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He comes from Northern Illinois Uni-

versity, in the Speaker’s district. The 
Speaker said he had no involvement in 
this, which I believe to be true. 

But the question is, how does a 
known anti-Semite walk on the plane 
of the United States Government with 
the Secretary of State as a representa-
tive of a presidential delegation, rep-
resenting the American people, who 
constantly and consistently has pub-
lished and speaks out in a vile way, in 
my view, against the Jewish people and 
yet nobody from the State Department 
to the White House or anybody else in-
volved can tell us how he got there or 
who recommended him? And yet he 
represented the United States, and I 
would assume some would say our val-
ues of democracy, while in the Ukraine 
as a part of that delegation and yet 
consistently refuses to back away from 
comments that, in my view, are just 
one individual’s take, are neither pro 
to the Jewish people or to those who 
border, in my view, on anti-Semitism. 

b 1945 

It is ironic that the professor who has 
done the best job of summing up the 
issue, because he wrote criticisms of 
Jews, and I am quoting him, ‘‘All of a 
sudden I do not have a right to be a 
part of the American delegation?’’ I 
could not have said it better myself. 
The United States should not and does 
not condone anti-Semitism or discrimi-
nation of any kind. 

Allowing a known anti-Semite to 
represent America, which I find ironic 
on the same week that we celebrate the 
60th anniversary of the liberation of 
Auschwitz, is an embarrassment and a 
contradiction of all of our values re-
gardless of party. 

Mr. Speaker, the issue before us is 
how did the professor get on the plane 
and who recommended him to rep-
resent the United States of America? 
We deserve an answer. And in the let-
ter I ask the Secretary of State to pro-
vide that answer and to look into this. 
And I look forward to that answer so 
we can clear up the question of how a 
professor who does not hide his views 
when it comes to the Jewish people was 
selected to represent the United States 
with the Secretary of State on an offi-
cial plane in an official delegation, 
whose views are abhorrent to our val-
ues of decency and respect for people of 
diverse ethnicity. 

f 

AMERICAN MEDIA SHOWS PES-
SIMISM REGARDING IRAQI ELEC-
TIONS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
PRICE of Georgia). Under a previous 
order of the House, the gentleman from 
Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, you know, when Ronald Reagan was 
President, he told a story of the dif-
ference between an optimist and a pes-
simist. And he used the example of two 
little boys who were put into a room 

full of horse manure. And the one little 
boy started crying very viciously, very 
seriously, because there were not any 
toys in the room. And the other little 
boy was digging around happy as a 
lark. 

And they asked him, why are you so 
happy? And he said, with all of this 
horse manure in here, there has got to 
be a pony here somewhere. 

The reason Reagan told that story 
was because he wanted people to real-
ize that optimism is something that 
everybody should try to acquire in 
their lives and look at the positive 
things. And during his administration, 
he was so optimistic that he changed 
the whole attitude of the American 
people and made the 8 years of his ad-
ministration a real success. 

I would like to contrast that, if you 
will, with what we have seen in the last 
couple of days. Sixty percent of the 
people of Iraq went to the polls to vote 
knowing that some of them might be 
killed. A lot of people wonder if that 
would happen here in America. 

In America we have what, 30, 40, 50 
percent of the people vote if we are 
very lucky, and we do not have any 
guns pointed at anybody. And yet in 
Iraq these people knew their lives were 
in jeopardy, and they still put their 
finger in that ink and held it up for the 
people to see in the cameras so they 
could take pictures, because they were 
proud that they had a chance to show 
their freedom. 

They were optimistic, very opti-
mistic like Ronald Reagan talked 
about, for the future of Iraq. And yet 
last night when I watched the news, I 
watched several of the major news net-
works, and I will not go into their 
names tonight, but it is the same peo-
ple that you hear all the time. 

They were once again pointing out 
all of the things that went wrong in 
Iraq during the elections, and all of the 
problems that lay ahead of us, and how 
this is just a first step in a long series 
of steps that have to be taken; and 
they were not celebrating at all this 
tremendous step toward democracy and 
freedom that took place in one of the 
toughest spots in the whole wide world. 

And I would just like to say to my 
friends in the media, that was a great 
thing that happened. Sixty percent of 
the people who lived under a tyrannical 
leader for years and years, who suffered 
torture and heartache for decades, fi-
nally had a chance to vote; and even 
though they were doing it with guns 
being pointed in their direction, people 
being blown up, and people being be-
headed, they took the chance and went 
and voted, 60 percent of them. They are 
optimists. And I just wish the national 
media would realize it and become op-
timistic themselves. 

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FILNER) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. FILNER addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.) 

EXCHANGE OF SPECIAL ORDER 
TIME 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to claim the 
time of the gentleman from California 
(Mr. FILNER). 

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

There was no objection. 

f 

CLOSING OF IMMACULATE HEART 
OF MARY HIGH SCHOOL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. DAVIS) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
the announcement was made last week 
that a high school in my congressional 
district, Immaculate Heart of Mary 
(IHM) in Westchester, Illinois, would 
be closing its doors at the end of this 
school year. This closure indicates the 
end of an era in the Chicago western 
suburbs and for single-sex education 
due to a record low enrollment in 2004, 
and a significant drop in the number of 
people sitting for the entrance exam in 
January of 2005. 

The school administration made the 
difficult decision to close this spring. 

Since 1961, Immaculate Heart of 
Mary has offered a rigorous, single-sex, 
college preparatory education for 
young women throughout Chicago and 
the western suburbs. Over 6,000 women 
have benefited from the education of-
fered by IHM since its inception. 
Teachers and staff have dedicated 
themselves to fostering a diverse com-
munity aimed towards achieving aca-
demic excellence and building a Chris-
tian community made up of empowered 
young women. 

IHM has been successful both aca-
demically and in its extracurricular ac-
tivities. Athletic successes include a 
State championship in basketball in 
1987. The students of IHM have been in-
volved in many other extracurricular 
activities such as Model United Na-
tions and Students Against Drunk 
Driving. In 1996, IHM received the 
United States Department of Edu-
cation Blue Ribbon Schools Award in 
recognition of their academic superi-
ority. IHM is the only all-women 
school in the State of Illinois to re-
ceive this award. 

The school’s president, Karen Ristau, 
has led a dedicated staff of approxi-
mately 30 teachers and administrators 
in fulfilling IHM’s motto: ‘‘Every stu-
dent has the need to become what she 
has the ability to become.’’ I would 
like to offer my heartfelt thanks to 
both Ms. Ristau and the entire staff of 
IHM for their years of dedication to the 
education of young women in Illinois. 
The community, current students, and 
past graduates are grateful for the 
commitment of the administration and 
staff. 

By deciding to open its doors to 
women next fall, St. Joseph High 
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School has offered the students of IHM 
the opportunity to continue striving 
for academic excellence in a Catholic 
environment right next door. These 
two high schools have always shared a 
special relationship in which students 
from both schools have shared some 
specialized classes and extracurricular 
activities. As a result of this relation-
ship, the transition into creating a co-
educational environment should be rel-
atively smooth. For any of the remain-
ing 238 students who choose not to at-
tend St. Joseph High School in a co-
educational environment, IHM officials 
and counselors will help them and their 
parents to choose an alternative 
school. 

Although IHM is closing its doors, it 
has left an indelible mark on today’s 
world through the actions and suc-
cesses of its graduates. It will be sorely 
missed by the community and by the 
entire Illinois 7th Congressional Dis-
trict. 

f 

THE LANGUAGE OF IMMIGRATION 
REFORM 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
PRICE of Georgia). Under a previous 
order of the House, the gentleman from 
Arizona (Mr. FLAKE) is recognized for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. FLAKE. Mr. Speaker, as children 
we are taught the phrase ‘‘sticks and 
stones will break my bones, but words 
will never hurt me.’’ I can tell my col-
leagues that the same rule does not 
apply to politics. The easiest way to 
kill an initiative is to apply an unpopu-
lar label to it, whether it fits or not. 

Opponents of meaningful education 
reform know they can kill it by calling 
it ‘‘vouchers.’’ Those who do not want 
Social Security reform can poison the 
well by calling it ‘‘privatization.’’ It is 
easy to repeal the ‘‘death tax,’’ but it 
is more difficult to get rid of the ‘‘es-
tate tax.’’ 

In a similar vein, critics of the Presi-
dent’s immigration reform plan are 
trying desperately to kill it by attach-
ing the dreaded ‘‘amnesty’’ label to it. 
These critics would do well to heed an-
other childhood axiom that applies 
very much to politics: ‘‘You can’t 
throw mud without getting it all over 
yourselves.’’ 

Under the President’s immigration 
initiative, which largely mirrors the 
legislation that I have introduced 
along with the gentleman from Arizona 
(Mr. KOLBE) and Senator MCCAIN, those 
who are here illegally would have the 
opportunity to stay as temporary 
workers provided they pay a fine and 
have no criminal record. Those seeking 
to become U.S. citizens would not be 
given preference over those going 
through the legal, orderly process in 
their own countries. 

Now, according to the critics of the 
President’s plan, this represents am-
nesty, because those who enter the 
country illegally would be allowed to 
stay for a period of time, even if they 
pay a fine and go to the back of the 

line. Now, the President’s critics are 
welcome to use this broad definition of 
amnesty, but they should be aware 
that it applies to their own plans as 
well. 

Noticeably absent from any proposal 
advanced by the President’s critics is a 
plan to deport the estimated 8 million 
to 10 million illegal aliens who are cur-
rently in the U.S. workforce. Much is 
said about deporting criminal aliens, 
who number some 400,000; but if you are 
an otherwise law-abiding alien worker, 
you are apparently safe from deporta-
tion. Now, if you are wondering how 
this is any less of an amnesty than 
what the President is proposing, you 
are not alone. 

The irony is for those searching for a 
get-tough policy, the President is offer-
ing a far more serious approach than 
that of his critics. Under the Presi-
dent’s approach, after a date certain, 
every illegal alien currently working 
in the United States would have to be 
registered as a temporary worker in 
order to continue in his or her job. Se-
vere employer sanctions would be lev-
eled against employers who hire unreg-
istered workers beyond that point, and 
every employer would, at long last, be 
given the tools to immediately ascer-
tain who is here legally and who is not. 

Contrast this with what appears to be 
the critics’ approach: employers would 
be given the tools to ascertain the 
legal status of workers or new hires, 
but apparently would not be required 
to check the status of current employ-
ees. To do so would reveal the presence 
of some 8 million to 10 million undocu-
mented workers that not even the 
President’s critics have the stomach to 
deport. 

Our current situation is this: we have 
millions of illegal aliens here in the 
United States who are a part of our 
workforce. We can pretend that these 
workers do not exist, but that will not 
make them go away. The call to ‘‘en-
force our current laws’’ makes for good 
rhetoric, but it would require rounding 
up all undocumented workers and ship-
ping them home, which makes it just 
that: rhetoric. Let me repeat, not even 
the President’s critics are saying that 
we should round up all illegal aliens 
and workers and ship them home. 

So that leaves us with just two op-
tions. We can continue with a wink and 
a nod to allow illegal aliens to enter 
the workforce with fraudulent identi-
fication and live in the shadows. If we 
thought this was acceptable prior to 9/ 
11, we know it is certainly not today. 
Alternatively, we can create a legal, 
regulated framework under which 
workers can be hired and retained, as 
the President has proposed. 

Now, those who question whether or 
not we can follow through and enforce 
the new law with severe employer sanc-
tions have a right to be skeptical after 
what happened after the last round of 
major changes to immigration law in 
1986 when we failed to address the fu-
ture need for workers. The only cer-
tainty here is that we cannot afford to 

continue with the status quo. And fail-
ing to acknowledge that we need a 
temporary worker program, like we 
failed to do after 1986, simply ensures 
that the status quo continues. 

Mr. Speaker, all of the name-calling 
in the world will not change that re-
ality. 

f 

PUBLICATION OF THE RULES OF 
THE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICI-
ARY, 109TH CONGRESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSEN-
BRENNER) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speaker, pur-
suant to clause 2(a)(2) of rule XI of the Rules 
of the House of Representatives, I hereby 
submit the rules of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary for the 109th Congress for publication in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. These rules 
were adopted by the Committee on January 
26, in a meeting that was open to the public. 

RULES OF PROCEDURE 

RULE I. 

The Rules of the House of Representatives 
are the rules of the Committee on the Judici-
ary and its Subcommittees with the fol-
lowing specific additions thereto. 

RULE II. COMMITTEE MEETINGS 

(a) The regular meeting day of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary for the conduct of 
its business shall be on Tuesday of each week 
while the House is in session. 

(b) Additional meetings may be called by 
the Chairman and a regular meeting of the 
Committee may be dispensed with when, in 
the judgment of the Chairman, there is no 
need therefor. 

(c) At least 24 hours (excluding Saturdays, 
Sundays and legal holidays when the House 
is not in session) before each scheduled Com-
mittee or Subcommittee meeting, each 
Member of the Committee or Subcommittee 
shall be furnished a list of the bill(s) and sub-
ject(s) to be considered and/or acted upon at 
the meeting. Bills or subjects not listed shall 
be subject to a point of order unless their 
consideration is agreed to by a two-thirds 
vote of the Committee or Subcommittee. 

(d) The Chairman, with such notice to the 
Ranking Minority Member as is practicable, 
may call and convene, as he considers nec-
essary, additional meetings of the Com-
mittee for the consideration of any bill or 
resolution pending before the Committee or 
for the conduct of other Committee business. 
The Committee shall meet for such purpose 
pursuant to that call of the Chairman. 

(e) Committee and Subcommittee meetings 
for the transaction of business, i.e. meetings 
other than those held for the purpose of tak-
ing testimony, shall be open to the public ex-
cept when the Committee or Subcommittee 
determines by majority vote to close the 
meeting because disclosure of matters to be 
considered would endanger national security, 
would compromise sensitive law enforcement 
information, or would tend to defame, de-
grade or incriminate any person or otherwise 
would violate any law or rule of the House. 

(f) Every motion made to the Committee 
and entertained by the Chairman shall be re-
duced to writing upon demand of any Mem-
ber, and a copy made available to each Mem-
ber present. 

(g) For purposes of taking any action at a 
meeting of the full Committee or any Sub-
committee thereof, a quorum shall be con-
stituted by the presence of not less than one- 
third of the Members of the Committee or 
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