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Arizona has not adopted a new immi-

gration law. All it has done is to en-
force existing law that this President 
refuses to enforce. It’s hardly a radical 
policy to suggest that if an officer on a 
routine traffic stop encounters a driver 
with no driver’s license, no passport, 
and who doesn’t speak English, that 
maybe that individual might be here il-
legally. And to those who say we must 
reform our immigration laws, I reply, 
We don’t need to reform them. We need 
to enforce them, just as every other 
government does, just as Mexico does. 
Above all, this is a debate of, by, and 
for the American people. If President 
Calderon wishes to participate in that 
debate, I invite him to obey our immi-
gration laws, apply for citizenship, do 
what 600,000 legal immigrants to our 
Nation are doing right now, learn our 
history and our customs, and become 
an American, and then he will have 
every right to participate in that de-
bate. Until then, I would politely invite 
him to have the courtesy while a guest 
of this Congress to abide by the funda-
mental rules of diplomacy between civ-
ilized nations not to meddle in each 
other’s domestic debates. 

f 

IMMIGRATION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2009, the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. KING) is recognized for 60 minutes 
as the designee of the minority leader. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, it’s a 
privilege and an honor to be recognized 
to address you here on the floor of the 
House. I listened intently to the dia-
logue that took place before with Mr. 
MCCLINTOCK of California and Mr. POE 
of Texas. And as I sat back here and 
listened to the speech of President 
Calderon, I had some thoughts of my 
own that I wish to impart here into the 
record and for your attention, Mr. 
Speaker. 

First I want to say that on the plus 
side of the speech that was delivered 
here to this joint session of Congress 
by President Calderon of Mexico, there 
were some up sides to it. He made some 
points that I think were constructive 
and needed to be said. One of the things 
that he said—and I am just going from 
my scratch notes—was that they are 
going to finally reestablish the rule of 
law in Mexico. Excuse me. To correct 
that, I want to make sure I’m accurate 
for the record, Mr. Speaker. I have the 
text of the speech here. It says, ‘‘firmly 
establish the rule of law in Mexico.’’ 
That’s an important point. 

As I go to some of the worst places in 
the world, and I go there intentionally 
because I think to have that contrast, 
to understand where it’s the toughest 
place in the world to operate, then it 
gives us that contrast to understand 
how well we’re blessed here in America, 
and it helps us understand the func-
tions of the institutions here in Amer-
ica and the functions of the culture and 
our values. Those pillars of American 
exceptionalism need to be understood 

and polished and refurbished, and we 
need to do that on a daily basis here in 
this Congress instead of have them 
chiseled away at by the other side of 
the aisle. 

But the contrast of how bad it might 
be, AIDS villages in southern Africa 
where there’s not a single person there 
of reproductive age unless they’re a 
missionary because the rest have died 
of AIDS. I go to Iraq, I go to Afghani-
stan, I go into those places in the world 
where poverty is a dominant force. Up 
into Tibet, for example. And most of 
those places that I go to—in fact, al-
most every place I go to, I can at least 
put together a formula on how to fix it, 
to be able to identify what’s wrong and 
processes and procedures to put in 
place to put it on the right track. Most 
of us in this Congress believe we can at 
least gather the information to address 
these situations. When I come back 
from Mexico, I have this other sense. 
It’s a different feeling. I can see a lot of 
the things that are wrong, but I don’t 
know how to fix it, because the corrup-
tion goes so deep, it threads through so 
many components of their society. Un-
less there’s a good formula to fix the 
culture of corruption, I don’t know how 
you fix the rest of the institutions in 
Mexico. 

I want to give a hats-off to President 
Calderon for taking on the drug car-
tels. I know, being down there in part 
of the exchange program, as he was a 
candidate for office shortly before he 
was elected, one of the things that I 
was advised, sitting in those meetings 
and sometimes it was one-on-one with 
the door closed, was that he is going to 
have to take on some of the forces that 
helped get him elected in order to 
straighten things out in Mexico. So 
when I see the numbers that show the 
thousands of casualties in the drug car-
tel wars that are going on and the fed-
eral officers that have been lost in that 
battle and the local police departments 
that are either afraid to enforce the 
law or are corrupt and wrapped up in 
the cartels, it’s a very difficult task 
that he has faced. 

I will give another point to the point 
that he has made that the consumption 
of illegal drugs here in the United 
States is one of the huge forces that 
drive the illegality that comes through 
Mexico. I have to concede that point. 
We need to address the illegal drug 
consumption in America. We lack the 
ability to do that. Our society, our cul-
ture, our civilization has accepted a 
certain level of illegal drug consump-
tion and abuse in America. We’ve ac-
cepted the violence that goes with it. 
We’ve accepted the child abuse, the do-
mestic problems that go along with it 
as simply a component of our society, 
as we accept the rotting inner cities in 
America, and we essentially send 
money there to start a new inner city 
economy that isn’t based on something 
productive as a rule. Those are Amer-
ican problems that we need to address. 
He spoke to those lightly. He spoke to 
those gently. He referenced them. But 

President Calderon came on very 
strong against the Arizona immigra-
tion law. And I’m wondering who 
briefed him before he gave his speech 
here today. It almost looks as though 
the speech was prepared by the Obama 
White House. 

b 1745 

When you look at the language that 
was used and the language that he em-
phatically disagrees with Arizona’s im-
migration law, SB 1070, that’s the bill, 
he emphatically disagrees with the 
bill, even though he says that he recog-
nizes our constitutional right to pass 
laws and establish immigration laws 
and enforce those immigration laws. 

So I am wondering what it is that of-
fends President Calderon so much 
about the Arizona immigration law 
since it mirrors the Federal immigra-
tion law. Was he offended then by the 
Federal immigration law? And when he 
sat down in the Oval Office with Presi-
dent Obama, did he say, I think you 
ought to amend the Federal immigra-
tion law so people here as legal immi-
grants don’t have to carry their papers 
after the age of 18. That is the law. It 
has been the law for a long time. It is 
not something that offended people be-
fore. I hadn’t heard about it before Ari-
zona stepped forward and made it part 
of their State law. 

So if President Calderon is offended 
and disagrees with Arizona immigra-
tion law, which mirrors Federal immi-
gration law, if he hasn’t voiced an ob-
jection to Federal immigration law, by 
the law of deductive reasoning, you 
would just boil it down to he is only of-
fended because local law enforcement 
in Arizona will be enforcing the mirror 
of the Federal immigration law, be-
cause it can’t be the law itself that he 
is offended by or he would also be of-
fended by the Federal immigration 
law. I think that is a simple law of de-
ductive reasoning to take it down to 
that. I am not sure that the people on 
the opposite side of the aisle from us 
have the capability to do that deduc-
tive reasoning any more. 

And when I look at the people in the 
administration who have taken on Ari-
zona’s immigration law and willfully 
misinformed the American people, and 
I will include President Calderon of 
willfully misinforming the American 
people on the Arizona immigration 
law, but I look at the President of the 
United States who made comments 
that there could be a woman in Arizona 
taking her daughter off to get some ice 
cream and apparently because of the 
way they looked, they could be called 
over and asked to produce their papers. 

Now that was playing the race card, 
and that divides the American people. 
And that recognizes a statement made 
by Mr. MCCLINTOCK a few minutes ago 
that there is an intentional effort to 
divide people for political purposes. 
The President has done it. And I can’t 
imagine that he had read the bill until 
last night. He sounded a little more 
like he had, but he couldn’t have read 
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it if he was going to say the things that 
he said. 

He knows Arizona law doesn’t allow 
for a woman or her daughter to be 
stopped for no other reason than their 
skin color when they are going off to 
get some ice cream. It specifically 
states that in the bill, not the ice 
cream part. But it specifically states 
there has to be probable cause; and in 
order to investigate the immigration 
status, there has to be a reasonable 
suspicion. 

We understand reasonable suspicion. 
I happen to have written reasonable 
suspicion language in Iowa’s workplace 
drug-testing law. We didn’t ask a 
trained law enforcement officer to 
evaluate the reasonable suspicion. We 
simply asked an employer to either ap-
point himself or designate an employee 
to take 2 hours of course training in 
identifying reasonable suspicion. And 
then with that 2 hours of training and 
1 hour per year refreshing training 
could be able to point to an individual 
and say I have a reasonable suspicion 
you are a drug abuser; you have to pro-
vide a urine sample. Here is the clinic. 
Here is the nurse. Go in there and we 
are going to test you. 

For 12 years it has been in the law in 
Iowa, and I heard all of the same things 
when we passed that law. That reason-
able suspicion would be used to dis-
criminate against people because some-
one didn’t like them because of their 
skin color, sexual orientation, gender 
identity, or whatever it might be. All 
of this hysteria that gets built up 
around this legislation and the willful 
misrepresentation of the language and 
the effect of the law turns out to be— 
what do we call it, a tempest in a tea-
pot in the end, not something that is 
going to produce substance on the 
other side of this, but a lot of hysteria 
created. 

As Tom Tancredo, who used to say 
these things on the floor of this House, 
he said the level of hysteria is propor-
tional to the degree to which they are 
afraid the law will actually work and 
that Arizona will be able to enforce the 
mirror of Federal immigration law and 
they will be able to effectively outlaw 
sanctuary cities in Arizona. That is 
what this is about. 

The people who object to Arizona im-
migration law are lying to the Amer-
ican people. Many of them know it. 
The Attorney General sat right here in 
that seat today and when President 
Calderon said that he objected to Ari-
zona’s immigration law, who led the 
standing ovation, the Attorney General 
of the United States who confessed to 
the gentleman from Texas that he 
didn’t read the bill. 

But he would commit the resources 
of the Justice Department to inves-
tigate Arizona for constitutionality 
questions, statutory questions, case 
law questions that had to do with Ari-
zona’s immigration law, not having 
read the bill, not having examined this 
or been even briefed by his own people, 
but having been directed by the Presi-

dent of the United States to use the 
full—well, use the force of the Justice 
Department to examine Arizona’s im-
migration law and could not to me in 
that same hearing respond to a ques-
tion, Could you point to a single place 
in the United States Constitution that 
causes you concern? Can you point to a 
single Federal statute that you think 
might preempt Arizona’s immigration 
law? Can you point to a single piece of 
case law that would indicate that Ari-
zona doesn’t have the authority to en-
force Federal immigration law. 

He could do none of those things, and 
subsequently the gentleman from 
Texas asked him if he had read the bill. 
I thought when that question was 
asked that it was a question to set up 
something else because I thought it 
was a given that the Attorney General 
of the United States would have read 
the bill before he misrepresented it to 
the American people. 

I yield to Judge POE. 
Mr. POE of Texas. Regarding the At-

torney General not reading the bill, he 
is a knowledgeable lawyer. Any knowl-
edgeable lawyer who read the Arizona 
statute would know what he was say-
ing was incorrect. That is why I asked 
him the question because I believed he 
hadn’t read the law. 

The law states in four places that ra-
cial profiling is prohibited under the 
statute. In four different places it says 
that. To make it very clear to every-
body in Arizona and the world that will 
read the law, that racial profiling is 
prohibited under Arizona’s new illegal 
immigration law that they have passed 
which, as you have said, is a mirror 
copy of U.S. immigration laws, and be-
cause the Federal Government does all 
kinds of things except protect the bor-
der, they are desperate in Arizona to 
protect their citizens; and, therefore, 
they passed that legislation. 

I just wanted to mention, part of the 
problem with the Border Patrol in Ari-
zona and other places along the Texas 
border, and why States like Arizona 
have decided they must enforce immi-
gration laws is because of what is oc-
curring. 

Here is a chart of the assaults that 
have occurred against our Border Pa-
trol agents. Border Patrol agents, as 
you know, the gentleman from Iowa, 
patrol the border within 25–30 miles of 
our southern border. 

In the year 2004, there were about 380 
assaults on our Border Patrol agents. I 
think that is a lot. 

Then in 2005, there were 687. 
In 2006, there were 752. 
And then in the last 3 years, 2007, 2008 

and 2009, there have been almost a 
thousand assaults on border agents. 
And those are folks that protect the 
dignity of the U.S. These assaults pri-
marily come from people crossing the 
border illegally and they assault our 
Border Patrol agents who are just try-
ing to protect the dignity and sov-
ereignty of the United States. People 
are not supposed to come here unless 
they have permission. They are sup-
posed to come here legally. 

It has gotten so bad down at the bor-
der, they have improvised—and being 
in the construction business, Mr. KING, 
you would appreciate this—they call 
these Border Patrol vehicles ‘‘war wag-
ons.’’ And the reason they call them 
war wagons is because these patrol 
right up next to the Texas-Mexico bor-
der and also the Arizona-Mexico bor-
der. And people crossing into the 
United States illegally pelt the Border 
Patrol with rocks, heavy rocks. 

So they have put all of these meshed 
wire contraptions on their vehicles to 
protect the windows and protect them-
selves from bodily harm from the rock 
throwers who are arrogantly coming 
into the United States illegally. They 
see the Border Patrol, they start 
throwing rocks, and they come into the 
United States anyway. 

So that is just one example of why 
the State of Arizona and other States 
are in dire straits. They want to pro-
tect the dignity and sovereignty of 
their State. They want to protect it 
from people coming in, from every-
body, the good, the bad, and the ugly. 
And right now we are getting every-
body, the good, the bad, and the ugly; 
a lot of bad and a lot of ugly. 

It just seems to me that our govern-
ment, rather than criticizing the State 
of Arizona, ought to be supporting Ari-
zona, ought to enforce the rule of law 
on the border. If our government, the 
Federal Government, enforced the rule 
of law on the border, we wouldn’t be 
having any of these discussions, but it 
doesn’t. It is unfortunate that our At-
torney General, and also the Secretary 
of Homeland Security, talked about 
this legislation and neither one of 
them before they made all of these 
statements about how bad the law was 
had read the legislation. 

I yield back to the gentleman from 
Iowa. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. I thank the gen-
tleman from Texas for bringing that 
perspective in. 

I have also spent time down on the 
border and ridden in the war wagons. I 
have seen the screen that hinged that 
goes over the windshield, and you can 
tip it back over the hood when you get 
away from the border and out of rock 
range. 

I have watched them climb the fence, 
come into the United States, take a 
look and watch the Border Patrol move 
towards them, and they run at the 
speed they need to run to climb back 
over the fence, hang over the fence, and 
smile and wave and smirk. Sometimes 
the same individuals get caught, and 
they come to the Border Patrol sta-
tion. 

It is interesting to note that the Bor-
der Patrol in the Nogales area in par-
ticular, they will go out and pick peo-
ple up, and they have a private con-
tractor that comes and does the trans-
port. They have paramilitary or mili-
tary-type uniforms on these officers, 
gray uniforms, and they are riding in a 
white van. It has a cage built inside it. 
They will come along and pick them 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 02:22 May 21, 2010 Jkt 089060 PO 00000 Frm 00032 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K20MY7.079 H20MYPT1rf
re

de
ric

k 
on

 D
S

K
8K

Y
B

LC
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H3693 May 20, 2010 
up. When a Border Patrol officer picks 
them up, they will call the wagon and 
the contractor picks them up and de-
livers them to the station. And they 
walk in there. They already know the 
drill. They have their personal items in 
a Ziploc bag. They waltz in. Some have 
a smirk on their face. They know that 
the consequences are zero. 

They will sit down along the wall. 
They know there is a little time while 
they take their turn to get 
fingerprinted and get their digital pho-
tograph. Then they will be sorted into 
cells and then loaded back on some-
times the same van, within an hour or 
so and taken back down to the port of 
entry on the border. They turn the van 
sideways, open the door, and they walk 
back into Mexico to come back again 
the next day or the next hour. We don’t 
have catch and release any more the 
way we used to have it. We have now 
catch and return. 

It occurs to me that we aren’t really 
making progress. The mission state-
ment down there on the border is not 
that we are going to get operational 
control of the border, even though 
Janet Napolitano seems to think that 
they are doing so because they have 
fewer interdictions, but I know you 
don’t measure border crossings nec-
essarily by how many people you stop 
coming in. You do it by how many peo-
ple actually make the attempt and/or 
get through. 

So to lower the law enforcement and 
interdict fewer people doesn’t mean 
there are fewer attempts necessarily, 
but that is the metric that we are 
using. 

I am happy to yield to the gentleman 
from Louisiana who has some com-
ments on this issue. 

Mr. FLEMING. I thank the gen-
tleman from Iowa. I would like to state 
emphatically here this evening, Mr. 
Speaker, that I support the law of Ari-
zona. Just as the gentleman said, it is 
really a mirror image of the United 
States law. I would say that those who 
are against the law who criticize it, 
some in our own government, do so for 
very interesting reasons. It is not real-
ly the law that they have such a prob-
lem with. It is the fact that we are en-
forcing a law that already exists. If 
that were not the case, then why, Mr. 
Speaker, do these people who are 
against this Arizona law, why don’t 
they simply bring a bill to the floor 
and vote to repeal the existing Amer-
ican law. But that is not happening. 

What we have had is a wink and a 
nod for many years, in which case we 
have a law on the books—I think it is 
a good law, it is not a perfect law—but 
a law that if we enforced it, we 
wouldn’t have the problems that we 
have today. Let’s just take a moment 
to understand why we have the prob-
lems that we have. 

I lived in the San Diego, California, 
area some years ago, and it was very 
interesting. When you would leave San 
Diego and drive across the border into 
Tijuana, here we are, two cities that 

are so close together that they abut 
one another, and yet on one side of the 
border you have beautiful homes, mil-
lion dollar homes. You have wonderful 
bridges and infrastructure. And then as 
you cross the border, you find poverty. 
You find dirt roads. You find people in 
some cases living in the streets. 

b 1800 

So there is such a chasm between the 
standard of living below the border 
than above that border, no wonder peo-
ple try to cross the border for oppor-
tunity. I can’t blame them for doing 
that. 

But the problem is that it’s a cul-
tural and political problem that exists 
in Mexico today. And so rather than 
pointing his finger at us, President 
Calderon should, I think, address the 
problems in his country, and that is 
the fact that they have a high level of 
corruption, a high level of poverty. 

I do agree with the gentleman from 
Iowa (Mr. KING) that he is doing a 
much better job about the drug cartels 
and enforcing those laws than any 
President in modern times from Mex-
ico, so I definitely tip my hat to him 
for that. 

But there is also no middle class in 
Mexico today. And like many third 
world countries, it’s mostly a poverty- 
driven country, where many people are 
desperate for work and desperate for 
opportunities. But on the other hand, 
there is 10 percent or so of the popu-
lation that lives a wealthy lifestyle. 
But there’s very few opportunities for 
upward mobility. 

And let’s just finally look at it. We’re 
all descendents of immigrants at one 
point or another, and our ancestors 
came here because they were looking 
for opportunity. And we have many 
people around the world who come here 
looking for opportunity, and we have a 
way for them to do that. 

I think it was the gentleman from 
California earlier that mentioned that 
600-something thousand legal immi-
grants came to this country last year. 
So we have a way of doing that, al-
though we, I think, could make it bet-
ter. We could make it more efficient. 
But the truth is there is a legal way to 
immigrate to the United States, and 
we should make that available, and we 
do make that available. 

On the other hand—and I welcome 
those immigrants. But on the other 
hand, those who come across our bor-
ders illegally, inappropriately, and 
who, in many ways, create danger for 
our own citizens, create problems for 
our own economy in terms of the need 
for education for their children and for 
health care, doing that illegally is not 
a solution to the problem. It may be a 
short-term solution for their imme-
diate economic problems, but Mexico 
has got to address its own economic 
and cultural problems. And we, on the 
other hand, have got to take care of 
our borders, our sovereignty here. 

And so, again, I would just reiterate 
that I do support Arizona’s bold move, 

I think a necessary move, to protect 
their borders, to protect their econ-
omy. I believe it’s Phoenix that is con-
sidered the kidnapping capital of at 
least the United States, if not the 
world. And who can blame the people of 
Arizona for doing for themselves what 
the Federal Government refuses to do, 
even though it has an obligation to do 
that? 

And then, as the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. POE) points out, and the 
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. KING) as 
well, we have the Attorney General sit-
ting here today right in front of this 
body and having already admitted, con-
fessed that he didn’t read the law to 
begin with; and, after all, it’s essen-
tially the same law that he’s agreed to 
uphold and defend as Attorney General, 
and somehow agreeing with the Presi-
dent from another country who says we 
should turn a blind eye to the illegal 
immigrants who are coming across the 
border. 

So I would just say that I agree with 
the two gentlemen here tonight. It’s 
time something is done. And I agree 
with the efforts of Arizona, and I do 
think other States are going to take 
this up as well and come up with simi-
lar laws. 

And I think we here in the body of 
the U.S. Congress should also move for-
ward with immigration reform, but not 
in the form of amnesty that we hear 
about from the other side, but a true 
reform where we can more efficiently 
allow people to come across the border 
to work here temporarily if there are 
jobs for them in a legal way, but make 
sure that they return when they’re 
done; and, on the other hand, those 
who are here illegally return and never 
come back in an illegal status. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Reclaiming my 
time, and I thank the gentleman from 
Louisiana (Mr. FLEMING). 

A number of things come to mind as 
I listened to the dialog here. One of 
them was lurking in the back of my 
mind that I had to go back and find. It 
was a statement that was made by 
President Calderon that I’d like to 
have a sit-down conversation with him 
on, when he said in the early part of 
his speech today, he said, As you can 
see, Mexico was founded on the same 
values and principles as the United 
States of America. I don’t think I can 
see that. I’d like to know what he’s 
thinking about and talking about when 
he makes that statement. There are 
certainly principles that are similar 
and principles that are identical, but 
there are principles on the way the 
United States was founded that are 
unique to the United States of Amer-
ica. And that’s a conversation for an-
other time. 

I pose that question out there, and if 
anybody has an answer to that, I’m not 
illuminated enough on that subject 
matter to see into his mind to under-
stand what he’s actually saying so that 
I can agree with him. No, I disagree 
with him until I can find a better ex-
planation. 
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When the gentleman earlier, Mr. 

MCCLINTOCK, talked about 600,000 
legals, he must have been referring to 
600,000 naturalizations a year in Amer-
ica. And when I look at the numbers of 
people that come into the United 
States legally, under a visa, we’re up 
now to about 1.5 million in the last 2 or 
3 years. That number over the last 10 
years averages about 1 million a year. 
There is no nation in the world that is 
as generous with its legal immigration 
as the United States of America is, and 
there is no nation in the world that 
we’re more generous to with legal im-
migration than the nation of Mexico. 
Those are simply facts. 

We saw some facts, I think, today 
that showed about 111,000 legal immi-
grants from Mexico on an annual basis. 
And I remember seeing some data that 
showed about 141⁄2 percent of the legal 
immigrants into the United States 
come from Mexico. Those numbers 
would comport pretty closely to each 
other. That’s pretty generous. 

And we saw also, our economy, we’ve 
had an increase in the numbers of un-
employment, up to 470,000 new applica-
tions for unemployment. It was inter-
esting that President Calderon talked 
about their economy creating 400,000 
new jobs in the last quarter in Mexico, 
and here we’re watching 470,000 new ap-
plicants for unemployment in the 
United States of America. And if I go 
back to the workforce in the United 
States 10 years ago, the workforce was 
142 million, and today it’s a little over 
153 million in the workforce. And if you 
would add up the legal immigrants 
that have received green cards and 
processed through this process of, some 
to naturalization, some not to natu-
ralization, about half that come to the 
United States legally actually follow 
through on the citizenship application 
component. But the legal immigration 
over the last 10 years and the jobs that 
have been opened up for people that 
came here that received green cards or 
workers’ visas almost mirrors the size 
of the growth in our workforce. 

And so we have 15.4 million unem-
ployed in America. We have another 5 
to 6 million that are looking for jobs. 
Around 20 million or more in America 
would meet my definition of unemploy-
ment, people that need work and are 
looking for it. We have a workforce 
that could be expanded dramatically if 
we would simply take those of working 
age who are not engaged in the work-
force, that aren’t working for one rea-
son or another. That’s about 80 million. 

So we have 20 million looking for 
work in America, unemployed, and 
those that have given up trying to 
look, and then you add another 60 mil-
lion that are simply not in the work-
force for one reason or another that are 
of working age. That’s 80 million 
Americans we can draw from. And we 
have 8 million illegals in America, at 
least, that are going to work on a reg-
ular basis. 

Now, enforcing immigration law 
would open up 8 million jobs. That 

would be half of the unemployment 
problem, roughly that 15.4 million that 
are technically unemployed. About 
half of those could go to work to fill 
the slots of those that are now being 
occupied by illegals. 

And when people say that there’s 
work that Americans won’t do, there’s 
not a single job they can point to that 
they can’t say an American won’t do. 
And about 3 years ago, I looked into 
that when President Bush was making 
that statement constantly, there’s 
work that Americans won’t do and so 
we have to bring in immigrants, and 
the illegal ones are the ones that first 
come and he wants to legalize them. 

So I asked the question: What is the 
toughest, dirtiest, most dangerous, 
most difficult job there is that any 
American would be asked to do? And 
the answer to that, as I polled the peo-
ple around me, came back, well, root-
ing terrorists out of places like 
Fallujah would be about the toughest 
job there is. 

And so, well, what do you pay the 
lowest ranking marine to go into 
Fallujah and put his life on the line to 
root the terrorist out of there? 

Well, if you paid him a 40-hour week 
instead, and it’s 60 or 70 hours a week 
or more, but a 40-hour week, that 
comes to about $8.09 an hour. So if a 
marine will go in and root terrorists 
out of Fallujah, for his country, grant-
ed, at $8.09 an hour, I don’t think you 
can find a job picking lettuce that an 
American won’t do for the going rate. 

And what’s happened is our economy 
has gotten so distorted, we’ve become 
such a welfare state that, according to 
Robert Rector of the Heritage Founda-
tion, a study that he did a couple of 
years ago, if you would take a typical 
family of four that was headed by a 
high school dropout, without regard to 
their immigration status, legal or ille-
gal, American, natural born, natural-
ized, but a high school dropout heading 
a household, a typical family of four, 
the net draw—well, first I have to say, 
they pay taxes. They pay about an av-
erage of $9,000 in taxes. But they’ll 
draw down an average of $32,000 in ben-
efits, and the net cost to the taxpayer 
is $22,449 a year. That’s $1.5 million 
over the 50-year span of heading that 
household. 

And so now America’s become a wel-
fare state. And the lower skilled peo-
ple, natural born, naturalized, legal or 
illegal, can’t sustain their household in 
this economy because their skill level 
isn’t high enough. And we would argue, 
we need more unskilled people in 
America so we can pay more people not 
to work and subsidize more families be-
cause the pressure on those jobs at the 
lower skills is so high that the highest 
percentages of unemployment in Amer-
ica are exactly in the lowest skilled 
jobs that we have. 

I would say we need a tighter labor 
market so the wages and benefits can 
come up in the lower skilled workers so 
they can sustain themselves. And those 
other folks, the taxpayers don’t have 

to subsidize that household and the 
households of the people that aren’t 
working at all. That’s one of those eco-
nomic equations. 

Mr. FLEMING. Would the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. KING of Iowa. The gentleman 
from Louisiana. 

Mr. FLEMING. I’d just like to expand 
on that point real quickly, and that is 
that we’re moving rapidly in this coun-
try towards paying people not to work. 
So, obviously, that creates that vacu-
um that you’re talking about where 
people from Mexico want to come 
across the border illegally to find jobs. 

But what’s very interesting about 
President Calderon is, as I understand 
it, that the rules for immigration into 
Mexico from its southern border are far 
more onerous than our own laws. In 
fact, ours are much more generous, and 
yet he’s again criticizing us. That real-
ly makes no sense. It doesn’t add up. 
It’s hypocritical, of course. 

So I think you’re absolutely right, 
Mr. KING, because not only should we 
make sure that the opportunities are 
there for our own citizens, but we 
should take away, I think, any incen-
tives for people not to work when, in 
fact, they’re fully able bodied to do so. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Reclaiming my 
time, I’d just make this point, and that 
would be that when we have people 
that are being subsidized, their fami-
lies are being subsidized because they 
can’t make enough wages to sustain 
their household, and, for example, 
working in the packing plant in my 
neighborhood 20 years ago paid about 
the same amount that a teacher makes 
today. It paid about the same amount 
as a teacher 20 years ago, but today a 
teacher makes about twice as much as 
the person that works in the packing 
plant. The person that works in the 
packing plant now has trouble sus-
taining themselves without some kind 
of support. 

There was a day when a young person 
growing up in my neighborhood, if they 
wanted to, they could go get a job in 
the packing plant and they could buy a 
modest house and pay for the home and 
prepare for retirement and send their 
kids off to college. There’d be some 
student loans in that, and significant 
ones, but they could manage their life 
and they could go to work and, with re-
spect in the community, be able to sus-
tain their family. Today, that’s been 
driven out because of an oversupply of 
cheap labor. 

I’d yield to the gentleman from 
Texas. 

Mr. POE of Texas. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. 

A couple of points. One thing that 
President Calderon said today that I 
totally agree with is that the rule of 
law is important. He said he believed in 
the rule of law. So do I. But I think the 
rule of law ought to be enforced not 
only in Mexico, but ought to be en-
forced in the United States. 

And as the gentleman from Iowa has 
mentioned, the United States is the 
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most generous country on Earth when 
it comes to legal immigration. It is a 
policy of this country to allow people 
to come here. And if you travel around 
the world, everybody wants to come to 
the United States, and that’s a good 
thing. And they want to come for a lot 
of reasons. As the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. FLEMING) says, opportunity 
is one of those reasons. But they want 
to come also for other reasons, includ-
ing the word ‘‘liberty’’ that we don’t 
talk about too much. 

But, in any event, we allow people to 
come here the right way. And when 
people come here the right way, they 
appreciate being here, especially those 
who have gone through that long proc-
ess of becoming citizens. They make 
fine American citizens because they 
are Americans after they take that 
oath to uphold the Constitution. 

b 1815 

But the rule of law should also apply 
in the areas where people want to come 
here illegally. People who cross our 
borders illegally disrespect the rule of 
law. They disrespect our rule of law. 
They should come here the right way. 
They should get in line the right way. 
And they should not disrespect not 
only Americans, but those who do it 
the right way. 

You know, one of the things we do in 
our office, as both of you do in your of-
fices, we help people come to the 
United States legally. We probably do 
more case work on immigration issues 
than everything else put together ex-
cept maybe veterans and military 
issues. We help people come here all 
the time. We get those calls, and people 
want to come to the United States to 
visit, to work, to be a tourist, to go to 
school, or to become citizens. And we 
do everything we can to help those peo-
ple come the right way. 

I too, like I think most Members of 
the House, are for legal immigration. 
But people should not sidestep that 
process and ignore the rule of law, as 
President Calderon says he is for the 
rule of law, and come around that proc-
ess and just come in the United States 
any way they can and then take the 
benefits of being in the United States 
without being here legally. 

So I think when it comes to legisla-
tion, we hear about comprehensive im-
migration reform. What that means is, 
really that’s disguise for the word am-
nesty. I think what we ought to start 
doing right now is before we start with 
more legislation, why don’t we just en-
force the laws we already have? We 
have plenty of laws already that talk 
about the rule of law and securing the 
border and making sure people don’t 
come in here. We just don’t enforce 
those laws. I think those laws are not 
enforced for political reasons. That’s 
my opinion. 

But I will yield back to the gen-
tleman from Iowa because I can tell 
you want to say something. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Reclaiming my 
time from the gentleman from Texas, 

actually I was looking to see if I could 
come up with within the text of Presi-
dent Calderon’s speech, it seems to me 
that I heard him say, and it wasn’t 
clear enough in my memory, that our 
immigration laws were broken or need-
ed to be repaired. And I want to find 
the exact text of that. And I will do 
that. 

But I wanted to add to the dialogue 
here on amnesty. Because amnesty has 
been the central word in the immigra-
tion debate from the beginning of im-
migration debate, and we go back to 
1986, when President Reagan signed the 
amnesty bill. And even though I dis-
agreed with that act, it was one of the 
very few times that President Reagan 
let me down, but he was in a position 
where he believed he had to sign the 
bill. And the bargain was if we would 
grant amnesty to a million people that 
were in the United States illegally, 
then they would turn up the enforce-
ment of immigration law, and there 
would never be another amnesty again. 
And that’s been, well, 1986. So 24 years 
ago when he signed that bill he was at 
least straight up and honest about it 
and said it’s amnesty. 

Now, we understood what amnesty 
was in 1986, but I watched them try to 
change the meaning and the definition 
of the word amnesty throughout this 
debate going back to President Bush’s 
immigration speech that he gave in 
about January of 2005. And throughout 
all of that I heard them argue, many 
people from that administration, and 
then the concept was pushed forward 
from the Obama administration that 
it’s not amnesty if you make them pay 
a fine, learn English, and pay back 
taxes. 

Well, what is it that you wouldn’t re-
quire of an American citizen? Learning 
English is something we would require 
of someone that would want to be nat-
uralized. So that’s not an extra burden 
to give somebody a path to citizenship 
to require them to learn English. 
That’s already law. You have to dem-
onstrate proficiency in both the spoken 
and the written English language. So 
paying your back taxes? We wouldn’t 
accept somebody as a naturalized cit-
izen that had back taxes that they 
didn’t pay. That’s an obligation to pay 
your taxes. 

So the only other thing, the thing 
that makes it not amnesty in the 
minds of the people that argue that it’s 
not amnesty to give somebody am-
nesty, is to require them to pay a fine. 
So the fine started out at $500. And I 
pointed out that a coyote’s average 
price is $1,500. Could you at least get it 
up there to where if they can pay a 
coyote $1,500 to bring them into the 
United States, to smuggle them in, 
couldn’t they at least match the pot to 
become a citizen of the United States? 
Well, then they raised the ante to 
$1,500. Now they said it’s not amnesty, 
surely, because now it’s the going rate 
for citizenship. 

You can’t sell citizenship to America. 
You cannot do that. Citizenship is pre-

cious, it’s sacred. It’s something that 
when you go and speak at a naturaliza-
tion service, and I have done that on a 
number of occasions, and I presume my 
colleagues have done that as well, it’s 
a very, very rewarding thing to do. I 
recall one in particular in the Old Ex-
ecutive Office Building right across 
from the White House itself, in the In-
dian Room. This was presided over by 
the Secretary of Citizenship Immigra-
tion Services, USCIS, Emilio Gonzalez 
at the time, who happens to also be an 
immigrant from Cuba. And he under-
stands this in perspective. 

And as he gave the speech to the sev-
eral score that received their natu-
ralization that day. He said, When they 
ask you where are you from, you tell 
them, ‘‘I am from America.’’ From this 
day forward, you tell them, ‘‘I am from 
America.’’ Tell them you are the first 
American. Don’t answer you are from 
anywhere else; you are an American. 
You are the first American, you are the 
first generation of Americans in the 
lineage that will follow from you. And 
when you look out that window and 
you think of the person that lives in 
that House next door, the President of 
the United States—he didn’t say Presi-
dent, but that’s the scenario that we 
were in—to remember, from this day 
forward you are as much an American 
as he is. 

I have never heard it so eloquently 
put how much we embrace the natural-
ized American citizen that comes 
through and follows through the right 
way. And when we embrace American 
citizenship, we also embrace the Dec-
laration, the Constitution, our history, 
the rule of law, the experiences that 
bind us together. And we should under-
stand that words mean things, and you 
can’t redefine them because they are 
inconvenient. And the word amnesty, 
to grant amnesty is to pardon immi-
gration lawbreakers and reward them 
with the objective of their crime. 

Now, if their objective is citizenship 
and you grant them a path to that, and 
they broke the law and you give them 
a path to citizenship, that’s a reward. 
If the objective is they want to work in 
the United States, and you tell them 
you can do so and we are going to leave 
you alone now, then you have rewarded 
them with the objective of their crime. 
If they falsified their identity, stolen 
someone’s identity, and you waive that 
identity theft that steals from someone 
else their security, their credit rating, 
their confidence that they can be se-
cure in their person and you waive that 
because you would give them a path to 
citizenship, that’s amnesty. Time after 
time again rewarding people with the 
objective of their crime. 

They might have come here just to 
deal in drugs. Well, so are we going to 
let them falsify their identification 
documents and become part of the— 
last time it was two-thirds of those 
who came in under the amnesty plan 
falsified their records. There was that 
much corruption. About a million that 
were designed to receive the amnesty, 
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and then the fraud and corruption ex-
panded that to about 3 million all to-
gether in the 1986 amnesty act that re-
warded them for violation of their 
crimes. 

And when I ask the illegal immi-
grants that come into the United 
States, We want to do a background 
check on you, how do we do that? Can 
you get me your birth certificate? We 
want to track and see if you have any 
violations in your old country. And 
their answer would be, well, yeah, I can 
get a birth certificate. Well, then why 
don’t you get me one? Well, first, what 
do you want it to say? What do you 
want this birth certificate to say? Why 
do you ask me such a thing? Well, I 
want to make sure I get you a birth 
certificate that says what you need it 
to say. How old do I need to be? Where 
do I need to be born? Can I have a clean 
record? 

And so you can’t trust the data that 
comes from a country that only half 
the people are born in hospitals, and 
the ones that aren’t don’t have birth 
certificates as a rule. And so there are 
many myopic things going on in this 
country. 

You have people over on this side of 
the aisle that are completely pandering 
for political power. And some will 
argue that Republicans want cheap 
labor and Democrats want all the polit-
ical power that comes with that. I will 
argue there are a lot of Democrats in 
business that think they have a birth-
right to cheap labor. And it isn’t even 
a majority I don’t think any longer of 
Republicans that take that position. 

Sometimes they just simply have to 
compete because the people that they 
are competing against are hiring a lot 
of cheap labor. Then they rationalize 
and they decide I will hire some of this 
cheap labor, too. And pretty soon it be-
comes a virus that just takes over the 
economy, and the rule of law is the vic-
tim. 

But I would like to yield to the gen-
tleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. FLEMING. I thank you for yield-
ing. 

To expand on that point, I have spo-
ken to a number of business owners 
who have said just that. They really do 
not want to hire illegals but feel com-
pelled to because the only way they 
can compete is to do the very same 
thing that their competitors are doing 
as well. So even those who wish not to 
be corrupt and wish not to break the 
laws are forced either out of business 
or forced to violate those laws that we 
should be enforcing in the first place. 

But the other thing, just to touch on 
amnesty again, it seems like we have 
gone through this cycle twice before. 
And the first thing that we do towards 
a solution has been to generate am-
nesty. And where has it gotten us? We 
have more illegals in this country and 
more problems with illegals than we 
have ever had before. So if starting 
with amnesty with or without a fine 
was a solution to the problem, the 
problem would be solved already. So 

obviously amnesty is not the answer. 
So I oppose amnesty. 

I support the enforcement of the laws 
on the book, both Federal and the Ari-
zona State laws, and perhaps other 
States that will take up those laws. 

And the other thing, Mr. Speaker, 
that I support is that English should be 
our national language. It’s really I 
think insulting when you are in your 
own country and you have to sort 
through all sorts of phone messages to 
just get to the right language you 
should be in. If someone is serious 
enough about coming to this country 
and staying or working here, then I 
think they should at least make the ef-
fort to learn our language, at least the 
basics of our language. And rather than 
citizens being forced to in effect learn 
other people’s languages just because 
they are coming here illegally, or in 
some cases legally. 

So those are I think three solid re-
quirements that we should have: That 
we should have English as our official 
national language; that we should not 
grant amnesty under any sort of re-
form bill; and that we enforce the laws 
that exist on the book today. 

With that, I yield back. 
Mr. KING of Iowa. I thank the gen-

tleman from Louisiana as I reclaim. 
I certainly agree. And I would add to 

this that it is one of my very solidly 
held beliefs, and if you look across his-
tory and the forces of culture and civ-
ilization, that the single most powerful 
unifying force for humanity known 
throughout all of history is a common 
language. When you look, the most 
successful institutions over the last 200 
years have been the nation states. And 
the borders of nation states have been 
shaped around the lines where people 
speak a common language. 

Why is France France? Because they 
speak French there. Why is Germany 
the reunified Germany? Because they 
speak German there. In Switzerland 
it’s a little bit different. But that’s a 
lot longer story. And they have actu-
ally not had a lot of agreement there 
for the last 700 years until after World 
War II. But it’s a powerful unifying 
force. 

And if you look back 2,500 years ago 
in China, there was an emperor there. 
He was the first emperor of China. And 
I can never pronounce this in Chinese, 
so somebody out there is going to 
cringe. I can probably spell it, but it’s 
close to Qin Shi Huang, the first em-
peror of China. It was actually about 
245 B.C. when he lived. 

And he looked at that vast area of 
China, and there were 300-some dif-
ferent dialects and languages that were 
spoken. They had all of those separate 
provinces. They were not unified. But 
as he traveled around, he looked and he 
realized these are similar people. They 
look the same. They don’t speak the 
same language. They wear similar 
clothes, they eat similar food, they are 
of a similar ethnic background just by 
looks. And he decided he wanted to 
unify the Chinese people for the next 
10,000 years. 

So he hired some scribes to produce a 
language that could unify them. And 
that’s where all of these 5,000 char-
acters in the commonly used Chinese 
written language that are common to 
all the Chinese, or up to 50,000 different 
varieties of all these 5,000 characters, 
came from. That’s why it’s picture 
writing. The intelligent people that he 
hired were intellectuals. They sat down 
and decided, well, we don’t know how 
to make this make sense unless we 
draw a picture. So they did these pic-
tures. Now we have the Chinese lan-
guage. And the goal to unify the Chi-
nese people for the next 10,000 years 
has been pretty effective. He is a fourth 
of the way along the way. 

He is also the one who standardized 
the width of the axles on the oxcarts so 
they could fit in or out of the ruts. And 
he standardized a number of things. 
The terra-cotta guards are another 
component of that. But it’s a piece of 
wisdom that has been holding together 
for a quarter of a millennia. And it’s a 
piece of wisdom that we can’t seem to 
get figured out here in the United 
States of America. It’s the only coun-
try in the world that doesn’t have an 
official language. That’s my research. 
Some others will disagree with that. 
But that’s, again, a longer story. 

b 1830 

But I would be very happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Texas to add to 
this wisdom, as we have about 12 min-
utes left on the clock. 

Mr. POE of Texas. I agree to the com-
ment that we all should speak the 
same language. Now, being from Iowa, 
you would probably think those of us 
in Texas and Louisiana don’t speak the 
same language you do even though it is 
a version of English, they tell us. 

I’d like to make one more comment 
about how difficult it is to live on the 
border. 

Everybody in this House needs to go 
down to the southern border and just 
travel the border and just observe 
what’s taking place. The border, as a 
local Texas Ranger tells me, he says 
after dark, the border gets western. 
And what he means by that is it gets 
violent on both sides. Good people in 
Mexico and in the United States live in 
fear if they live close to the border, pri-
marily the drug cartels. But it’s also 
the international gangs that operate 
freely back and forth across the border. 

And the brunt of that, of course, oc-
curs in the border counties, all the way 
from Brownville, Texas, to San Diego, 
California. So there are 14 counties in 
Texas that are close to the border or 
border the northern border of Mexico. 
And periodically I will call the Texas 
sheriffs and I ask them this question. 
Pick the same day every month, and I 
call them and say, How many people 
are in your jail today that are foreign 
nationals? Don’t distinguish between 
legal or illegal or where they’re from. 
But how many are foreign nationals? 

So the most recent call that I made— 
called all 14 sheriffs on the same day— 
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and they told me how many people, 
percentage-wise, were in their jail. It 
goes all the way from Terrell County, 
where a hundred percent of the people 
in the jail are foreign nationals. True, 
small county, small jail. But the aver-
age across all of the southern counties 
in Texas on the day certain about 3 
weeks ago, 4 weeks ago, was 37 percent. 
Thirty-seven percent of the people, 
Texas border county jails, are foreign 
nationals. Now, that’s expensive to 
take care of these people. 

Now, these aren’t people charged 
with immigration violations. These are 
people charged with felonies and mis-
demeanors committed in the United 
States. These are poor counties. They 
can’t afford to prosecute these folks. 

And so that is just one of the prob-
lems that occurs in the southern por-
tion of the United States when the 
Federal Government does not enforce 
the rule of law on the border. Secure 
the border so that people come here 
with permission or they don’t come. 
And that includes folks who come over 
here—not all, by any means—but those 
who come over here illegally to com-
mit crimes. 

And because the border is porous, 
many of these people in the county 
jails down there, when they make 
bond, they head back south, commit 
crimes back and forth across the bor-
der on both sides of the border. If they 
commit a crime in Mexico, they hide in 
the United States. If they commit a 
crime in the United States, they run 
back to Mexico. 

So this, I think, is a phenomenal sta-
tistic. Thirty-seven percent of the peo-
ple, border county jails, on this one 
day were foreign nationals. 

So I think the obligation of the Fed-
eral Government is to quit talking 
about this, get rid of the politics, and 
do what governments are supposed to 
do: protect the people, especially the 
people of the United States, not just 
the ones on the border but all of the 
people in the United States from those 
who wish to come over here illegally, 
primarily the criminal gangs and drug 
cartels. 

With that, I’ll yield back to the gen-
tleman from Iowa. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. I thank the judge 
from Texas as I reclaim. 

I came across the language that I 
said I would look for in President 
Calderon’s speech where he said, I fully 
respect the right of any country to 
enact and enforce its own laws, but 
what we need today is to fix a broken 
system. 

I would argue that, yes, there’s a lot 
of burden on the system, but I am not 
seeing the Department of Justice come 
to us and ask for more money for 
judges, more money for prosecutors. 
We also heard in our dialogue today 
that they are bringing charges and 
prosecuting if someone has 500 or more 
pounds of marijuana they are smug-
gling into the United States. 

I have personally pulled out of the 
false bed of a pickup about 240 pounds 

of marijuana. That wasn’t enough to 
get him prosecuted when the threshold 
was 250. 

It’s astonishing for me to think how 
much is 500 pounds of marijuana and 
how you might let somebody go and 
not prosecute. No wonder there’s not a 
restraint there if we’re not willing to 
put these resources in. 

And I’m not getting a number when I 
ask how much money are we spending 
on the southern border to defend that 
border. I want to know how much a 
mile. I can’t get that answer back from 
Janet Napolitano because the budget is 
broken up in different categories and 
they mix and match and slide it 
around. 

We put this together and we’ve just 
tracked now the increases. But about 3 
years ago, the numbers turned out to 
be $8 billion on our southern border. 
Now it’s increased by an additional 50 
percent. So one has to presume that 8 
and 4 is 12—$12 billion on our southern 
border. Instead of it being $4 million a 
mile, now it’s $6 million a mile. $12 bil-
lion. 

With all of that money that’s being 
spent with boots on the ground, and 
we’re doing a catch-and-return and 
we’re not able to prosecute in some of 
these sectors of the border unless they 
have 500 or more pounds of marijuana 
with them, how can we expect that 
that is a deterrent or that it is effec-
tive? I don’t know that the system is 
broken, but neither can I see that we’re 
using the laws that we have and enforc-
ing them to their fullest effect. And 
neither can I see that there’s a mission 
understanding on the border that is ar-
ticulated from the White House on 
down to the Border Patrol agents who 
punch the clock, go in and do their job. 
And some of them do a great job. But 
it’s a difficult thing to do if there’s not 
an overall mission understanding. 

We’ve got about 5 minutes, and I’d 
yield to the gentleman from Louisiana. 

Mr. FLEMING. I thank the gen-
tleman. I won’t need much time to 
close out my remarks, and that is that, 
again, the Federal Government has 
failed to do its job. It’s failed to pro-
tect its citizens, it’s failed to protect 
its borders, it’s failed to protect its 
sovereignty. And we have a State, the 
State of Arizona, which has stepped up, 
very carefully crafted a law that mir-
rors that of the Federal Government 
that’s not being enforced. They’ve 
stepped up to the plate and said this is 
costing us in terms of human lives, 
really. And in terms of other costs, fi-
nancial and otherwise, we’re better off 
to step forward and do something 
about this even though the Federal 
Government refuses to send troops or 
whatever protection we need to have. 

So I think that that is the beauty of 
this Republic, and that is that each 
State has its own government and be-
comes a test tube for the entire Nation. 
It’s going to be very interesting going 
forward to see what the results of this 
in Arizona are, and I think the results 
are going to be very good. And I think 

very soon we’re going to see other 
States replicating this, and it will 
force the hand of the Federal Govern-
ment to finally step up and do the 
right thing. 

And with that, I yield back 
Mr. KING of Iowa. I briefly reclaim 

and make the point also that the ACLU 
and a number of other left-wing organi-
zations have filed a lawsuit against Ar-
izona’s immigration law, and they in-
tend to press that in the courts. So if 
they’re worried about discrimination 
taking place, I don’t know why they’re 
out there beating the drum. 

We’ve got other organizations out 
there that have announced, as of today, 
that they’re going to continue and ac-
celerate civil disobedience against Ari-
zona’s immigration law. 

And on top of that you have some of 
the cities in the country that are boy-
cotting Arizona. You saw the basket-
ball players that weren’t able to go 
down to Arizona even though they’d 
earned their place in the tournament 
because apparently the school adminis-
tration wants to make a political 
statement. 

All of these huge mistakes that are 
made to pit Americans against Ameri-
cans. And we should stand together and 
stand behind and stand with the rule of 
law, which is represented so well by the 
judge of Texas, who I’d offer a final 
word to. 

Mr. POE of Texas. Thank you, gen-
tlemen, for yielding briefly. 

I want to comment about our border 
protectors. 

The Border Patrol, the sheriffs all 
along the border do everything they 
can to secure the sovereignty to pro-
tect us from those who come into the 
United States illegally. The Border Pa-
trol has asked, and we have asked—my-
self and others—have asked the Presi-
dent to grant the request of the Texas 
Governor to send the National Guard 
to the border. We need more boots on 
the ground. The National Guard can do 
that. The President has not answered 
that request, a yes or no or we’re look-
ing at your letter. 

So I would hope that the National 
Guard could work together with the 
Border Patrol, the sheriffs, secure the 
border. Let’s mean it when we say we 
want border security and protect the 
people of the United States. 

I’ll yield back the remaining time to 
the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Reclaiming and 
thanking the gentlemen from Texas 
and Louisiana for being here tonight to 
add so much to this dialogue that we 
had. 

We’re a Nation. We can’t call our-
selves a Nation if we can’t define our-
selves by borders; and the border must 
be defended, and we must protect it, 
and we must control who goes in and 
who goes out. 

The Constitution has a couple of 
places where it addresses immigration. 
I’d point that out if the Attorney Gen-
eral were still sitting in this seat here 
that we’re required, the Federal Gov-
ernment, is required to protect us from 
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invasion. That’s one of the compo-
nents. And then in article 1, section 8, 
it says that Congress should establish a 
uniform naturalization law. Well, we 
have done that for a uniform natu-
ralization. That means whatever na-
tion you come from, you go through 
the same tests and meet the same 
standards and there won’t be different 
criteria from one State to another, so 
that people can become Americans 
under a standardized formula. 

But it doesn’t say anywhere in the 
Constitution that the States cannot 
support Federal immigration law. 

And I add that there was a lot of mis-
information that was presented around 
this country, and it continues to be 
presented around this country that ar-
gues that local law enforcement 
doesn’t have authority enough to en-
force immigration law. And it’s never 
been true in this country. It’s been 
something that’s a fabrication, but it’s 
never been true. The case of U.S. v. 
Santana Garcia, 2001 establishes the 
implicit authority of local government 
to enforce Federal immigration law. 

I appreciate the attendance and the 
dialogue and the contribution of my 
friends from Louisiana and Texas and 
the job they do in this Congress. 

I appreciate your attention, Mr. 
Speaker, and I yield back. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas (at the re-
quest of Mr. HOYER) for today and the 
balance of the week on account of be-
reavement leave. 

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. AL GREEN of Texas) to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material:) 

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas, for 5 min-
utes, today. 

Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. SCHIFF, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GRAYSON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. CUMMINGS, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. POE of Texas) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:) 

Mr. MCCLINTOCK, for 5 minutes, 
today. 

Mr. POE of Texas, for 5 minutes, May 
27. 

Mr. JONES, for 5 minutes, May 27. 
f 

SENATE BILL REFERRED 
A bill of the Senate of the following 

title was taken from the Speaker’s 
table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows: 

S. 920. An act to amend section 11317 of 
title 40, United States Code, to improve the 
transparency of the status of information 
technology investments, to require greater 
accountability for cost overruns on Federal 
information technology investment projects, 
to improve the processes agencies implement 
to manage information technology invest-
ments, to reward excellence in information 
technology acquisition, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform in addition to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 

each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 

move that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord-

ingly (at 6 o’clock and 40 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Friday, May 21, 2010, at 9 a.m. 

f 

OATH OF OFFICE MEMBERS, RESI-
DENT COMMISSIONER, AND DEL-
EGATES 
The oath of office required by the 

sixth article of the Constitution of the 
United States, and as provided by sec-
tion of the act of May 13, 1884 (23 Stat. 
22), to be administered to Members, 
Resident Commissioner, and Delegates 
of the House of Representatives, the 
text of which is carried in 5 U.S.C. 3331: 

‘‘I, AB, do solemnly swear (or af-
firm) that I will support and defend 
the Constitution of the United 
States against all enemies, foreign 
and domestic; that I will bear true 
faith and allegiance to the same; 
that I take this obligation freely, 
without any mental reservation or 
purpose of evasion; and that I will 
well and faithfully discharge the 
duties of the office on which I am 
about to enter. So help me God.’’ 

has been subscribed to in person and 
filed in duplicate with the Clerk of the 
House of Representatives by the fol-
lowing Member of the 111th Congress, 
pursuant to the provisions of 2 U.S.C. 
25: 

MARK S. CRITZ, Pennsylvania, 
Twelfth. 

h 
EXPENDITURE REPORTS CONCERNING OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL 

Reports concerning the foreign currencies and U.S. dollars utilized for Speaker-Authorized Official Travel during the 
first quarter of 2010 pursuant to Public Law 95–384 are as follows: 

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, COMMITTEE ON RULES, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND MAR. 31, 2010 

Name of Member or employee 

Date 

Country 

Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total 

Arrival Departure Foreign 
currency 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 

or U.S. 
currency 2 

Foreign 
currency 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 

or U.S. 
currency 2 

Foreign 
currency 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 

or U.S. 
currency 2 

Foreign 
currency 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 

or U.S. 
currency 2 

Lale Mamaux ........................................................... 1 /04 1 /06 Turkey ................................................... .................... 344.00 .................... 7,220.40 .................... .................... .................... 7,564.40 
1 /06 1 /08 Syria ...................................................... .................... 308.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 308.00 
1 /08 1 /11 Egypt ..................................................... .................... 419.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 419.00 
1 /11 1 /12 Jordan ................................................... .................... 542.82 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 542.82 
1 /12 1 /14 Israel ..................................................... .................... 364.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 364.00 
1 /14 1 /18 Ukraine ................................................. .................... 1,664.00 .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... 1,664.00 

Hon. Lincoln Diaz-Balart ......................................... 3 /11 3 /14 Lithuania .............................................. .................... 577.91 .................... 6,230.27 .................... 729.55 .................... 7,537.73 
Muftiah McCartin .................................................... 1 /14 1 /18 Ukraine ................................................. .................... 646.00 .................... .................... .................... 960.00 .................... 1,606.00 
Brad Smith .............................................................. 1 /22 1 /28 Republic of Georgia .............................. .................... 1,940.00 .................... 10,794.00 .................... 1,223.00 .................... 13,957.00 

Committee totals ....................................... ............. ................. ............................................................... .................... 6,805.73 .................... 24,244.67 .................... 2,912.55 .................... 33,962.95 

1 Per diem constitutes lodging and meals. 
2 If foreign currency is used, enter U.S. dollar equivalent; if U.S. currency is used, enter amount expended. 

HON. LOUISE McINTOSH SLAUGHTER, Chairman, May 5, 2010. 

REPORT OF EXPENDITURES FOR OFFICIAL FOREIGN TRAVEL, SELECT COMMITTEE ON ENERGY INDEPENDENCE AND GLOBAL WARMING, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, EXPENDED 
BETWEEN JAN. 1 AND MAR. 31, 2010 

Name of Member or employee 

Date 

Country 

Per diem 1 Transportation Other purposes Total 

Arrival Departure Foreign 
currency 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 

or U.S. 
currency 2 

Foreign 
currency 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 

or U.S. 
currency 2 

Foreign 
currency 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 

or U.S. 
currency 2 

Foreign 
currency 

U.S. dollar 
equivalent 

or U.S. 
currency 2 

Hon. Edward J. Markey ............................................ 1 /28 1 /31 Switzerland ........................................... .................... 1,700.28 .................... 1,115.50 .................... .................... .................... 1,815.78 
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