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fuel their automobiles. We have high 
natural gas prices. We have a Senator 
in the other Chamber from Massachu-
setts who says that we cannot have 
wind energy production in his State be-
cause he doesn’t like the way it looks. 

Then we have those that say, do not 
explore for new natural resources. 
They are all part of the left wing agen-
da of the opposition party in this 
Chamber. They want to say no to en-
ergy production. They want to say no 
to refining. They want to say no to ex-
ploration. 

And then what do we have as a re-
sult? High energy prices. 

I go back to originally what I said. 
The Democrat agenda, nothing. 

Maybe I am wrong, though. Maybe 
they do have an energy policy. Maybe 
they do have a tax policy. The tax pol-
icy is pretty simple. We want you to 
pay more, Americans. We want more 
money for the Federal Government. 
Maybe their energy policy is we want 
you to pay more. That is how their 
votes have lined up. 

When Republicans come forward and 
say we have alternative energy that we 
are trying to push through tax incen-
tives, they said, no, it is a sop to the 
energy companies. No, it is an incen-
tive for research and development of 
alternative energies so we are not more 
dependent on foreign oil. 

When we come forward and say let’s 
explore for natural resources, for oil 
here at home, what do they say? No. 

Do you see where I am going, Mr. 
Speaker, with this? 

Their policy is no. If not no, then 
more. We want you to pay more. 

It was about a decade ago that Sen-
ator KERRY said that he looked forward 
to the day when gas cost $3 a gallon. I 
thought it was surprising then. Per-
haps his votes line up with his philos-
ophy. Perhaps his votes line up with 
his goal. Because we are there. We have 
gas at $3 a gallon. 

I will tell you, Mr. Speaker, it is very 
disheartening when you see the Demo-
crats consistently vote against reason-
able approaches to increase the supply 
of energy for Americans. Because all 
Americans know that the law of supply 
and demand is a very strong force. It is 
the basis of our economy. And when 
the supply is constricted and the de-
mand keeps rising, the prices rise with 
the demand. 

The Democrats’ policies have con-
stricted oil production and refining, en-
ergy production and marketing; and, 
therefore, as the demand goes up, the 
cost naturally follows the demand. So 
when you talk about the oil companies 
raising the price of gasoline, the refin-
eries raising the price of refining, the 
only reason why they are able to do 
that is because of a market economy 
that we have here in the United States. 
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And that market economy relies on 
supply and demand to dictate price. 
And when we put in place government 
policies that say that we cannot take 

oil out of the ground that we know is 
there or natural gas that is in the 
ground and we know is there, that we 
cannot actually produce refineries to 
refine that fuel, when we cannot put on 
more nuclear reactors and nuclear en-
ergy production on line, naturally by 
constricting that supply, the prices 
will go up. 

And as a conservative, my alter-
native is pretty simple: we get more 
production online, we get more com-
petition in the energy marketplace 
through alternative fuels, through al-
ternative energy, through incentives to 
move to alternative energy, you will 
see the oil companies begin to compete 
for our dollars. Right now because the 
supply is so constricted, they can 
charge us whatever they possibly can, 
whatever they think they can get away 
with. So my answer is pretty simple. 
As a public policymaker, if we put an-
other tax on the oil companies, the oil 
companies will pass it right on to us as 
consumers because that is what cor-
porations do with taxation and regu-
latory burdens. They pass that expense 
to the consumers. 

So my philosophy is pretty simple: 
you get more competition in the mar-
ketplace, you open up the supply, and 
that cost will come down. And that is 
what we are trying to do with a coher-
ent energy policy here in the United 
States, and that is what Republicans 
are trying to do here in Congress. 

So I ask my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle to join with us to in-
crease that supply of energy into the 
marketplace, to increase research, to 
increase development of alternative en-
ergy sources as well, but to also listen 
to the American people and their de-
mands. And their demands are very 
clear: we want relief and we want it 
now. 

Well, I have got news, Mr. Speaker, 
for the American people. We Repub-
licans in Congress are taking on this 
challenge, and we will get more pro-
duction online. We will relieve the reg-
ulatory burden for getting new energy 
sources into the marketplace, but we 
also will continue economic growth 
here in the United States. And the way 
we do that is by getting the govern-
ment off the backs of the American 
people, the working Americans, that 
are trying to help their families, trying 
to grow their communities, and trying 
to do what is right on the local level. 

Mr. Speaker, I will tell you, there is 
a lot of rhetoric going on here in Wash-
ington, DC that the other side of the 
aisle refers to as ‘‘a culture’’ here in 
Washington, DC. And there is a cul-
ture. It is a culture of more spending, 
higher taxes, left-wing environ-
mentalist groups writing policy for our 
United States Government. And we are 
trying to break that as conservatives, 
as Republicans. We are trying to break 
that cycle, that culture, here in Wash-
ington. 

The Democrats want to take us back. 
They do not want to look at new ways 
of doing things. They want to take us 

back to how they ran this institution 
for 40 years, how they kept increasing 
the size and scope of government over 
decades. Well, the American people 
want an optimistic alternative, a posi-
tive agenda. They actually want an en-
ergy policy. They actually want a pro- 
growth economic policy as well that al-
lows people to keep more of what they 
earn. They also want a government 
that is responsive and not intrusive. 
And that is what we are trying to pro-
vide as conservatives. I think that is 
what the American people want. 

And I am very proud to be part of the 
majority party, very proud to be a Re-
publican, working hard for the Amer-
ican people to do what is right, to do 
what is necessary to make sure that we 
are safe, secure, energy independent, 
economically independent, and a domi-
nant factor in this world that we live 
in that is dangerous, highly competi-
tive, but ever changing. And we are 
trying to embrace those changes and 
compete in this tough world that we 
live in. 

Mr. Speaker, we Republicans have an 
agenda, an optimistic agenda, about 
how to change America, how to reduce 
the size and scope of government, how 
to enable people to keep more of what 
they earn and make us independent in 
terms of our energy policy. 

The Democrats, they have a simple 
alternative, and it is their agenda here: 
nothing. They have yet to put out an 
agenda. They have yet to talk in 
proactive ways. They have yet to lead. 

Mr. Speaker, I am proud that we Re-
publicans are leading to make America 
safe, secure, and economically strong. 

f 

MEMBERS OF THE HOUSE TO BE 
AVAILABLE TO SERVE ON IN-
VESTIGATIVE SUBCOMMITTEES 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON STAND-
ARDS OF OFFICIAL CONDUCT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5(a)(4)(A) of rule X, and 
the order of the House of December 18, 
2005, the Chair announces that the 
Speaker named the following Members 
of the House to be available to serve on 
investigative subcommittees of the 
Committee on Standards of Official 
Conduct for the 109th Congress: 

Mr. ENGLISH, Pennsylvania 
Mr. LUCAS, Oklahoma 
Mr. LINCOLN DIAZ-BALART, Florida 
Mrs. BLACKBURN, Tennessee 
Mr. SIMPSON, Idaho 
Mr. BONNER, Alabama 
Mr. BACHUS, Alabama 
Mr. CRENSHAW, Florida 
Mr. LATHAM, Iowa 
Mr. WALDEN, Oregon 

f 

THE EFFECTS OF MULTICUL-
TURALISM AND ILLEGAL IMMI-
GRATION ON OUR NATION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 4, 2005, the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. KING) is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the privilege to come to the 
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floor of this Congress, as always, an op-
portunity to say a few words to you 
and a few words to the American peo-
ple at the same time. 

We have completed a fair amount of 
our work here in this Congress this 
week, and some folks are on their way 
home and some are on their way to 
other points around the globe to get 
better informed about some of the loca-
tions so that we can do a better job of 
doing our jobs here. We will, many of 
us, gather information over the week-
end, come back and speak up. And you 
will hear next week, Mr. Speaker, the 
voices from all across this Nation as it 
was envisioned by our Founding Fa-
thers, that we represent the people 
from our districts, we listen to them. 

They did not envision that we would 
be going home as many weekends as we 
do because they had not had the advent 
of air travel when they constructed 
this Constitution and envisioned this 
great deliberative body that we have 
the profound blessing to serve in. 

But they did envision that we would 
be the ear that would listen to the peo-
ple. And we owe them our best judg-
ment. We owe them our due diligence. 
We owe them 100 percent of our respon-
sibility to listen, learn, think, reason, 
rationalize, and establish the frame-
work of a belief system, that the issues 
and the opinions of the people in our 
districts would ask for us to reflect of 
their character as well, and then bring 
the specifics here to this Congress and, 
with due diligence, try to shape a pol-
icy that can be agreed upon here by a 
majority vote, most of the time a ma-
jority vote in this Chamber, although 
sometimes we do have a suspension cal-
endar that takes a two-thirds majority 
to pass. 

This Nation, Mr. Speaker, is involved 
in a very intense national debate on 
what some will say is the issue of im-
migration, but those people are really 
trying to obfuscate the issue because 
the issue really is illegal immigration. 

I have not heard debate in this Con-
gress, Mr. Speaker, about legal immi-
gration. In fact, we seem to be uni-
versal in our support of legal immi-
grants who come here to the United 
States. They do it the right way. They 
follow the legal channels, those people 
that want to come here for a better 
life, and understand that the welcome 
mat that has always been rolled out 
here in America is rolled out for legal 
immigrants today. We encourage them 
to come, and we encourage them to en-
gage in American life and to throw 
themselves into it with all their heart 
and all their soul and to assimilate 
into this American way of being. And 
the more quickly it can happen, the 
more effective they can be. The more 
quickly they learn the English lan-
guage, the more quickly and effec-
tively they can access this economy 
and be a more productive member of 
this economy and this society, Mr. 
Speaker. And that is the way it has 
been since the beginning of this Na-
tion, as people came here searching for 
their dream. 

Some came as indentured servants. I 
think it would be my great, great, 
great, great, great grandfather, if I 
track it correctly. Five greats, Mr. 
Speaker, who came over here as an in-
dentured servant in 1759. And he owed, 
I believe, 7 years of work in the stables 
that he had signed up to work in to pay 
for his passage and the privilege to be 
here on this continent, not really as an 
American at that point but as a subject 
of the British Crown. And not that 
many years later after that 1759 or per-
haps it was 1757 year date, the United 
States of America issued the Declara-
tion of Independence, and we at that 
point became a free Nation and he be-
came a free person. Raised 17 children 
here. They started out in Baltimore, 
Maryland, and they grew and scattered 
out across this country all the way 
across America. And their legacy is 
there today: hard work, integrity, 
Christian values, and a sense of family 
and decency. 

He was part of the original founda-
tion of this great American culture 
that we have. The great American cul-
ture that has this belief that, yes, we 
believe in the foundational principles 
of our Constitution and the right to 
life, liberty, and the pursuit of happi-
ness that are in our Declaration, and 
we believe that those rights do come 
from God and they are in our Declara-
tion of Independence. That is the guar-
antee as they pass through our Dec-
laration. We have a sacred covenant 
with our Founding Fathers, who essen-
tially codified those rights that are 
granted to us from God, put it in the 
Declaration, and transferred those 
rights over to the Constitution of the 
United States and set a standard for 
the world that had never been matched 
before, Mr. Speaker. 

And so those standards began on the 
Mayflower. They began with the ear-
liest settlers here in America. And the 
shape and the character of America 
took place, and they created in those 
years the beginnings of this great 
American culture, this great American 
civilization. 

And I sometimes go before high 
school groups and middle school groups 
and I will ask them the question: Do 
you believe that the United States of 
America is the unchallenged greatest 
nation in the world? 

Very few of them raise their hands 
and say, yes, I believe that, because 
they have been conditioned to believe 
that all cultures are equal, that there 
is a multiculturalism belief and a di-
versity belief that you do not set your-
self up above anyone else. 

And I will argue, Mr. Speaker, that 
we are not in the business of down-
grading anyone or being critical of 
anyone. We are in the business of try-
ing to upgrade ourselves. And if we are 
going to upgrade ourselves as an Amer-
ican civilization, then we have got to 
realize who we are, we have got to real-
ize how we came about being these peo-
ple we are, and we have got to then 
take a look at where do we stand on 

this spectrum of the different civiliza-
tions and cultures in the world, not 
just contemporarily around the globe, 
Mr. Speaker, but also throughout his-
tory. Where do we stand as a culture 
and are we a people that have risen to 
a point where we are the unchallenged 
greatest nation in the world? 

We are the world’s only superpower, 
and I think that is inarguable. But 
what about our character? What about 
our culture? What about our civiliza-
tion? What has made us great? 

And that question came to me, and it 
came to me about 10 years as I was 
serving in the Iowa senate and I hap-
pened to be reading through the Iowa 
code, and in there, there is a chapter 
on education. I read through that chap-
ter, and I would not recommend just 
reading through any State code or the 
Federal code, for that matter. It is like 
reading the phone book of New York 
City. But I was doing that, and I came 
across a chapter on education. And in 
there it said each child in Iowa shall 
receive a nonsexist, multicultural, 
global education. Well, that all sounds 
really good. It sounds good to the ear 
today, and it sounded good to most 
ears back then in about 1997 when I 
first raised this issue. 

But as I read that, it occurred to me 
that we had put into the law in the 
State of Iowa that we were going to 
teach political correctness to all of our 
children that went to our accredited 
schools in the State. That included our 
public schools and our accredited paro-
chial schools, or religious schools, that 
each child shall receive a nonsexist, 
multicultural, global education. 

b 1615 
Now, I am not advocating that we 

teach a non-global, non-multicultural 
sexist education. I am arguing that 
there is another viewpoint here not 
being exposed to our children. And it 
came to me last night as I sat at a 
table with five college students and 
began to discuss some of these issues 
with them. The ideas that I think are 
endemic in our civilization and cul-
ture, the ideas that made us great seem 
to be foreign to them. 

The value system, not that they are 
not good people, they are good people 
and I really like this generation, but 
their education isn’t grounded in the 
same things that my education was 
grounded in. 

So as I looked at that section in that 
chapter of education in the code, 
multicultural, non-sexist global edu-
cation, it occurred to me we didn’t 
need to be impelling and compelling 
that to be taught to our children. 

So what would I like them to be 
taught? I took out a bill draft form and 
I struck a line through there to strike 
out the ‘‘multicultural non-sexist’’ 
global, because I didn’t want that to be 
a mandate. I wanted room there to 
teach other things as well. You can’t 
teach multiculturalism and teach this 
American civilization in a way you un-
derstand them both if you are going to 
exclude one. 
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So I wanted to find a way that we 

could teach that perspective that was 
more objective than the one that was 
proscribed in the Iowa code. So I draft-
ed a piece of legislation that today I 
call ‘‘The God and Country Bill.’’ And 
it says like this: Each child in Iowa, we 
strike that language out, each child in 
Iowa shall be taught that the United 
States of America, of which Iowa is a 
vital constituent part, is the unchal-
lenged, greatest Nation in the world, 
and that we derive our strength from 
Christianity, free enterprise cap-
italism, and Western Civilization. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, that might sound 
like an arrogant statement for a State 
code to have in it, but I put those 
words out there for a reason. I wanted 
to challenge people to come with 
maybe a competing idea. Instead, I 
filed the bill and they didn’t come with 
a competing idea, they came with 
name calling. So I sat there at my desk 
and I wrote down each one of the 
names that they called me and typed 
them up and laminated them and put 
them in my desk, and I have those 
names to this day. And they are all 
printable names, but none of them are 
constructive and I won’t put them into 
this CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

But I would just state I will stand on 
that statement. I would maybe expand 
the statement that our first value is 
our Christian values, I might say our 
Judeo-Christian values, and that 
doesn’t exclude the contributions of 
other religions, but what it does say is 
this is the predominant philosophy 
that shaped the American culture, is 
our Judeo-Christian values, the founda-
tion of our beliefs that are in the Bible, 
in the Old and in the New Testament, 
and our belief that when we commit a 
sin against mankind, we should confess 
that sin and repent and ask forgive-
ness. That is part of our culture. 

If we wrong our neighbor, what is the 
best thing to do? What if one of our 
children was playing baseball in the 
backyard and they hit the ball through 
the neighbor’s window? We would send 
them over there and say, you need to 
go over there and confess that you 
broke the window, and you need to also 
ask forgiveness, and you have got to 
repent. So you say I broke your win-
dow, and repent, you say I am sorry. 
Then you say can I make it right with 
you. Will you forgive me. 

That is a Christian value, Mr. Speak-
er. That is as clear an example as we 
can have of a Christian value. It is the 
core of the character of the American 
people today, and many of the things 
we do. We know what is right. What is 
right is in our culture. We don’t always 
do what is right, but we know what is 
right. That foundation, the free enter-
prise capitalism foundation and the 
Western Civilization foundation. 

But to explain this and to explain 
what kind of a nation we are and how 
we came about being this great Nation 
we are comes back to these core values 
of Judeo-Christianity, free enterprise 
capitalism, Western Civilization. 

I would argue it this way, Mr. Speak-
er, that in the beginning of Western 
Civilization, you had during the Greek 
period of time, when they had the Age 
of Reason, and during the Age of Rea-
son the Greeks took great pride in 
being able to rationalize their way 
through. They set up the hypothesis. 
They set up the theorem. They set up a 
means to be rational in a deductive 
reasoning approach so that they could 
begin to establish science and begin to 
establish technology. The Greeks took 
great pride in that. 

They sat around and reasoned. Some 
of them sat around in their cloaks and 
reasoned all day long, and the philos-
ophy that grew from that was the foun-
dation of Western Civilization. 

So civilization began to make 
progress because they weren’t any 
longer just a group of people that were 
moving because they had an emotion 
that drove them or an irrational emo-
tional button that was pushed. That 
was part of the Greek civilization, too. 

And a little aside on this, Mr. Speak-
er, is that the Greeks did have as pure 
a form of democracy as the world had 
seen, at least at that time, and our 
Founding Fathers rejected that form of 
pure democracy. Because what they 
saw was in the Greek city states, where 
every man of age could vote, they gath-
ered together in the coliseum, or in the 
city hall you might say today, and 
they debated the great issues over the 
day. And some of the great orators had 
the ability to sway massive numbers of 
people. And if they were so compelling 
in their oration that they could move 
people perhaps in a direction that 
wasn’t good for the city state, of, say, 
Sparta, for example, or Athens, and so 
the people in those communities under-
stood that they didn’t always do the 
thing that was right because they were 
sometimes led by emotion. 

So the Greeks being, in the Age of 
Reason, so rational, that they identi-
fied the folks that led them wrongly by 
emotion rather than rightly by reason 
and those people were identified as 
demagogues. And a demagogue who 
was leading a city state down the 
wrong path was occasionally put up for 
a vote, for a black ball. And if any of 
you have been involved in Greek life on 
campus, that black ball still exists 
today on campus. And if that dema-
gogue received three black balls from 
three members of the community, they 
said we need you to leave, he would be 
banished from the city state for 7 
years, couldn’t come back, couldn’t be 
there to give any great oratorical 
speeches, couldn’t get them to charge 
like lemmings into the sea and do 
things that were irrational, not in the 
great Age of Reason of the beginnings 
of Western Civilization in the Greek 
city states. That is one of the little 
side notes that happens. 

But the rationale that came from 
Western Civilization, the deductive 
reasoning that came from Western Civ-
ilization, grew from a real commit-
ment to be logical, to be rational, and 

to also always build for an a greater 
good. 

This Western Civilization then that 
flowed and grew out of Greece began to 
travel through the known world at that 
period of time, and it migrated its way 
over into Western Europe and arrived 
there at the Age of Enlightenment. 

The Age of Enlightenment then, and 
I have to give the French some credit 
because they seem to be the center of 
the Age of Enlightenment, that is when 
technology took hold, building upon 
Western Civilization, on the Western 
Civilization foundation of the Age of 
Reason, was built the Age of Enlight-
enment. And that Age of Enlighten-
ment was the foundation for the indus-
trial era. 

As the industrial era grew, so did the 
population over in the 13 original colo-
nies here in the United States on this 
soil that we stand on today, Mr. Speak-
er. 

We are the beneficiaries on this con-
tinent of two great movements in his-
tory, the Western Civilization and the 
Age of Enlightenment. Those two 
things coupled together, the Western 
Civilization that flowed through the 
Age of Enlightenment, the leg of this 
three-legged stool, found its way here 
on the new world, North American con-
tinent, where we had unfettered free 
enterprise capitalism, where you could 
come over here and invest a dollar, in-
vest your sweat equity, you could have 
an idea, you could take a chance, you 
could go out and blaze a trail into the 
wilderness, and if you wanted to trade 
for furs or cut some timber or start a 
farm or trade with Native Americans 
or maybe get a job, as George Wash-
ington did, surveying some of this land, 
all of those opportunities were open in 
this new world. 

And there wasn’t a limitation on the 
potential, there was no restriction, 
there was no class system that re-
strained us. This land had, aside from 
the Native Americans, that did not 
really fight over the land, but believed 
that land ownership for the most part 
wasn’t their province, the land had not 
been fought over as a piece of property 
like a commodity like Europe had 
been. So the legacy of that friction and 
resentment didn’t exist either. 

But what did exist here in this land 
that we stand on and in the 13 original 
colonies and then growing to the West 
in manifest destiny was a belief in 
Western Civilization, deductive rea-
soning, the Age of Enlightenment, free 
enterprise capitalism, many times no 
taxation, many times no regulation, 
unfettered free enterprise. 

What a dynamic team to have, Mr. 
Speaker, Western Civilization coupled 
with the Age of Enlightenment at the 
beginning of the industrial age, coupled 
with this unfettered free enterprise 
capitalism with low taxes and low reg-
ulations, in fact no taxes and no regu-
lation in many cases. Binded together, 
it was the most dynamic economy that 
the world had ever seen. 

And the vision of manifest destiny 
began to blaze the trails out across the 
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west and settled this continent clear to 
the Pacific Ocean. As this country 
grew and we believed in manifest des-
tiny and reached out, this dynamic or-
ganism of the United States of America 
would have become, in my opinion, one 
of the most aggressive, unrestrained, 
imperialistic nations ever in the his-
tory of the world if we weren’t con-
strained by our Judeo-Christian values. 

But the Judeo-Christian values func-
tioned as a governor on us, a governor 
like on an engine that keeps it from 
racing too fast, running too many 
RPMs and blowing the engine up even-
tually. This governor was our moral 
values, our faith. 

And this Nation that was founded on 
the faith, the Judeo-Christian and 
mostly the Christian faith, believed 
that we had a moral obligation to our 
fellow man. It believed that we needed 
to help ourselves up the ladder and 
help others up the ladder with us, the 
idea to reach out and lend a hand and 
teach a man to fish and each one of us 
to stand on our own two feet and reach 
out and help the others. A means to 
reach across to, in this case it would be 
to the aisle, reach across to your 
neighbor and offer them a helping 
hand, but demand from them the 
things that they could provide, their 
responsibilities for work, their respon-
sibilities to contribute to this society. 

We had some socialist experiments 
on this continent too and they didn’t 
do too well. Some of those socialist ex-
periments, in fact, all of them at one 
point or another, reached their end be-
cause in the end, we realized here in 
smaller experiments rather than going 
to large experiments like the Soviet 
Union or Communist China, that the 
sum total of the strength of a nation 
is, at least in part, the individual pro-
ductivity of all of its people added up 
one person at a time. All of the produc-
tivity of us all together represents the 
strength of a nation, and people 
produce better and more productively 
if they are doing that for themselves. 

And the people in this country are 
the most generous people anywhere on 
the globe, because they work hard, 
they earn what they have, but they are 
glad to share it with people in need. 
That is also our religious foundation, 
our Christian faith, our Judeo-Chris-
tian values that tie that altogether. 

So I hope, Mr. Speaker, that I have 
described how this worked, this unfet-
tered free enterprise capitalism that 
grew from Western Civilization in the 
science and the technology and the Age 
of Enlightenment and the industrial 
revolution era with this voracious ap-
petite to grow and produce and explore 
manifest destiny, but controlled by the 
most powerful and profound moral val-
ues that come to any civilization in the 
history of the world, our Judeo-Chris-
tian faith, rooted in the Bible, re-
flected in our Declaration of Independ-
ence, and those values that show up in 
the Constitution, even though they 
aren’t specifically listed within the 
Constitution. 

So, this great Nation that we are a 
part of, this legacy, this history, needs 
to be taught to our young people. And 
the American people have to think 
about who we are. How did we get here? 
What are we formed from? What are we 
shaped from? 

I have described some of that, Mr. 
Speaker, in the God and country bill, 
Judeo-Christian values, free enterprise 
capitalism, Western Civilization. This 
combination, coupled on this land, a 
land that didn’t have a legacy of blood-
shed for the land, joined together with 
these wonderful natural resources from 
sea to shining sea, that is America. 

When I see the Statue of Liberty, I 
know it has been a beacon for people 
across the world. And as they see that 
statue and the image that is there, you 
will not find a country anywhere on 
the globe where you don’t have signifi-
cant numbers of people who want to 
come here, want to live here, want to 
make their future here in the United 
States. And that image is this image of 
freedom, this image of opportunity, 
that has existed for more than 200 
years, and it continues to exist in dif-
ferent forms. 

But sometimes we lose track of who 
we are. Sometimes we lose track of 
how we got here. We have an ongoing 
debate in this country continually of 
what is giving us strength, what has 
made us strong. 

I, Mr. Speaker, have tried to define 
that so that it is an understandable 
analysis. Others will say well, no, we 
really aren’t the greatest Nation in the 
world. We really have a lot of things we 
ought to apologize for, because we have 
been violent and we have sent our mili-
tary around the world and we should 
feel guilty about that because we did it 
for selfish purposes. And then that is 
when the debate begins. 

But I don’t think we have anything 
to apologize for. Wherever we have 
gone in the world, we have left a peace-
ful legacy and we have left a positive 
legacy and we have been proud enough 
of who we are that we left a way of life 
there that has been beneficial to the 
people who have been visited by our 
soldiers and our Marine Corps. 

b 1630 

And one of those examples would be 
in the Philippines. I recall a speech 
that was given here in Washington, 
D.C. a couple of years ago by the Presi-
dent of the Philippines, President Ar-
royo. And I do not think she knew that 
she was speaking to at least one Mem-
ber of Congress in that scenario. 

But she said to the group that was 
gathered in the hotel here in Wash-
ington, D.C., she said, thank you Amer-
ica. Thank you for sending the Marine 
Corps to the Philippines in 1898. Thank 
you for liberating us. 

Thank you for teaching us your way 
of life. Thank you for sending the 
priests over there to teach us your reli-
gion. Thank you for sending 10,000 
American teachers over to the Phil-
ippines to teach us all of the academics 

that you did, to teach us your way of 
life, and to teach us the English lan-
guage. 

Thank you for the English language, 
because today we speak English in the 
Philippines, as a result of the Spanish- 
American War, 1898, and today they 
have 1.6 million Filipinos who go any-
where in the world that they choose to 
go, they can get a job there, they can 
work there, and they send their money 
back to the Philippines, creating a sig-
nificant portion of the gross domestic 
product. 

Another example would be, last night 
I had the great privilege to sit down 
and have dinner with a group, a delega-
tion from the Japanese legislature. We 
have an exchange program that has 
gone on here, and this is my fourth 
year to have the privilege to sit down 
with them. 

It is interesting to me that I sat 
down for the first time I met Minister 
Ono here in this city. And at the time 
he was the Minister of Defense for 
Japan. 

My father spent 21⁄2 years in the 
South Pacific and came back home 
from there weighing 115 pounds; not on 
a very good ration, is the way he put it. 
It was quite interesting to me that I 
had the privilege more than 60 years 
later to sit down and have dinner with 
the Minister of Defense for Japan. 

If there was a hatchet there to be 
buried, it has been buried a long time 
ago. And there was a hatchet to be bur-
ied. And we are joined together now 
not as allies for strategic purposes, 
which we are, but we are trading part-
ners and we are friends. And, yes, we 
have our disagreements, and so do 
brothers and sisters and mothers and 
fathers and fathers and sons and moth-
ers and daughters. 

We have our disagreements, but we 
are trading partners and we are friends; 
we are good for each other’s economy. 
They have a way of life. They have a 
constitutional system in Japan, and 
their result in the aftermath of World 
War II has been that they have become 
a modern nation with high produc-
tivity. They moved into the modern 
world. 

They are a developed nation today; 
and no one questions a developed na-
tion, because they have had a good 
work ethic, they have had a good con-
stitution to work under, and they have 
a strong belief system, and much of 
this was structured by General Mac-
Arthur after World War II. Another 
American legacy. 

I also point out, Mr. Speaker, that if 
you look around the world, and ask 
yourself, where has the English lan-
guage traveled? And we can see na-
tions, I mentioned a couple of them, 
and you might look also into India 
where the English language is preva-
lent there. You can look across in 
places in Europe where you sit down at 
the roundtable in Brussels where now 
25 nations of the European Union sit. 

The language of debate and discus-
sion at the roundtable, and I have en-
gaged in that debate and discussion, is 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 03:29 May 05, 2006 Jkt 049060 PO 00000 Frm 00062 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K04MY7.120 H04MYPT1hm
oo

re
 o

n 
P

R
O

D
1P

C
68

 w
ith

 H
M

H
O

U
S

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H2167 May 4, 2006 
English. And the documents that are 
printed by the European Union are pre-
dominately English, although there are 
some exceptions. I think the French 
language usage there has gone from 57 
percent down to about 7 percent of the 
documents now are in French. 

But if you look at the history of the 
English-speaking peoples, as Winston 
Churchill did when he wrote his epic 
novel, ‘‘The History of the English 
Speaking Peoples,’’ as you read that 
document, it occurs to me, and I do not 
think he quite says it in the book, but 
the documentation does as you sum it 
up, as you read through, wherever the 
English language has gone, and it has 
been either Americans or the British 
people that have taken it around the 
world, but wherever the English lan-
guage has been planted, there you will 
find freedom. 

Without exception, I cannot come up 
with a single nation that speaks 
English then but does not have free-
dom, that does not have a representa-
tive form of government. And I think 
that the English language has become 
a precursor to freedom. In fact, I think 
that there is not really, some people 
will say you cannot understand the 
Bible unless you can understand it in 
Hebrew or you can understand it in 
Latin, or you can understand it in 
Greek, because there are different defi-
nitions and connotations that come 
from different languages. 

I will say that I speculate that it 
might be difficult, in fact it could be 
impossible to thoroughly understand 
freedom if you do not understand the 
English language, because English is 
the language of freedom. It is the lan-
guage that has taken freedom through-
out the world. 

It is the language that has identified 
these principles that we hold so dear in 
this Chamber, Mr. Speaker. And it is 
essential to this country that we bind 
ourselves together with one common 
language. 

Also when I look around the globe, 
and I did this test some years ago, I 
went to an almanac and looked up the 
flags of all of the nations in the world. 
And identified all of the nations. Then 
I went to the ‘‘World Book Encyclo-
pedia,’’ which is what I had available 
to me, and I looked up every one of 
those nations, because the ‘‘World 
Book’’ will give a list, but it will show 
what the official language is of each 
country; you have to look them up one 
at a time. 

I looked up every country in the 
world. And I wrote down the language, 
or sometimes languages, the official 
languages of these countries. And of 
every country in the world, there by 
that analysis, every single nation had 
an official language and probably to 
this day does under that analysis. 

Until I got to the United States of 
America. We do not have an official 
language here in the United States; we 
have a common language, English, but 
we do not have an official language. 

But the rest of the world has under-
stood this. The rest of the world has 

understood that the most powerful uni-
fying force known to humanity 
throughout all of history is a common 
language, a common language that 
binds everyone together, a language 
that allows everyone to communicate 
together quickly and efficiently and 
precisely without miscommunication, 
without misunderstanding. 

And if it happens your language is 
Spanish or if it happens to be Swahili, 
or if it happens to be French or Ger-
man or whatever it might be, if that 
language is the language of your coun-
try, that is the language that ties you 
together. 

And we have understood that here. 
And we promoted assimilation for that 
reason. And we have encouraged the 
learning of the English language. And 
the printing of the documents here has 
been, other than interpretations that 
run to other countries and for other 
reasons, has been in English. We have 
committed to that in this country, as a 
practice but not as a matter of law. 

And I wonder why not. I wonder why 
it would be that all of the other na-
tions in the world understand that the 
most powerful unifying force of any 
civilization is a common language, a 
common form of communications cur-
rency. I used to carry a euro around in 
my pocket, Mr. Speaker, a 5 euro bill. 

Because that is a way to define how 
they thought they were going to pull 
together the European Union, print a 
currency. Well, if you can print a cur-
rency and everybody has to do business 
in that currency, you pull your center 
together because you identify by the 
currency that is coming out of your 
billfold. 

And that is the direction that they 
have been working to go in the Euro-
pean Union is to establish the United 
States of Europe. They have had some 
setbacks of late. But yet that idea of 
tying people together on that common 
currency was a unifying philosophy. 

It did not matter that today with 
computers you can do the exchange 
rate instantaneously; you can set up 
the automatic exchange with your 
credit card and never have to pay at-
tention to the difference. What 
mattered was to have that currency, to 
be able to look at that, to be able to 
pass that on to the person you are 
doing business with, and that identifies 
you as someone from the European 
Union, whether you are from the Chec 
Republic or from Ireland or Italy or the 
Isle of Malta or whatever it might be. 

They recognize that, and they tie 
themselves together in their debate 
with English as their debate language. 
But another example would be the 
Israelis. And they established their na-
tion in 1948, and the U.N. endorsed 
them, and they fought a war to estab-
lish their freedom in 1948. 

Their anniversary just came up this 
week; I believe it was Monday if I am 
not mistaken. And there, by 1948, and 
1954, they concluded they needed to es-
tablish an official language of Israel. 
And so they deliberated, had their de-

bates. They could have chosen English, 
they could have chosen Russian, they 
could have chosen German, they could 
have chosen French, they could have 
chosen Italian. They had people in that 
country that spoke all of the languages 
that we know of or that I know of at 
least that I can quote to you from this 
floor, Mr. Speaker. 

But they came together and resur-
rected a language that had not been 
used as a conversational language or a 
business language, but only a language 
of prayer, for the last 2,000 years. They 
chose Hebrew as the official language 
of Israel. 

And I asked the ambassador from 
Israel, why did do you that? What 
brought you to this conclusion? And he 
said to me, we looked at the United 
States. And in 1954 we saw the success-
ful model that you were of having a 
common language that tied you all to-
gether, English being that common 
language. And we learned from that 
wonderful assimilation success that 
was established very well in the United 
States of America. 

And we adopted Hebrew as our offi-
cial language. But they had to resur-
rect the language, and they had to get 
it in print, and they had to start to use 
it, and they actually had to teach 
themselves how to use Hebrew in con-
versation and in business aside from 
the use of Hebrew in prayer. 

And it has been a successful experi-
ment. And as I meet with people over 
in Israel and ask them questions about 
how it works, when they bring in new 
immigrants from foreign countries, 
they bring them in to kind of an apart-
ment complex camp that is there, and 
they teach them Hebrew. 

If they are young enough and if they 
are literate in their own language, in 6 
months they will have enough Hebrew 
that they can say, good job, now you 
are ready to go out into the world and 
make your living here in Israel. 

And they send them out. If they 
come from a country where they are il-
literate in their home language, they 
do not read or write in their home lan-
guage, then they have great difficulty 
teaching them Hebrew. So they will 
teach them to read and write in their 
own language and then transfer them 
over into Hebrew. 

That takes about 18 months. If you 
are 45 or 50 years old, you get 18 
months to learn Hebrew, and you are 
out into the world, go ahead and make 
a go of it. People do that. They are suc-
cessful. And it has been extraordinarily 
successful to tie the Israeli people to-
gether. 

If you remember the raid on Entebbe, 
when things needed to happen fast and 
you needed to identify a fellow coun-
tryman, even if it is in the dark, if you 
yelled to somebody to get down in He-
brew, they are going to hit the deck, 
and it is likely going to save their life; 
and I believe it did under the cir-
cumstances. 
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So Israel learned from the United 

States’ lesson. All of the other coun-
tries in the world had an official lan-
guage. Israel chose one. They chose He-
brew. We have English here. If it hap-
pened to be some other language, I 
would be for that other language being 
our official language. 

I received some disagreements from 
the Catholic Church in that we did not 
need to move forward with establishing 
an official language in the United 
States. And so I went ahead to my 
‘‘World Book Encyclopedia.’’ And I 
looked up the Vatican. And I found out 
in the Vatican that there are two offi-
cial languages there, Latin and Italian. 

They seem to get along just fine with 
official languages in the Vatican. And 
we can get along better with an official 
language here in the United States. 

I would submit that that is part of 
our debate, Mr. Speaker, and I believe 
that we should bring that forward and 
establish English as the official lan-
guage of the United States of America 
to uncomplicate our future, to pull us 
together as a people, to reduce the divi-
sions between us, to put incentives in 
place for people to learn English so 
that they have an opportunity to suc-
ceed in this society, and to send the 
message to the world that we are one 
people with one cause and one history, 
bound together by a common history, 
by a common experience, bound to-
gether by a common official language, 
that official language of English. 

One of the reasons that we have not 
been able to accomplish this as a mat-
ter of policy here in this Congress is, in 
my belief, Mr. Speaker, that there has 
been this division that I mentioned in 
the early part of this discussion, the di-
vision that grows from 
multiculturalism and diversity, that 
grows from the idea that we cannot set 
our culture our civilization up above 
anyone else’s. 

Well, as I look around the world, 
there are societies that are in far worse 
condition than we are in. Why is every-
one looking at us for help, for some 
type of salvation? Could it be that we 
have some dynamics here within this 
culture and this civilization that really 
do set us above and beyond? It does not 
mean we have to walk around with our 
noses in the air. It does not mean that 
we have to be the ugly American. 

In fact, we have a greater responsi-
bility and a greater duty to reach out 
to the rest of the world and try to 
teach them to fish and try to share 
with them our values, a rule of law, our 
Judeo-Christian values, that work 
ethic that we have, the way that we 
pull together and respect this rule of 
law, the foundation of our Constitution 
and the rights, the freedoms, the free-
dom of speech, religion, press, assem-
bly. 

The right to keep and bear arms in 
this country, and that right is such an 
essential right, it seems to be the only 
place in the world where it is sac-
rosanct. It must be and it must remain 
so. 

Those values that bind us together to 
make us great as a people are the val-
ues that we can export to the rest of 
the world. We need to be proud of who 
we are in order to do that. 

And if I look at the operations going 
on over in Iraq, and I see the configura-
tion that has been recommended to 
them by the State Department, and I 
question whether we had confidence in 
who we are when we encouraged the 
Iraqis to establish the voting districts 
that they have there in Iraq. And so 
what we have are representatives there 
who are defined as representatives who 
are Kurds, representatives who are 
Shiias, representatives who are Sunnis, 
then there is a 25 percent requirement 
that 25 percent of all the candidates 
elected shall be female. 

And so putting that configuration in 
there and not allowing just regions to 
be defined without regard to religion or 
ethnicity, or sex for that matter, and 
not allowing them to be defined that 
way sets up representatives. And they 
know that there are only six cat-
egories, if you are represented in the 
newly seated parliament of Iraq. I am 
grateful that we finally watched the 
Iraqis choose a prime minister. 

And I am looking forward to Prime 
Minister Talabani pulling together 
that government and naming his cabi-
net. But they know that they rep-
resent, they are either a Kurd, a Kurd-
ish female, a Sunni, or a Sunni female, 
or a Shiia, or a Shiia female. That is 
the six categories. 

They know they are there to rep-
resent their ethnic group. And I have 
to believe that the women who are 
there know that they are there to rep-
resent women. And I would like to 
think that if they would have just sim-
ply carved up Iraq into representative 
districts without regard to religion, 
without regard to ethnicity, without 
regard to what sex, and let people run 
for office and guarantee them equal op-
portunity as individuals, like we do 
here in America, I have to believe that 
there would have been a different kind 
of mix in the parliament. 

b 1645 

I know from my own experience that 
in the district that I represent there 
are people that are on the right and 
people that are on the left. I have sat 
down and talked with both of them, 
reasoned with both of them, com-
promised those disagreements that 
come, and come with a policy and come 
to this Congress as a voice for all the 
people in my district. So if there is a 
conflict that needs to be resolved, it is 
more likely to get resolved back in the 
5th District of Iowa than it is to be 
brought here and create more disagree-
ment here in this Congress. 

If I simply were a representative of 
the conservative wing of the party rep-
resenting the 5th District of Iowa, I 
would not have an ear then for the peo-
ple on the other side of the aisle. If I 
were a representative of, say, for exam-
ple, the Catholic church in the 5th Dis-

trict of Iowa, and that is the viewpoint 
that comes if you are a Shi’a or if you 
are a Sunni, then you know which wing 
of Islam that you come from. You are 
there to represent that wing of Islam. 

So if I came here as a Catholic con-
servative and did not listen to anyone 
else and I had a full constituency base 
that was always chosen just to support 
me, my position is going to be more ag-
gressive than it would be if I had to go 
home and meet all the groups and an-
swer to all of the different divisions of 
viewpoints. 

In Iraq, it is segregated now, and the 
voices in that parliament will be more 
partisan than they would have been 
otherwise. It will be more divisive than 
it would have been otherwise, because 
they configured them based upon reli-
gion, ethnicity and also sex rather 
than upon the geography that might 
have done a better job to put more 
moderation into their parliament. 

We have our values here in this coun-
try, and we exported them to places 
like the Philippines and places like 
Japan, but I wonder if we had enough 
confidence in who we are as a people, 
Mr. Speaker, to export those values to 
places like Iraq or did we retreat from 
that? Did we lose our self-confidence? 
Are we afraid to teach the English lan-
guage, the language of freedom, in 
Iraq? Are we afraid to bring our free 
enterprise capitalism there? Are we 
afraid to bring our Western civilization 
values and give Iraq an opportunity to 
learn from Americans? 

I gave a speech to the Baghdad 
Chamber of Commerce late last sum-
mer. As I walked into the room, they 
were introducing me to give the 
speech; and it was a bit of a hurry. I 
said, hold it, because I wanted to be in-
troduced through my interpreter first. 
They said, you do not have an inter-
preter, so we are going to introduce 
you. I said, well, I do not speak Arabic. 
They said, it is not necessary; all of the 
people here in the Baghdad Chamber of 
Commerce speak English. 

They did, and I could tell, because 
they laughed at the right times, they 
responded at the right times, they ap-
plauded at the times I would say was 
appropriate. 

Afterwards, they crowded around 
with their business cards. They could 
not get enough conversation with a 
Westerner, with an American with 
some business background who had 
come to Baghdad to wish them well 
and to help guide them. They were 
looking for advice, listening carefully. 

We have a lot to give, a lot to offer, 
and they are a sponge to absorb it, and 
they will pick up a lot of these values. 

The American Chamber of Commerce 
that is over there actively are doing 
great things. We just need more people 
to be involved in the people business. 
We need to be more proud of who we 
are, Mr. Speaker, and yet we have so 
little confidence in what has made us 
great that we cannot bring ourselves to 
do some of the simple things like en-
force our immigration laws. 
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I have watched since 1986 when Presi-

dent Reagan signed the amnesty bill, 
and first they said it was maybe 1.3 
million people. Now we hear they real-
ly amnestied about 3 million people or 
about 3.5 million people. And the argu-
ment was, well, we cannot find these 
1.3 or maybe 3 million people. We can-
not find them. We do not know what to 
do about it. We cannot get them out of 
the shadows and into a bus to go back 
to their home countries. So what we 
need to do is have stepped-up enforce-
ment for those that will try to come 
afterwards, and we will just give them 
amnesty. That solves the problem. 

President Reagan, in one of the few 
times he let me down, signed the am-
nesty bill in 1986 with a great big hard 
promise of enforcement. 

I remember the fear of that enforce-
ment. I was hiring employees at the 
time. I took their I–9 form and I 
watched them fill it out carefully and 
asked them for their identification, for 
their driver’s license and Social Secu-
rity card at least, as a minimum, and I 
put that on the copy machine. I scruti-
nized it. I put it on the copy machine, 
took a copy of the driver’s license, So-
cial Security number, asked them a se-
ries of questions about their origins 
and who they were and where they had 
come from and took that I–9 form, put 
that copy in there, and I carefully filed 
it with their job application form if we 
put them on and hired them. Because I 
was just sure that around the corner 
was an INS agent, Immigration and 
Naturalization Service agent, who 
would be there to audit my books to 
take a look at the nationalities of the 
employees that I hired in the construc-
tion business and to see if we had done 
everything exactly right. 

I had fear of enforcement of the INS 
in 1986, and I still had it in 1987, 1988. 
Maybe by 1990, by then I had just about 
forgotten about the idea that there was 
a threat that there would be an INS 
audit because I had not heard of any 
out there. 

Now there were some back in those 
days, but I will say, Mr. Speaker, that 
from 1986 when the amnesty bill was 
signed, and they called it amnesty, 
from that point on there was an accel-
erated enforcement. From that point 
on, that enforcement went down, di-
minishing over 20 years where we get 
to this point in 2006 up until just a few 
weeks ago, there was zero enforcement. 
No employers were sanctioned under 
penalty of law in 2004. There were some 
allegations there were three in 2005. I 
cannot identify which companies those 
are, and I am not sure whether it is 
truth or rumor. If it only averages 1.5 
companies a year in a Nation of 283 
million people, then I would submit 
that that is not enforcement at all. 

So we are not enforcing employer 
sanctions, and we are not enforcing do-
mestic enforcement. People can go out 
on the streets and not be questioned as 
to their lawful presence in the United 
States. We have city after city in 
America that are passing sanctuary 

policies that forbid their law officers 
from inquiring into the lawful presence 
of the people that they stop in traffic 
stops and accidents or that they incar-
cerate for other crimes. We have news 
of people in this country who are incar-
cerated in our prisons without any idea 
whether they are citizens or whether 
they are not. No one wants to ask the 
question. 

We are so intimidated by somehow or 
another this civilization of guilt that 
because America is a nation of immi-
grants that we cannot have a rational 
immigration policy. But I would sub-
mit, Mr. Speaker, that America is a na-
tion of immigrants. I would ask the 
question of Americans. Name a nation 
that is not a nation of immigrants. 

In fact, as I had a discussion with a 
historian, a Japanese historian, last 
evening, he talked about how they 
have a better understanding of the mi-
gration that came into Japan and the 
ethnic groups that make up the very 
homogeneous Japanese people today, 
but they come from, some of them, dif-
ferent origins, and they have been 
blended together on that island as a 
homogeneous people, but still they are 
immigrants, some generations, many 
generations ago. 

The same goes for here in the United 
States. The same goes for Native 
Americans who came across the Bering 
Strait, by most accounts, perhaps 
12,000 years ago. They were immigrants 
then, Mr. Speaker, and they were here 
first, yes. 

But I do not think anybody asked 
Christopher Columbus when he discov-
ered America, did you just consider 
touching bases there on the continent 
and then pulling back out of there and 
decided to leaving the Western hemi-
sphere to be, let us say, preserved for 
indigenous people or what was Western 
civilization to do with this huge twin 
land masses and resources that we 
have? 

It defies logic to think that somehow 
Western civilization would have just 
pulled off, said, hands off, no, we found 
indigenous people here. They migrated 
here a time ahead of us. We are not 
going to challenge that or try to use 
the resources. We are just going to 
make it a big preserve for Native 
Americans to live here happily ever 
after. 

That was not going to be the case. 
The forces of history defined this Na-
tion, and the alternatives can be ar-
gued plus or minus along the way. The 
result might have been configured a 
little bit differently, but there was 
going to be population growth. There 
was going to be a modern civilization 
built here, and if it had to be built by 
somebody, who better than the de-
scendants of Western Europe, who bet-
ter than the people who believed in free 
enterprise capitalism, Western civiliza-
tion and Judeo-Christian values so that 
we could build this great Nation out of 
these strengths? Who better, I would 
submit, Mr. Speaker? 

So this great Nation has been built 
from those values, and we are a nation 

of immigrants, as all nations are na-
tions of immigrants. We should be 
proud of who we are. We should be 
proud of our heritage. We should wel-
come people into this society in a legal 
fashion, and we should ask them, we 
should compel them to join in this 
great experience and this great experi-
ment that we are by assimilating into 
this society and into civilization. 

For to come here to America and 
move into an ethnic enclave and not 
learn the English language and not 
move out of that enclave into the 
broader society but simply to live 
there for generation after generation is 
not being an American at all. That is 
the transplant of the donor culture to 
the host culture in the form of an en-
clave, and it is not constructive to the 
broader society. 

It does not mean you have to give up 
your culture. I mean, we know that. 
We appreciate the great variety of sub-
cultures we have here in America, and 
it is an ever-growing and changing 
thing. 

And I would say also, Mr. Speaker, 
that we have an extra blessing. The fil-
ter system that we have had here in 
America for immigrants is something 
we do not talk about very much. But, 
by and large, throughout history, the 
people who came to the United States 
legally came here and I think knew 
why they came here. They knew what 
they wanted to leave. They wanted to 
leave the tyranny of the Kaiser, for ex-
ample; they wanted to access religious 
freedom; they wanted opportunity; 
they appreciated the privilege of free-
dom of speech, religion and the press, 
all of those values. And sometimes the 
poverty, sometimes the potato famine, 
sometimes the fear, sometimes the per-
secution of a family or the political 
persecution of a belief or a persecution 
of their religious beliefs, those reasons 
drove people, and poverty is another 
motivator, to come to the United 
States. 

They took great chances to come to 
this country. They staked their claim 
on this soil. They built their future 
here. They were grateful for the hospi-
tality, grateful for the opportunity, 
but they also were the vigor of the 
donor societies. The cream of the crop 
often came to the United States, and 
that vitality that we have is much the 
product of voluntary immigration, who 
sacrificed a lot and took great risks to 
come here. 

We find ourselves today in a little bit 
different kind of scenario. We have 
rolled out a red carpet across our 
southern border, and we refuse to en-
force our border on the south, and we 
have immigration laws. We ask people 
to respect our laws, but 58 percent of 
the people on the south side of the bor-
der believe they have a right to come 
to the United States. They believe they 
have a right to come here. And if they 
believe that, Mr. Speaker, then we are 
not doing a very good job of conveying 
our sovereignty. 

We have become a Nation without a 
southern border. An average of 11,000 
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people a day pour across our southern 
border, and our border patrol manages 
to stop perhaps a fourth of them, 
maybe on a good day as many as a 
third of them, but they reported for 
2004 that they stopped on our southern 
border 1,159,000. For 2005, that number 
comes out to somewhere in the area of 
this statistical extrapolation of 
1,188,000. 

Now, most of them were told to go 
back home, go to their home country. 
Many were taken down to the port of 
entry and said go back. Some, and I 
will say also many others, were caught 
and released on their own recog-
nizance, released perhaps on a promise 
to go back to their home country, Mr. 
Speaker. 

But that is no border enforcement. 
The last time I went to the border, I 
was advised that the catch-and-release 
plan meant we catch them up to seven 
times before we adjudicate anybody if 
they do not have some other crime. So 
we will stop that same person six 
times, and on the seventh time then we 
will forcibly put them under control 
and perhaps take them back to their 
home country. 

I have gotten reports that as many as 
20 times there will be a single indi-
vidual that is caught and released, as 
much as 20 times. There is smuggling 
that goes across our border, this huge 
human haystack, 4 million strong, 
pouring across our southern border in a 
given year; and out of that 4 million, 
our administration’s policy is we are 
going to sort the needle out of that 
haystack, and needles will be the 
criminals and the terrorists and the 
people that threaten our American 
safety and way of life. 

So with good border control and with 
good surveillance and with a virtual 
fence that the administration talks 
about, we are going to somehow shine 
a spotlight on this huge haystack of 4 
million humans, and in there we are 
going to try to pick out these needles 
that represent the drug dealers and the 
rapists and the murderers and the ter-
rorists. 

b 1700 

Well, I just can’t imagine sorting out 
those needles out of a haystack while 
the hay is being picked out of my hair. 
That is what we are asking the Border 
Patrol to do, Mr. Speaker. It cannot 
work. It cannot be effective. We must 
shut off this human tide at the border, 
we must enforce our border, we must 
seal it up tight and then have ports of 
entry where we have good control and 
good surveillance in order to keep our 
trade open with Mexico, in order to 
have good relationships there. 

Good fences make good neighbors. We 
can build a good fence on the border, 
and we can do so so that it is effective. 
When people say, no, fences don’t work, 
I argue that fences don’t work because, 
after all, we have seen pictures of peo-
ple jumping over them and we have 
seen tunnels that have been tunneled 
underneath them, Mr. Speaker, but we 

also know people can fly over them in 
airplanes and go around them in boats. 
But if you can increase the transaction 
cost, if you raise the level of difficulty, 
you are going to find that there will be 
many people that won’t try and fewer 
people will be successful. 

Before barbwire was invented, cow-
boys rode their herds. They were out 
there making sure that they kind of 
kept the cattle turned in the same di-
rection so they didn’t get split up and 
taken out by predators and they didn’t 
lose them in the process. So as the cat-
tle moved across the range, they would 
go out and just ride herd and nudge 
them back in so they could keep a head 
count on them and keep them together. 

Then somebody invented barbwire, 
and those cowboys that loved to ride 
their horses, they got down on their 
cowboy boots with post hole diggers 
and they set posts and they strung wire 
and they drove staples and they built 
fences. And not because they liked 
building fences better than herding 
cattle or better than they liked riding 
their horses. They built fences because 
it was efficient and effective. And then 
they rode the fence instead of riding 
the herd. 

We can do the same thing on the 
southern border. We can get the Border 
Patrol to ride the fence instead of out 
there chasing around in the desert for 
11,000 people a day scattered across in 
the night trying to bring them to-
gether. 

We need to build a fence, Mr. Speak-
er; and we need to end birthright citi-
zenship. This chain migration grows 
and cannot be controlled if we do not. 
There are 300,000 to 350,000 babies born 
in this country to mothers who are il-
legal in America, that do not have a 
lawful presence here. But we, by prac-
tice, grant them birthright citizenship; 
and the chain migration begins. That 
baby then, when it reaches age, can pe-
tition for mother and father and sib-
lings to come into the United States. 

Now let me submit that I believe 
that there are not 12 million illegals in 
this country, because I have been 
counting the noses of those coming 
across the southern border. I believe 
that number has been increasing by as 
many as 3 million a year for at least 
the last 3 years, but it is accelerating. 
So if we have been saying that it has 
been 11 million people for 3 years, but 
the number has been accelerating by 3 
million a year for the last 3 years, we 
are at 20 million. 

This thing has gone on longer than 
that. It has gone on longer than 3 
years. The 11 million was never an ac-
curate number. You cannot count peo-
ple who live in the shadows. It is im-
possible to do so. But let us just say 
that population today is 11 million, 
plus 9 million, plus a couple million 
more, and I will take you up to about 
22 million. That is the number I think 
is the right number of illegals that are 
here. 

If the Senate passes their version of 
guest worker, this guest worker/tem-

porary worker plan that has three lev-
els of being illegal instead of right and 
wrong, if they do that and grant a path 
to citizenship, they are going to grant 
a path to citizenship to however many 
might be able to qualify under the 
standards they set. They are not going 
to put a quota in there and say, well, if 
you have been here 5 years or more and 
we think there are, oh, 3 million of 
you, we are going to give you a fast 
path to citizenship. 

And what will they do if there are 6 
million that show up and say I have 
been here 5 years or more? They will 
grant that fast track to citizenship for 
all those people whatsoever. 

If it is 12 million that show up, they 
will grant that. If it is 22 million that 
show up, they will grant that. Because 
the legislation will simply set the cri-
teria. They don’t have the foggiest idea 
of what the numbers are. 

Let us just pick my number for ex-
trapolation purposes. Let us say 22 mil-
lion people here illegally. Their first 
act was to break the law in the United 
States. The second act, when they went 
to work, they broke the law again. It 
isn’t a matter of making criminals out 
of people that are here illegally be-
cause we want to make them felons 
and we voted to do so in this Congress. 
They are already criminals by virtue of 
committing a criminal misdemeanor 
by violating the immigration laws by 
coming into the United States ille-
gally. The next act is to get a job, and 
that is also a crime. 

So we have 22 million is my number. 
We grant them fast track amnesty to 
citizenship. Those 22 million access 
citizenship in, say, 5 to 6 years, or 
whatever it is the Senate might decide. 
And of course that doesn’t mean we 
will agree in this House, Mr. Speaker, 
but if that happens, think of 22 million 
people lined up looking around at their 
family thinking, well, mom is down 
here with dad. I am going to invite 
them both to come and bring the chain 
migration for mom and dad. And I have 
my two sisters down here and my 
brother over here, and I left my 8 year 
old down in my home country. 

I can add this all up, but I don’t need 
to add all these extended families. I 
just say, try to imagine any one of 
them not having four family members 
that they would like to bring here to 
the United States under chain migra-
tion. 

Now, take 22 million, multiply it 
times four, and you have 88 million ad-
ditional entrants into the United 
States by virtue of the chain migration 
that comes from this fast track to citi-
zenship that the Senate wants to give 
to America. So you add the 22 million 
to the 88 million and you have, Mr. 
Speaker, emptied Mexico. You have 
taken everybody that wants to come 
from there and brought them here. The 
people that will be left will be the peo-
ple that are too senile to travel, too old 
to work, and people that will asking 
for a check to be sent down there to 
take care of them. 
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Some of them are living like that 

now, and some of the communities 
down there have been virtually 
emptied out of the working-age people. 
Senior citizens only sitting there wait-
ing for the giant ATM America to zap 
a portion of the $20 billion that goes to 
Mexico or the overall $30 billion that 
goes to Mexico and Central and parts of 
South America. That is $30 billion out 
of the wages earned here that are wired 
down there, and some to be saved in 
banks for retirement, as they plan on 
returning back, and some to be spent 
to maintain the senior citizens that are 
there, the parents and the extended 
family members. 

What does this do for Mexico if we 
set up a policy here that draws or mag-
netizes and attracts every willing per-
son in Mexico and in Central America 
to come to the United States and 
empties out their communities and 
drains them of the flower of their 
youth and the productivity and the vi-
tality of their Nation? What future 
then does that country have, particu-
larly Mexico, with the vast natural re-
sources, with the huge quantity of oil, 
much of it not developed to the extent 
it should be? This Nation would sit 
there on a massive supply of natural 
resources without the human energy, 
without the skills, without the edu-
cation, without the technology to de-
velop it. 

Nature abhors a vacuum. Something, 
Mr. Speaker, will fill that vacuum. We 
have the Chinese that are in Central 
America today, and they are involved 
in drilling for oil offshore of Cuba, be-
tween Cuba and Florida. They are in-
volved in the Panama Canal. They are 
looking, I am convinced, at potentially 
filling a vacuum that could be created. 

I submit that we shut off the jobs 
magnet. I submit that, when we do so, 
there will be people making a decision 
to go back to their home country be-
cause that opportunity they came for 
is no longer here. If that happens, Mr. 
Speaker, we can send back to their 
home country a very skilled and edu-
cated group of people who can trans-
form Mexico and take them into the 
21st century. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab-

sence was granted to: 
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California (at 

the request of Ms. PELOSI) for today. 
f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. DEFAZIO) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California, for 

5 minutes, today. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER, for 5 minutes, 
today. 

Mrs. MCCARTHY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. EMANUEL, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. STUPAK, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. VAN HOLLEN, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida, for 5 

minutes, today. 
Mr. MCDERMOTT, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. MACK) to revise and extend 
their remarks and include extraneous 
material:) 

Mr. CULBERSON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. POE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey, for 5 

minutes, today. 
Mr. JONES of North Carolina, for 5 

minutes, May 9, 10, and 11. 
Mr. BASS, for 5 minutes, May 9. 
Ms. FOXX, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MCHENRY, for 5 minutes, May 9, 

10, and 11. 
f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 5 o’clock and 8 minutes p.m.), 
under its previous order, the House ad-
journed until Monday, May 8, 2006, at 2 
p.m. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

7234. A communication from the President 
of the United States, transmitting notifica-
tion of His decision to take no action to sus-
pend or prohibit the proposed acquisition of 
Ross Catherall US Holdings Inc., pursuant to 
50 U.S.C. 2170; to the Committee on Finan-
cial Services. 

7235. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Energy, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s report entitled, ‘‘Solar and Wind 
Technologies for Hydrogen Production Re-
port to Congress,’’ pursuant to Public Law 
109-58, section 812; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

7236. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Treasury, transmitting as required 
by section 401(c) of the National Emergencies 
Act, 50 U.S.C. 1641(c), and section 204(c) of 
the International Emergency Economic Pow-
ers Act, 50 U.S.C. 1703(c), a six-month peri-
odic report on the national emergency with 
respect to Syria that was declared in Execu-
tive Order 13338 of May 11, 2004; to the Com-
mittee on International Relations. 

7237. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of the Treasury, transmitting a six- 
month periodic report on the national emer-
gency with respect to significant narcotics 
traffickers centered in Colombia that was 
declared in Executive Order 13313 of July 31, 
2003, pursuant to 50 U.S.C. 1641(c) 50 U.S.C. 
1703(c); to the Committee on International 
Relations. 

7238. A letter from the Deputy Director, 
Defense Security Cooperation Agency, trans-
mitting pursuant to the reporting require-
ments of Section 36(b)(1) of the Arms Export 
Control Act, as amended, Transmittal No. 06- 
23, concerning the Department of the Navy’s 
proposed Letter(s) of Offer and Acceptance to 

Turkey for defense articles and services; to 
the Committee on International Relations. 

7239. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting an Accountability Review 
Board report and recommendations con-
cerning serious injury, loss of life or signifi-
cant destruction of property at a U.S. mis-
sion abroad, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 4831 et seq.; 
to the Committee on International Rela-
tions. 

7240. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting a report for 2004 on the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) Ac-
tivities in countries described in Section 307 
(a) of the Foreign Assistance Act, pursuant 
to 22 U.S.C. 2227(a); to the Committee on 
International Relations. 

7241. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. ACT 16-369, ‘‘Tenant Evictions 
Reform Amendment Act of 2006,’’ pursuant 
to D.C. Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform. 

7242. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. ACT 16-368, ‘‘Scrap Vehicle Title 
Authorization Act of 2006,’’ pursuant to D.C. 
Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the Committee on 
Government Reform. 

7243. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. ACT 16-367, ‘‘Child Support 
Guideline Revision Act of 2006,’’ pursuant to 
D.C. Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform. 

7244. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. ACT 16-366, ‘‘Uniform Family 
Support Amendment Act of 2006,’’ pursuant 
to D.C. Code section 1-233(c)(1); to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform. 

7245. A letter from the Director, Contracts 
and Acquisitions Management, Department 
of Education, transmitting pursuant to the 
provisions of the Federal Activities Inven-
tory Reform (FAIR) Act of 1998 (Pub. L. 105- 
270) and OMB Circular A-76, Performance of 
Commercial Activities, the Department’s FY 
2005 inventory of commercial activities per-
formed by federal employees and inventory 
of inherently governmental activities; to the 
Committee on Government Reform. 

7246. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Science, Department of Energy, transmit-
ting a letter regarding the upcoming com-
petition for the contract to manage and op-
erate the Argonne National Laboratory; to 
the Committee on Government Reform. 

7247. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the 
Departments’ Report on Management Deci-
sions and Final Actions on Office of Inspec-
tor General Audit Recommendations for the 
period ending September 30, 2005, pursuant to 
31 U.S.C. 9106; to the Committee on Govern-
ment Reform. 

7248. A letter from the Inspector General, 
Department of the Interior, transmitting the 
Department’s FY 2005 inventory of commer-
cial and inherently governmental activities 
prepared in accordance with the Federal Ac-
tivities Reform (FAIR) Act of 1998 (P.L. 105- 
270) and the Office of Management and Budg-
et (OMB) Circular No. A-76; to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform. 

7249. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Policy, Management, and Budget, De-
partment of the Interior, transmitting the 
Department’s inventory of commercial and 
inherently governmental activities prepared 
in accordance with the Federal Activities 
Reform (FAIR) Act of 1998 (P.L. 105-270) and 
the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) 
Circular No. A-76; to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform. 

7250. A letter from the Chair, Equal Em-
ployment Opportunity Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s annual reports for 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 03:29 May 05, 2006 Jkt 049060 PO 00000 Frm 00067 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K04MY7.130 H04MYPT1hm
oo

re
 o

n 
P

R
O

D
1P

C
68

 w
ith

 H
M

H
O

U
S

E


		Superintendent of Documents
	2025-10-16T14:16:53-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	U.S. Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




