any mortal man, we sin and
incur divine wrath.”

All of these individuals were seeking
protection, were seeking a place where
they could exercise their freedom of
conscience. Maybe that, Mr. Speaker,
is why the freedom of religion is the
first freedom mentioned in our Bill of
Rights.

Our Founders, the Fathers of our
country, understood the importance of
religion. President George Washington
remarked in his farewell address that
religion and morality are ‘“‘the firmest
props of the duties of men and citi-
zens”’ and ‘‘the indispensable supports
of the dispositions and habits which
lead to political prosperity.”

Six years prior to his farewell ad-
dress, Washington wrote a letter to the
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Hebrew Congregation in Newport,
Rhode Island, which contained, argu-
ably, one of the most beautiful articu-
lations of religious liberty in American
history:

“The citizens of the United States of
America have a right to applaud them-
selves for having given to mankind ex-
amples of an enlarged and liberal pol-
icy—a policy worthy of imitation. All
possess alike liberty of conscience and
immunities of citizenship. It is now no
more that toleration is spoken of as if
it were the indulgence of one class of
people that another enjoyed the exer-
cise of their inherent natural rights,
for, happily, the Government of the
United States, which gives to bigotry
no sanction, to persecution no assist-
ance, requires only that they who live
under its protection should demean
themselves as good citizens in giving it
on all occasions their effectual sup-
port.”

Alexis de Tocqueville, who visited
this country in the 1830s, explains in
“Democracy in America,” in looking
back at the experience of the Pilgrims:
The Pilgrims came, de Tocqueville
said, ‘‘to make an idea triumph.”” They
founded a community, the Pilgrims,
and a society where government could
not encroach on their particular reli-
gious practice. This is part of the fab-
ric of our country.

Look at the experience in history.
All of the Founders were well-versed in
our history, the Western history—of
the importance of conscience, of reli-
gious freedom. Outside observers com-
ing to this country, like de
Tocqueville, were seeing it and under-
standing the importance of people of
faith to correct the errors that were in
our country. The movement to abolish
the abominable practice of slavery hap-
pened because people of faith stood up
and recognized the inherent indignity
of the practice and the violation of fun-
damental human rights. History in our
country is just replete with instances
of people of faith who have stood up to
make a difference. One hundred years
after the end of the Civil War, it was
people of faith who began the marches
in the South. It was people of faith
from the north who went down to help.

Dr. Martin Luther King was a pastor.
He went to seminary in my home State
of Pennsylvania, to the Crozer Theo-
logical Seminary. He was motivated by
what was the fabric of his life, which
was grounded in scripture. He asked
the big questions.

Just before his death, Dr. King says:

““Conscience asks, ‘Is it right?’ And
there comes a time when we must take
a position that is neither safe, nor poli-
tic, nor popular, but one must take it
because it is right.”

People of faith, people of conscience,
we have seen them very active in the
effort to protect all human life since
the Supreme Court, in 1973, took what
then-Justice White said was an exer-
cise in raw judicial power and said that
certain human beings aren’t persons.

We know that we have had more than
50 million abortions since that time,
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but it has been people of faith who
have been looking for solutions, who
have been seeking to help women in
crisis. Whether it has been Catholic
charities, crisis pregnancy centers,
people of faith, they have been stand-
ing up and providing assistance to
women in crisis, walking with them,
helping to carry the burdens that they
are experiencing—of women who have
often been abandoned and isolated, who
don’t feel like they have a friend but
then who find a hotline where a voice
picks up—somebody who has been mo-
tivated by his faith to be sitting by
that phone, wanting to help, asking to
help.

Next week, the Supreme Court is
going to be taking a look at this case.
Again, it may be the most important
religious freedom case the Court has
heard. The Court is going to make the
decision: For the individual who ob-
jects to signing a form based on his re-
ligious belief, is that a legitimate exer-
cise of his conscience?

That is not the government’s deci-
sion, Mr. Speaker. The government
should not be subjectively telling an
individual in this country, who has a
fundamental First Amendment right—
a first freedom—to exercise his reli-
gion, what is legitimate and what is
not. That is what is at stake here.

It is interesting that my diocese—the
diocese in which I live, the Diocese of
Pittsburgh—is the lead plaintiff named
in the case, Bishop Zubik.

Bishop Zubik has written:

“‘Religious freedom is not secondary
freedom; it is the founding freedom.
Religious freedom in this country
means that we pledge allegiance to
both God and country, not to God or
country.

“We have the right not just to wor-
ship, not just to pray privately. We
also have the right to try to have an
impact on our society for the common
good. We have our rights to express our
beliefs publicly and try to convince
hearts and minds. We not only have a
duty but the right to live out the faith
in our ministries of service.

“Religious freedom is not a passive
act. Religious freedom is intentionally
action. Religious freedom has to be ex-
pressed. Religious freedom has to be
lived. Religious freedom has to be out
in the open, among the people. Free-
dom of religion can never be confined
to merely the freedom to worship. It
defies the Constitution and does a mor-
tal injustice to society.”

The First Amendment doesn’t say
“freedom to worship.”” It says ‘‘freedom
of religion.”

For those who are Christians, you
can go to Matthew, chapter 25, and the
mandates that we have from Jesus.

Looking at whether in your life you
fed the poor, clothed the naked, gave
drink to the thirsty, visited those in
prison, when you go up to the pearly
gates, those who have lived in accord-
ance with Matthew 25 may still ask the
question: When did I help you? When?

“When you did it to the least of my
brothers, you did it to me.”
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That is not happening inside the
church, Mr. Speaker. That is happening
on the streets. It is happening in hos-
pitals. It is happening in health clinics.
It is happening in food banks. It is hap-
pening on counseling hotlines. These
are people of faith who are engaged in
public society, who want to help oth-
ers. In a spirit of solidarity, they are
standing with those who are suffering,
and they are wanting to help—moti-
vated by their faith.

That is what the Little Sisters of the
Poor do. I mentioned how the Little
Sisters come to my parish and beg.
They are not a very threatening bunch,
Mr. Speaker. They have homes across
the country in which they are taking
care of the elderly. They offer an op-
portunity for dignity for the people
who have lived long and hard lives. At
the end of their lives, they may not
have much to show for it from a mone-
tary perspective, but they may have
lived very rich lives in the way they
were helping in their communities.
That is not a condition for going to
stay with the Little Sisters of the
Poor. They love unconditionally and
they provide a chance for people in
their senior years to have a little bit of
respect and a little bit of dignity.

The Little Sisters of the Poor are up
against a leviathan—Goliath—the all-
powerful United States Federal Gov-
ernment at the Department of Health
and Human Services.

It says, ‘“You will sign this. You, Sis-
ter, will sign this.”

“But,” Sister says in her conscience,
“I can’t do that.”

‘““Sister, it is an opt-out.”

Sister is saying, ‘“Yes, but if I sign
that document, that sets in chain the
provisions of services that violate my
conscience. You are forcing me to take
an act to be the cause—the cause of
something I don’t believe in.”

“But, Sister, you will. You will do
this.”

Think back 2,000 years, 1,800 years.
The Empire needs to be protected from
barbarians who are going to be coming
across—the Goths, whoever it is. We
have to sacrifice just a pinch—just a
pinch—to our Roman gods to be pro-
tected.

Thomas More: King Henry’s surro-
gates go to Thomas in the tower. ‘‘Just
sign the document. Just sign the docu-
ment. It is not going to hurt. It will
bring peace. It will make sure that the
king’s dynasty will continue. We are
tired of religious wars in Europe, and if
the king doesn’t have a male heir, then
we are going to have all kinds of con-
tinued wars. There is a very good jus-
tification, Sir Thomas, to sign that
document.”

Thomas says, ‘I can’t. I can’t.”” He
lost his head.

People of faith in England and in
Holland—wherever—knew that if they
got to these shores, they could live in
freedom of conscience.
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Now we have the all-powerful govern-
ment coming in and saying: You will
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comply; you will sign. Oh, Sister, that
is not a violation of your religious free-
dom. Trust us.

Really? Really? How is it that the
Federal Government could be the arbi-
ter of what is a sincerely held belief?
Doesn’t that set the government up
perhaps as an entity itself making reli-
gious decisions?

I thought the Federal Government
was not supposed to make religious de-
cisions. If the Federal Government has
a bureau of what is a sincerely held re-
ligious belief, that is a pretty serious
issue that the Court needs to take a
look at.

I wonder what you would call that
bureau? Bureau of legitimate religious
practices? Bureau of legitimate reli-
gious beliefs? Bureau of what we will
allow you to believe in this country? Is
that what this is?

It is obvious, Mr. Speaker, that reli-
gious freedom is not a priority here for
those who promulgate these regula-
tions.

I yield to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. BENISHEK), who is a stalwart
defender of human life.

Mr. BENISHEK. Mr. Speaker, I thank
Representative ROTHFUS for setting up
this time so we can draw attention to
this case of the Little Sisters of the
Poor and for his eloquent defense of the
right to life.

I am here today to also support the
Little Sisters of the Poor and all the
faith-based groups in our country that
seek to help the poor and unfortunate
among us.

Northern Michigan, where I come
from, is home to many of these organi-
zations, and I am very familiar with
the good works that these groups do in
our communities. We need to be doing
more to encourage this type of service
and make faith-based organizations
even more important in our country,
not put undue problems in their way
and make them do things that they
don’t believe in.

The undue burden that is being im-
posed on many of these organizations
by the Federal Government is com-
pletely wrong. Thanks to the Presi-
dent’s healthcare law, faith-based orga-
nizations are being forced to partici-
pate in a convoluted system that leads
to abortion, a practice that is contrary
to their and my deeply held beliefs.

I stand with the Little Sisters of the
Poor and many of my constituents in
northern Michigan in the belief that
life inside the womb is just as precious
as life outside the womb. Both unborn
and born children have a right to life,
and we have a duty to defend this
right. This is a civil right. This is what
our country was founded upon. Life is
the first of the freedoms that are enu-
merated.

My hope is that Americans who be-
lieve in the sanctity of life will keep
strong in their efforts to stop the Fed-
eral Government’s intrusion into our
religious freedom.

I, myself, am frankly amazed that we
live in a country that was founded on
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the right to life and liberty—and we all
have heard the phrase ‘life, liberty,
and the pursuit of happiness’’—and
that the Federal Government is paying
for losing a civil right: the right to life.

I don’t know what it is exactly, how
this country that is founded on prin-
ciples like that could have gotten to
this state. It is one of the reasons I am
standing here. I never was involved
with politics in my life until this ad-
ministration came upon the scene and
started destroying the fabric of our Re-
public.

I think often, too: How does this hap-
pen? How does God allow this to hap-
pen? This time in our lives, in our
country, is truly a test of our faith.

Really, Mr. Speaker, I am here to be
sure that all Americans continue to
fight and not lose the hope that our
country will solve this problem and get
out of the business of paying for abor-
tions and the tragedy of abortion over
the many years that it has been legal
in this country. I call upon those
Americans to continue to work hard,
to keep strong in their efforts, to bring
an end to this tragedy that is going on
in America and the overreaching Fed-
eral Government that is allowing it to
happen.

I again commend Mr. ROTHFUS for
doing this and really call out to all
Americans to not lose hope that we are
going to put a stop to this and to con-
tinue to fight for the lives of the un-
born and unfortunate.

I again applaud those faith-based or-
ganizations that continue to fight and
go to court over this and that we need
to continue to do this.

I thank the gentleman for the oppor-
tunity to speak.

Mr. ROTHFUS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
Mr. BENISHEK.

Again, you think about the dignity of
the human person and, as he talked
about, the importance of the right to
life, just a fundamental right.

Again, as I mentioned earlier, the
first right in our founding documents,
beginning with the first freedom being
the freedom of religion.

It is amazing to me how the freedom
of religion in this country has informed
the world and what took root in this
country 240 years ago, which is the no-
tion that we were not going to have an
established church and that we were
going to allow people to freely exercise
their faith and how that has led to this
proliferation in our country of the
practice of faith. And comparing what
is happening in the United States
versus other countries, particularly in
Europe where there was an established
church, we know that more people go
to church in this country than in Eu-
rope.

It was the American experience, I
think, that has really informed others,
including the Catholic church, of which
I am a member. I hark back to what
President Washington had written to
the Hebrew congregation:

“The citizens of the United States of
America have a right to applaud them-
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selves for having given mankind exam-
ples of an enlarged and liberal policy: a
policy worthy of imitation. All possess,
alike, liberty of conscience and immu-
nities of citizenship.”

It is amazing to look at that letter
and then to reflect how the Catholic
church came together under, now, Pope
Saint John XXIIT with the Second Vat-
ican Council, which the whole idea was
to open up the church and to engage
modernity and to see what was out
there that might inform how people are
ordering their lives.

The Second Vatican Council issued a
number of remarkable documents, in-
cluding a declaration on religious free-
dom, the Dignitatis Humanae. It
states:

“The exercise of religion, of its very
nature, consists before all else in those
internal, voluntary and free acts
whereby man sets the course of his life
directly toward God. No merely human
power can either command or prohibit
acts of this kind.”

The Second Vatican Council, they
had to recognize how religious freedom
developed in this country because there
was no coercion. Conversely, there is
the long history going back hundreds
of years, centuries, back to the Roman
martyrs where the emperor was forcing
people to act against their conscience,
King Henry VIII.

Here we have, today, an all-powerful
Federal Government sitting in judg-
ment on what somebody’s sincerely
held belief is. The Court needs to pro-
tect this fundamental freedom. The
Court needs to protect conscience. This
country is a better place because of it.

It is interesting because, as the Af-
fordable Care Act has been imple-
mented, the purported compelling in-
terests that the government uses about
providing access to health care, they
have set up a regime, a scheme where
not every single plan is being required
to provide the services that the Little
Sisters of the Poor find objectionable
or that the Diocese of Pittsburgh
would find objectionable or Geneva
College, a Christian college in my dis-
trict, would find objectionable, because
they grandfathered some plans. They
grandfathered plans that cover mil-
lions of people.

So I guess it is a compelling interest
when they are going after a little reli-
gious charity, but it is not a compel-
ling interest if they are going against a
big corporation that might have a
grandfathered plan.

Oh, it is just signing a little paper,
Sister.

No, it is not; it is coercion.

If the Little Sisters of the Poor are
providing health insurance to their em-
ployees without the mandated services
that include abortion-causing drugs, if
they provide a health plan that covers
cancer, covers maternity benefits, cov-
ers a broken bone at the emergency
room, but doesn’t cover those services
they find objectionable, they will be
fined $36,500 a year for one person. All
told, when you add it all up, it is $70
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million. But if they provide no plan—
no plan at all—it is $2,000 per em-
ployee. If that doesn’t send a message
of coercion, I don’t know what does.

I urge the Court to recognize the
right of conscience and to be tolerant
of that. This country is a wonderful
country. ‘‘Tolerance” is one of the
words that we have inscribed down
here on the rostrum of the House of
Representatives—‘‘tolerance.”

It is a two-way street, Mr. Speaker,
and I would urge the folks at the De-
partment of Health and Human Serv-
ices to give a better appreciation for
tolerance.

This country just has a long history
of protecting religious freedom from
the very beginning through the move-
ment to abolish slavery, through the
movement to ask for the cashing of the
promissory note that Reverend Dr.
Martin Luther King talked about, to
the pro-life movement, to the char-
ities, the hospitals, the clinics, the
schools, and the food banks that have
all been run by religious organizations.
It is about these organizations wanting
to take care of people.

Although not a party to the case, I
think of a story involving the Mission-
aries of Charity, that order founded by
blessed Teresa of Calcutta, who will be
canonized a Catholic saint this Sep-
tember by Pope Francis, who spoke
here in this Chamber.

Mother Teresa’s nuns have estab-
lished a number of homes around the
world. We know that they had a home
for the elderly in Yemen, and some of
those residents were murdered just
weeks ago by radical jihadists. Four of
the sisters were murdered as well.

Mother Teresa has established homes
in our country, and I remember hear-
ing a story about a home in San Fran-
cisco in either the late 1980s or early
1990s. It was a home that was caring for
people with AIDS. There was a story of
one gentleman who was going to die,
and he needed a place to stay.
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The Missionaries of Charity took him
in, and they nursed him back to health.
He went back out and continued his
life, but he got sick again and came
back again. The sisters welcomed him
back.

As he neared the end of his life, he
was scared until Mother Teresa picked
him up in her arms. For once in his
life, he found unconditional love and
peace because a person of faith whom
we all recognize did great things be-
cause of faith, that person found peace.

Millions of people in this country
have found peace because of the free
exercise of religion. Let’s not crush
that. Let’s protect these fundamental
freedoms of religious freedom, the tre-
mendous good that is being done. We
should not make religious organiza-
tions adjuncts of the all-powerful Fed-
eral Government: You can practice
your charity as long as you do it the
way we want you to. We lose some-
thing there, Mr. Speaker.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

How much time do I have remaining,
Mr. Speaker?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BABIN). The gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania has 11 minutes remaining.

Mr. ROTHFUS. Mr. Speaker, I am
going to yield the balance of my time
to the gentleman from Texas (Mr. GOH-
MERT), who has long been an advocate
for the types of freedoms I have been
talking about, religious freedom, and
the first right that we have been talk-
ing about, the right to life.

I yield to Mr. GOHMERT.

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I am so
grateful to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. ROTHFUS), my friend. I
mean, just within days of Mr. ROTHFUS
arriving here at the Capitol as a United
States Congressman, we were together,
abiding together, standing together,
and it has been my great honor to do
so. I have come to know his heart. He
is a man of intellect, a man of char-
acter.

Mr. ROTHFUS. So the gentleman
from Texas will control the time, I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, today | am proud to
join my colleagues in support of fundamental
American values, among which are commit-
ments to religious freedom, human rights, and
religious expression.

As a Catholic, my faith plays a significant
role in every aspect of my life and fosters a
respect for the religious rights and freedoms of
others.

Next week, the Supreme Court will hear
from our religious non-profit organizations, in-
cluding the Little Sisters of the Poor, which
have challenged the HHS mandate and its im-
pact on their religious rights and freedoms.

| believe in the importance of patient-cen-
tered health care for women, and | also want
to ensure that conscience rights and religious
liberties are protected.

At its core, this case is about the state forc-
ing religious organizations to provide for serv-
ices that violate their beliefs.

—————
FREEDOM OF RELIGION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2015, the Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GOHMERT)
for 30 minutes.

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, to hear
my friend Mr. ROTHFUS talk about the
Little Sisters of the Poor—I have not
met them personally as he has. I don’t
know them personally as he does, but
it is rather clear they bear a great deal
of resemblance in the way they carry
themselves, in the way they help oth-
ers, in the way they are incredibly self-
less, that they are living their lives
truly committed to doing what Jesus
said when he said: If you love me, you
will tend my sheep.

These Little Sisters of the Poor,
these Catholic nuns, since I haven’t
met them personally and dealt with
them personally, as the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. ROTHFUS), my
friend, has, I take it from his descrip-
tion and from what I have seen of them
on television and heard them speak on
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radio and television and in the written
media, these are precious, extraor-
dinary women, the kind of people about
which Jesus spoke when he said: They
will inherit the Earth.

Unfortunately, between that time
when they inherit all things, they have
to endure the slings and arrows of peo-
ple who ridicule and persecute Chris-
tians for their beliefs. It is so remark-
able that we are supposed to have this
incredibly educated judiciary, this in-
credibly educated group of people in
the United States, when, as I have
heard repeatedly in my district over
the last few months, you know, there is
sense, s-e-n-s-e, in Washington and at
the Capitol, but it’s not common sense
there.

It is common sense where the Little
Sisters of the Poor are located. It is
common sense where I live in Texas,
common sense among the 12 counties
that I travel constantly. There are
places around the country it is com-
mon sense, but not here, because the
people around the country can read the
First Amendment to our Constitution.
It says Congress shall make no law re-
specting an establishment of religion
or prohibiting the free exercise thereof.

This is a Nation, according to our
Founders, who had a tremendous
amount to say about our foundation. I
know that we have had people educated
to the level of Ph.D.—perhaps even be-
yond, whatever that is—and yet they
have not gotten a complete education
of the basis on which this Nation was
founded. They have been convinced by
people who have taken tiny little parts
of our founding and seen little trees
and shrubs and ignored the forest.

If people on the Supreme Court and
in our Federal court system would dare
to look at a full history of this Nation,
they might actually read what the Pil-
grims themselves said in their own
writing, their own agreement, because
in 1620, November 11, 1620—I am
quoting from the Pilgrims:

“In the name of God, Amen . . . hav-
ing undertaken, for the glory of God,
and advancement of the Christian
faith, and honor of our king and coun-
try, a voyage to plant the first colony
in the northern parts of Virginia, do by
these presents solemnly and mutually
in the presence of God and one of an-
other, covenant and combine ourselves
together into a civil body politick.”

Or how about September 26, 1642,
some educational institution called
Harvard that has also been educating
people out of common sense. Thank
God there are people who have grad-
uated from Harvard and have been able
to maintain some level of common
sense. But Harvard said:

“Let every student be plainly in-
structed and earnestly pressed to con-
sider 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 Christ in the bot-
tom as the only foundation of all sound
knowledge and learning. And seeing
the Lord only giveth wisdom, let every
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