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I just can’t imagine your discussion, 

G.T., with the family that bought their 
own business three times. You can see 
why people get a little hot under the 
collar. 

And then what are we using the 
money for? That’s another big ques-
tion. To bail out the California teach-
ers’ pension when they can’t manage 
their pension? That makes me mad. In 
the State of Missouri, we’ve got teach-
ers too. They’ve got a pension, and 
they’re expected to manage the pension 
properly. If they don’t, it goes bank-
rupt and they don’t get their pension 
money. So why are we bailing out the 
teachers of some State that can’t man-
age their own pension? I don’t under-
stand that. That’s why I don’t like that 
great big old bailout. It was a scam, 
and it didn’t work and a whole lot of 
people are hurting. 

b 2240 
I was asked by a very liberal talk 

show host, What are you going to say 
to somebody that lost their job? I told 
them, I can’t say anything. These are 
the policies that this liberal Congress 
allowed to happen, and this isn’t what 
we need to be doing. We need to be get-
ting back on to some good solid eco-
nomic footing. 

I think we’ve probably got about 3 or 
4 minutes, but I would be happy to 
yield to my good friend from Pennsyl-
vania. Congressman THOMPSON, if you 
would like to add a couple of finishing 
comments. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
Sure. Just real briefly, you had a chart 
there that showed a lot of different 
spending schemes, health care, IMF 
bailout, the bank bailout, the omnibus. 
We’re talking billions of dollars are 
being spent and all in the name of sup-
posedly good causes. I question many 
of those as being very ineffective. 

Mr. AKIN. You’ve got your Wall 
Street bailout here, economic stim-
ulus. Boy, that was a doozy. Here’s 
that socialized medicine at $1 trillion. 
That’s the Optimist Society’s version. 
They are not going to get by with $1 
trillion on that. And the IMF bailout. 
Yeah, there are some winners there. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. I 
think the absolute best economic stim-
ulus that we could have is extending 
these tax cuts. I think that what hap-
pens as a result of that is it provides 
some certainty back into businesses, 
especially those 2.1 million small busi-
nesses that create 60, 70 percent of our 
jobs that you referenced, Mr. AKIN. And 
I think if we create that certainty, 
we’re going to see a lot of business 
plans take off. And what we’re going to 
see is unemployment will go down be-
cause jobs will be created, and people 
will have more prosperity, and that 
will solve a lot of problems that we’re 
experiencing currently. 

Mr. AKIN. Yes. We’re saying, Jobs 
and a paycheck beat bureaucrats and 
food stamps. 

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. If the gen-
tleman from Missouri would yield, and 
I thank him very much. 

I am going to ask him to give me per-
mission to speak and to shift gears just 
a little bit. I know we’re talking about 
the economy, and that’s the main point 
of the Special Order hour this evening. 
But we had another vote this afternoon 
that was pretty important as well, 
barely passed on the House floor maybe 
an hour or so ago, the so-called 
DREAM Act. 

Mr. AKIN. The nightmare act. 
Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. The 

DREAM Act which people in the 11th 
district of Georgia, northwest Georgia 
think is a nightmare. It may be a 
dream if these students want to go 
back to their own country and attend 
one of their great universities. But bot-
tom line is, Mr. Speaker, I wanted to 
say, and I will put in the RECORD, that 
I came to the floor and, with my elec-
tronic vote card, voted a resounding 
‘‘no.’’ I had to step out quickly, only to 
come back in and find out that it 
wasn’t recorded. That was very dis-
appointing to me because I think that 
vote was to allow about 2.5 million peo-
ple in this country illegally to ulti-
mately be granted amnesty, and I 
think it was a very boneheaded wrong 
vote. 

And with that, I will yield back to 
my gentleman friend from Missouri. 

Mr. AKIN. Well, you brought up a 
tender topic here basically. And I ap-
preciate you gentlemen joining us. I 
appreciate your commitment to the 
American Dream. And God bless you 
and the American public. 

f 

IT’S NOT A ZERO-SUM GAME 

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. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the privilege to address you 
here on the floor of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the opportunity to ex-
press some things that are on my mind, 
perhaps while others are sleeping and 
perhaps while others are having trou-
ble sleeping, for they see what happens 
around this Congress. 

I am very, very grateful to the C– 
SPAN cameras and the transparency 
that exists here in the House. And I 
think back those years now, maybe as 
far back as almost 20 years ago, maybe 
even more, when I sat in my living 
room, and I watched what was going on 
in this room. And I listened to the 
speeches, and I analyzed the presen-
tations that came from the various 
Members of Congress on either side of 
the aisle. 

As I sat back, as an American who 
was busy building a business and cre-
ating jobs and meeting payroll for 1,440 
consecutive weeks, trying to build cap-
ital where there was none that existed 
and shape that together so that we 
could take care of the longevity of my 
family and that of the families of the 
people that I had hired that worked for 
me and did so well to help build the 
business with us all together, while all 

that was going on, I was watching what 
was going on in Washington, DC, in Des 
Moines, Iowa. And I saw and heard the 
voices of the people that came forward 
to tell America there was something 
wrong in this Congress. And as I lis-
tened to them, they inspired me. They 
inspired me to get more involved in 
public life, to get engaged in politics, 
that there were a lot of decisions that 
were being made in this city and in the 
capital cities in the States across the 
land that were affecting the very lives 
of the American people down into their 
families. And a lot of folks didn’t know 
it. They weren’t paying attention. 

So I started to pay attention. And 
from those years forward, I saw what 
was going on. The irresponsible spend-
ing that was taking place and the dys-
functional Congress that had rolled 
itself up into a point where it no longer 
represented the American people, but 
it seemed to exist for its own purposes 
and not for the purposes of serving the 
American people. And as this unfolded, 
personalities that were here on the 
floor—Newt Gingrich and Dick Armey 
and a number of others that stand out 
in my mind and cause me to think that 
I might be able to make a contribution 
at some level, whether that be the 
State level or the Federal level—but 
they convinced me that there was a 
broad philosophical disagreement in 
America. And on the one side of the 
aisle, you have people that believe in 
growing government, that government 
is the solution and that higher taxes 
are necessary in order to fund this 
growing government. And if there’s a 
problem that exists out there, even if 
it’s for a single individual, there is 
somebody over on this side of the aisle 
that will try to pass a law to fix that 
problem for a single individual, and 
government grows. And they won’t 
look at empirical data, by the way. 

I offer study after study, and they 
turn a blind eye to those studies. They 
simply want to try to reach out and 
touch people’s heartstrings and tell the 
anecdote, the single anecdote. And 
with 300 million people, we always have 
someone who got the short end of the 
stick. That’s this side of the aisle. The 
case of the people with the ‘‘poor 
me’s,’’ the ones that think that these 
greedy capitalists are victimizing the 
poor proletariat, and that it’s a zero- 
sum game, and the glass is half empty, 
and it would have been maybe three- 
quarters or maybe, let me say, it would 
have been not as empty as half empty 
if these people that went out and got 
out of bed and went to work every day 
and produced something hadn’t been 
taking from that glass. It might have 
been full from them, they wouldn’t 
have had to do anything. 

But truthfully, Mr. Speaker, it’s not 
a zero-sum game. And anybody that 
thinks their glass is half empty, their 
resolution of that is to go to govern-
ment and ask government to tax the 
person whose glass has got the same 
level in it. But theirs, over here on this 
side, this is the half full side of the 
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aisle. These are the people that believe 
and understand that it’s not a zero-sum 
game, that this is a growing economy, 
that we don’t have all of this capital 
that we have in the United States of 
America because it was a zero-sum 
game. We built things. We produced 
goods and services that had a market-
able value to each other, yes, and to 
the rest of the world, certainly. We ex-
ported a lot of that, and America be-
came more wealthy, and we developed 
our skills. 

This idea of a zero-sum game that’s 
over here on the Democrat side of the 
aisle, Mr. Speaker, is a self-defeating 
philosophy from which you could never 
build a great Nation. It’s already a self- 
defeating philosophy. If you get up 
every day and you think you have a 
bad case of the ‘‘poor me’s,’’ and some-
body is out there working industri-
ously and taking from this pool that 
you have some right to for not earning 
it—if you have that attitude, you’re 
not going to be contributing to the 
whole. And our job—and it should be 
our job on both sides of the aisle—is to 
increase the average annual produc-
tivity of all of our people. 

Now, it doesn’t mean that we won’t 
have some people who aren’t producing 
at all. Some can’t, and we need to take 
care of them. Some won’t, and they 
need to take care of themselves. And 
some aren’t doing enough, and they 
need to do more. But if we increase our 
overall productivity, that increases our 
average annual productivity, that in-
creases our gross domestic product, 
that strengthens us economically. It 
puts us in a position where we’re no 
longer borrowing 41 cents out of every 
dollar we spend from somebody—often 
the Chinese. It puts us in a position 
where we can balance a budget. And, by 
the way, the people that are out there 
working and producing every day, 
every working day, at least—and hope-
fully taking Sunday off to worship— 
those folks aren’t putting pressure on 
government for services. 

b 2250 
They just say, Take the taxes you 

have to take from me and don’t take 
any more than you have to take, and 
leave me otherwise alone. I will take 
care of myself and my family. That’s 
the American spirit. That’s the Amer-
ican way. It’s part of the American 
Dream. 

And so as I use that word, Mr. Speak-
er, ‘‘dream,’’ the American Dream, we 
saw a bill come across this floor today, 
turned through this system with light-
ning speed. Who says the House of Rep-
resentatives can’t move quickly if the 
Speaker of the House determines it 
shall move quickly? Let’s take the 
word ‘‘American’’ off of it and call it 
the DREAM Act. They can’t call it the 
American DREAM Act, because that 
would be a high level of hypocrisy. 
They just called it the DREAM Act, 
which we described as the nightmare 
act. 

This is an act that’s been churning 
through the publics here for a good 

number of years. And what it is, it’s de-
signed to give a path to citizenship to 
young people that came into this coun-
try before their 16th birthday, who 
have resided in the United States for 
perhaps as long as 5 years, who are 
willing to enter into an institution of 
higher learning or sign up for the mili-
tary, and it would give them a path to 
citizenship, give them a green card 
right away. It would triple the number 
of green cards in America right away. 

And these young people, they were 
young maybe when they came here, but 
still it’s an amnesty bill. And amnesty, 
to grant amnesty is to pardon immi-
gration lawbreakers and reward them 
with the objective of their crime. Now, 
somebody comes into the United States 
illegally on the day before their 16th 
birthday, this DREAM Act gives them 
amnesty. 

We have lots of people that sneak 
across the border that aren’t 16 years 
old. Some of the accomplished coyotes 
are under 16 years old. Some of the ac-
complished drug smugglers are under 
16 years old. You have got a murderer 
down in Mexico that was reported in 
the news who is—I will call him a se-
rial contract killer that’s just been ar-
rested that apparently—I mean, it’s al-
leged, and he is not yet convicted, that 
multiple times he has executed people 
in the drug wars, and he is 14 years old. 

So this DREAM Act would give ev-
erybody that came into the United 
States illegally, whether it was on the 
first day of their life, perhaps they 
were born across the border and they 
came into the United States on the 
first day of their life and were nurtured 
here and went to school here, gives 
them—the result is an in-State tuition 
discount to go to college or perhaps go 
off to the military in the United States 
on a path to citizenship and the ability 
to bring all their families in on the 
family reunification plan. All of that 
offered to somebody that maybe was 
brought into the United States on the 
first day of their life. 

But it also is the same reward for 
somebody who came into the United 
States on their own illegally, as well, 
on the day before they were 16 years 
old. And that’s good up until such time 
as they are 30. 

So let’s see. We can do the math on 
this. Fourteen years, and if this bill be-
comes law tomorrow, and it’s possible, 
because it passed the House in light-
ning time. The Senate may or may not 
take it up. There is a cloture vote ap-
parently that’s scheduled. I don’t think 
they have the votes. They should not 
have the votes. 

But in any case, if someone comes 
into the United States the day before 
their 16th birthday and this bill be-
comes law the day of their 30th birth-
day, they would be covered under the 
DREAM Act. They would be able to 
apply for an application—that’s pre-
sumed that they would have entered 
into an institution of higher learning. 
So you don’t have to be going into a 4- 
year college to go off and become a 

brain surgeon. You could simply be en-
tering into a tech school to become a 
plumber or an electrician or a barber 
or a beautician or whatever it might be 
that would be a 12-month study or 
more. Enter into it. 

You don’t have to get a degree. You 
have to have a high school degree, 
which can be gotten. A GED can be 
picked up, and then you could have 
never gone to school. You could pick 
up your GED and then apply to go off 
to beautician school. Those things are 
all that’s required, and you would get 
approval for your permit that would 
give you immediately a green card, ac-
cess to the welfare system, and the 
ability down the line in a little ways to 
bring in, through family reunification, 
all your family members. They could 
number in the scores, of your family 
members, all come in. This reward for 
somebody that next week might turn 
30. 

And the chairman of the Judiciary 
Committee tells me never fear, because 
they have good background checks and 
they have good, solid biometrics that 
they are using—checking out his word 
here—biometric information that’s 
there with a good background check 
with the FBI doing this good back-
ground check, Mr. Speaker. 

Well, I will tell you that it doesn’t do 
lot of good to ask the FBI to do a back-
ground check on somebody that came 
into this country before or after their 
16th birthday that doesn’t have a legal 
existence in their home country. If 
they were not born in a hospital in 
Mexico, for example, it’s almost all the 
time there is no birth certificate. And 
about half of the time they are not 
born in hospitals. 

So with no birth certificate, there is 
often not a record of their existence. 
And they could be anybody saying they 
were anybody coming here, declaring 
that they came here at any time with-
out a record to back it up. All the way 
to 30. And they will say, well, I came 
into the United States. My parents 
brought me in against my will the day 
before my 16th birthday, and next week 
I am going to be 30. I am qualified. I 
am signing up. And they will give them 
protection under the DREAM Act. 

That’s what they have passed off the 
floor of the House of Representatives 
tonight. It is a reward for lawbreaking. 
And it isn’t for kids alone. These are 
old kids, a lot of them. Old kids that 
are in their twenties, kids that are in 
their thirties, kids that will perhaps be 
as near as—very close to or even pos-
sibly in their forties by the time that 
they would receive the citizenship 
that’s promised to them under this 
DREAM Act. 

Would we do something like that? 
Mr. Speaker, Thomas Jefferson once 
said that large initiatives should not 
be advanced on slender majorities. 
Well, this was a slender majority here 
tonight. It came very close. The vote 
was tied up on the rule, within one 
vote for a long time. There were 37 
Democrats voted ‘‘no’’ on the rule. 
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Thirty-eight Democrats voted ‘‘no’’ on 
the bill, almost all of them Blue Dogs. 

A lot of the Blue Dogs have been de-
feated in the election last November 2, 
and they are here for this week and 
next week. And for most of them, and 
possibly all of them, it will be the last 
time they serve in the United States 
Congress. And most of them are pretty 
good people, and they were pushed into 
this hardcore leftist agenda by Speaker 
PELOSI. They had that San Francisco 
agenda shoved at them over and over 
again—to use the Speaker’s expression, 
I believe it was—made them walk the 
plank. 

Well, the Speaker tried to get the 
Blue Dogs to walk the plank one more 
time tonight on this DREAM Act, this 
not aptly named, the wrongly named 
nightmare named the DREAM Act. It’s 
a nightmare act. Tried to get the Blue 
Dogs to walk the plank, and they said 
‘‘no.’’ They said ‘‘no’’ in numbers of 37 
on the rule, 38 on the bill, because they 
are not going to go out of this town 
having handed the Speaker another 
victory that goes contrary to the best 
wishes of America and contrary to the 
American Dream. 

Now, I believe in an immigration pol-
icy that’s designed to enhance the eco-
nomic, social, and cultural well-being 
of the United States of America. I be-
lieved that for a long time. And I think 
that American leadership has believed 
that, perhaps not articulated that the 
same way, but believed that for a long 
time. 

And I reflect upon my grandmother 
coming over here through Ellis Island. 
And as I went through that tour at 
Ellis Island, it would be about 4 years 
ago—not quite—31⁄2, I learned a good 
number of things. They gave everybody 
a very quick once-through physical. 
They watched them walk. They 
watched how they moved. If anybody 
was obviously pregnant, they put them 
back on the boat. If there were people 
that weren’t good physical specimens, 
they went back on the boat. If they had 
signs of disease, back on the boat. If 
they had signs of not being mentally 
stable, back on the boat. 

They screened them before they got 
on the boat in Europe and looked them 
over and gave them all those same kind 
of tests before they even let them 
board, because the United States of 
America, even at the height of our im-
migration heyday, at the peak of Ellis 
Island—in fact, the peak of Ellis Island 
was April 15, 1905—excuse me. I have 
got to get this year right. Think about 
it. April 15, 1907, when they had the 
largest processing of legal immigrants 
in the history of the country poured 
through Ellis Island on that day. April 
15, 1907, 11,557 were brought through 
into the United States across the floors 
on the Great Hall. 

b 2300 

On average, you could do the math, 
cut it down 2 percent, went back on the 
boat and went back to Europe, wher-
ever they came from, because, they 

didn’t meet the standards. Even though 
they had been screened before they got 
on the ship, they were screened before 
they could get off Ellis Island. And I 
don’t know how many were screened 
out before they boarded, but I do know 
that 2 percent got sent back. 

Why do we do that? Because we had 
it in the immigration system that was 
designed for America. It was designed 
to improve the economic, social and 
cultural well-being of the United 
States of America. Because we believed 
in something then that the folks on 
this side of the aisle believe today. 

We believe, and I believe, in Amer-
ican exceptionalism. We are an ex-
traordinary country, Mr. Speaker. We 
are extraordinary for a lot of reasons. 

There are a series of pillars of Amer-
ican exceptionalism, beautiful marble 
pillars, stable, solid pillars that have 
been carefully cut and hewn and pol-
ished and our Founding Fathers under-
stood that and they set them in place. 
And I think God moved the Founding 
Fathers around like men upon a chess 
board to shape this Nation. 

When I look out across the world, 
and I think down through the heritage 
of nation after nation, and I look for a 
country that has a history that’s even 
similar to the history of the United 
States—and I don’t mean that as far as 
the chronology of the events that took 
place, the wars, the depressions, those 
things that happen—the foundation of 
our country. The foundation of the 
United States of America is absolutely 
and completely and utterly unique to 
any of that in the world. 

If you look over the last 250 years or 
so, the most successful institution in 
the world, part of it, has really been 
our religious institutions. But argu-
ably the most successful institution 
has been the nation state, nation 
states that emerged out of city states 
when they were merged together. 

What did they come from? Peoples 
that had a common language banded 
together from city states into nation 
states and that’s what brought about 
all of the myriad of nation states in 
Western Europe, for example. That’s 
what has set up the boundaries of our 
nations across the globe. 

If you speak Russian, you lived in 
Russia. If you speak German, you lived 
in Germany. It’s not true, Mr. Presi-
dent, if you speak Austrian, you don’t 
actually have—no one speaks Austrian. 
But if you speak German in Austria, 
chances are you are home. And Czech 
in Czechoslovakia and the list goes on. 
French in France, Spanish in Spain— 
it’s not too implicated when you think 
about it. 

But why do we have the nation 
states? Because people with a common 
interest, commonalities, banded to-
gether, protected their interests, de-
fended their boundaries and their bor-
ders and made sure they took care of 
each other and they built their nation 
states. 

England, you speak English. United 
Kingdom, they spread their language 

throughout the United Kingdom all the 
way into Asia and out into the Pacific 
and over to the Americas. They be-
lieved in their culture and they did glo-
rious things for the world. Wherever 
the English language went, freedom ac-
companied the language. 

But still no nation has been founded 
upon these principles of liberty and 
freedom like the United States of 
America. And you could say that we 
had a continent that needed to be set-
tled, and you could argue that it was 
the quirk of history that brought this 
about, but, Mr. Speaker, it’s far more 
unique than that. 

If we look around and we could think 
South America was a continent to be 
settled, so was Central America. And 
what’s the difference between the 
United States and Canada? I could give 
you a few, they are pretty close to us. 

And then we could roll our vision 
down to Australia and see a continent 
there that’s about the size of the 
United States that had to be settled, 
settled with a Western European influ-
ence. Still, they don’t have the rights, 
they don’t have the liberty that Ameri-
cans have. The dynamics of their coun-
try, however good they are, they have 
been very good to us as allies, don’t 
match that of the United States. 

The things that bless this country 
are completely unique. We are founded 
on a core of our Judeo-Christian prin-
ciples. The settlers that came here 
came here for freedom of speech and re-
ligion, freedom to worship as they saw 
fit. They wanted to get away from King 
George, and they wanted to come to a 
place where they could be free to wor-
ship God in their way. 

It’s true that Old English common 
law and these concepts of Western Civ-
ilization and the English-speaking 
component of the age of enlightenment 
were established there in old England. 
And that old English common law ar-
rived here in the New World. 

In fact, there is a plaque down here 
at Jamestown, Virginia, I think I will 
get the year right, and may well have 
been 1607, or really close to that—that 
old English common law arrived in the 
New World, Jamestown, Virginia just 
down the coastline here a ways. All 
those things, gifted to this Nation, 
blessed this Nation, made us unique, is 
American exceptionalism. 

And the rights that emerged in the 
Bill of Rights, freedom of speech, reli-
gion, the press, freedom to peaceably 
assemble and petition the government 
for redress of grievances, the right to 
keep and bear arms shall not be in-
fringed, the Fifth Amendment property 
rights, the right to be protected from 
double jeopardy, the concept of fed-
eralism that pushes those rights, rights 
of government that are granted to gov-
ernment by the people and rights that 
come from God. Now those are new 
concepts. Those concepts still don’t 
exist in the world in the way they do 
here in the United States. 

So when we get into these debates 
where people want to undermine the 
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rule of law and tell me that their 
version of compassion is worth risking 
these beautiful marble pillars of Amer-
ican exceptionalism, that we ought to 
have enough compassion that we could 
just, for the moment, set aside these 
values that made this a great Nation. 
How can people think like that? 

The thing that we should protect the 
most is our core faith and these beau-
tiful, marble pillars of American 
exceptionalism. We must protect them. 
That’s our oath. We take an oath to up-
hold the Constitution of the United 
States. That’s our commitment. 

You can’t take an oath to a Constitu-
tion that’s living and breathing. You 
can’t take an oath to what some activ-
ist judge might decide it’s going to be 
in a year or two or five or ten. The 
very last nine people on the planet that 
should be amending the United States 
Constitution are those nine Supreme 
Court justices. But occasionally they, 
in effect, do amend the Constitution. 
And I don’t believe there should be 
anybody sitting on the bench that 
doesn’t adhere to the deepest convic-
tion that the Constitution means what 
it says and it means what it was under-
stood to mean at the time of its ratifi-
cation or the ratification of the suc-
ceeding amendments. 

That’s what the Constitution is. It’s 
a contract. It is a guarantee. And our 
Founding Fathers made it very clear, 
our rights come from God. We hold 
these truths to be self-evident. 

Our rights come from God, and the 
rights come to the people and the peo-
ple grant the right to govern to their 
elected representatives and the Con-
stitution guarantees us not a demo-
cratic form of government, not a de-
mocracy, as some would say. The 
United States Constitution guarantees 
us a Republican form of government, 
and I mean that as a representative 
form of government that’s not designed 
to put our finger into the wind. It’s de-
signed to elect representatives who owe 
their constituents and everybody in 
this Nation their best effort and their 
best judgment, and we have to keep 
that oath to uphold the Constitution. 

These are just some of the 
foundational principles of this great 
Nation, and its concepts of American 
exceptionalism, which is at risk be-
cause of what we saw happen here to-
night, the people that would undermine 
the rule of law and reward people for 
breaking it and give them a free col-
lege education at the expense of people 
who are having to pay for it and don’t 
have the access to that benefit are un-
dermining the rule of law. They are 
damaging the concept of American 
exceptionalism and rewarding the peo-
ple that have undermined our rule of 
law itself, American exceptionalism, 
and it comes from these things that I 
said. 

They are the Bill of Rights, most of 
them. All of these rights, freedom of 
speech, religion, right to keep and bear 
arms, property rights, no double jeop-
ardy. The list goes on. The Bill of 

Rights has most of them. It leaves a 
couple of them out. 

One of those is free enterprise cap-
italism, the ability to be able to—and I 
mentioned property rights, Fifth 
Amendment property rights. But the 
ability to own property and know that 
if you pay the property tax on that 
property, government can’t come take 
it away from you and that the assets of 
that can be used as collateral to lever-
age, to invest in businesses and start 
jobs and do the things we choose to do. 

There are a myriad of individual de-
cisions. That’s another foundational 
concept. The free enterprise component 
of this, why is it, Mr. Speaker, why is 
it? At country after country, they 
don’t form capital. They might start 
businesses, but they are in a little sub-
sistence business where they are sell-
ing trinkets or selling snacks. But they 
are hand to mouth, getting by, not in-
vesting that capital, not building let’s 
just say if you have the hot dog cart 
out there, they just go every day and 
sell the hot dogs. 
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But they’re not turning it into a 
franchise. They’re not building a res-
taurant, not building a chain of res-
taurants, not getting an idea on now I 
have all this equipment in here; I can 
start a stainless steel shop that will 
build all this restaurant equipment and 
market it to the world. 

Americans are full of ideas. We’re a 
dynamic people. We’re not suitable to 
live under any other form of govern-
ment because we are a robust, vigorous 
society. And since I’ve gone through 
this list of reasons for American 
exceptionalism, and it’s not exclusive, 
I have this other piece, Mr. Speaker, 
and it’s this: Americans are full of 
vigor. We’re the cream of the crop of 
every donor civilization on the planet 
that sent legal immigrants here. We’re 
the cream of the crop. 

The reason we are, when I say ‘‘we,’’ 
I’m a descendant of, but the biggest 
reason we are is it was hard to get 
here, but there was a great reward that 
you could earn when you got here. And 
some people came here believing the 
streets were paved with gold, and oth-
ers came here and paved their own 
streets with gold because there was 
room to achieve in the United States. 
And the people that came here had an 
extra vigor because their dream drove 
them to do that. 

And so there’s a filter that’s been set 
up worldwide. It sets up at the borders 
of the United States, this the sovereign 
Nation, with our borders, and you can’t 
be a nation state if you don’t have bor-
ders and you can’t call them borders if 
you don’t defend them. But our borders 
were set up and people had a hard time 
getting here and getting through the 
system. 

They had a hard time, like my grand-
mother, walking across the Great Hall 
at Ellis Island, and getting, being 
granted entrance into the United 
States of America, but they had vigor 

and they had a dream. They had things 
they wanted to build, and they didn’t 
waste time. They didn’t let grass grow 
under their feet. They went to work, 
and they committed themselves so 
much to this country, that they ex-
pected that the first one of my family 
that passed away here, the rest of them 
will be buried around her, and to a cer-
tain extent that seems to be the case. 
And I don’t know the whole history of 
it and so I’m cautious about speaking 
it into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Mr. 
Speaker. But I do know that my grand-
mother came here and sent some of her 
sons back to Europe to fight in the war 
against the fatherland. She was com-
mitted to America. She directed my fa-
ther, who went to school, not speaking 
English, to never speak anything but 
English in the home so she could learn 
it because she said, I came here to be-
come an American, and you shall go to 
school and learn English and bring it 
home and teach it to me. 

English needs to be the official lan-
guage of the United States of America. 
A common language is what binds us 
together. And this vigor of Americans 
that comes from every country in the 
world and every walk of life, this 
unique vigor, because of this filter, 
kept the slackers out. The doers got 
here because it was hard to get here 
and it helped to be inspired by a dream, 
and they came. 

And so every donor civilization con-
tributed to America, their vigor, the 
cream of their crop. And now here we 
are. We are—some people will disagree 
with this, but I will tell you, Mr. 
Speaker, we’re a race of people. There 
is an American race of people. We’re 
not just sometimes what we look like, 
all of these colors and different con-
figurations of God’s creation in his 
image. We’re more than that. We’re a 
lot more than that. We have common 
interests. We have a common bond. 
We’ve experienced a common history. 
We have common rights, common 
privileges and a common dream, and 
that’s to leave the world a better place 
than it was when we came and pass it 
along to our children so they can do 
the same. It’s in our culture. It’s part 
of our being. It’s who we are. We are a 
common race of people as far as look-
ing at us as Americans, but we are un-
common as compared to the rest of the 
world because of all of these reasons 
that I have said. 

And we need to understand that. We 
need to understand what made us 
great. We need to preserve and protect 
and defend and polish those beautiful 
marble pillars of American exception-
alism. We need to understand what 
made us great and protect it and pre-
serve it and enhance it. 

And these things that go on here in 
this House of Representatives, in this 
lameduck Congress still being driven 
by the repudiated majority, that can 
take a bill that they call the DREAM 
Act that’s been rejected by the Amer-
ican people over and over again, at 
least in the polls and of those that un-
derstand what it is, and suspend the 
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proper function of this Congress and 
bring a bill like that to the floor, how? 

Well, here’s the proper way first, Mr. 
Speaker, in case that’s not something 
that you’ve had an opportunity to 
evaluate. The proper order is this: 
some Member of Congress comes in, 
writes up a bill, says I think we need 
this in the law of the land. They go 
down here and file the bill here at the 
well at the Clerk’s location here at the 
well, and then that bill is referred to a 
committee. Now, if it gets enough legs, 
if it gets enough cosponsors on it where 
you think it has some substance, there 
can be a hearing before a sub-
committee or two or three or four. 

The subcommittee then can take ac-
tion on it and perhaps vote it and pass 
it into the full committee. The full 
committee can then hold one or two or 
three or four hearings also to inform 
all the other members of the com-
mittee. And they can then, when I say 
pass the bill, at each point of com-
mittee action it’s an unlimited number 
of amendments that are germane and 
in order, but an unlimited number of 
amendments that can be offered to 
seek to perfect the legislation. 

That’s how it’s been set up. It’s got 
to be set up in such a way that you can 
actually fix a bad bill before it gets to 
the floor. And so a bill that’s intro-
duced goes through a hearing and 
markup process in the subcommittee. 
Then it goes through a hearing and a 
markup process in the full committee. 
Then it goes up to the Rules Com-
mittee, the hole in the wall up here on 
the third floor, where sometimes they 
run into a little trouble because those 
folks don’t work out in the light of 
day. They work sometimes at night. 
There’s no television camera in there. 
Reporters don’t go up there; they think 
it’s a little boring and maybe it’s not 
really news. If they’d come up there 
more often I might go up there and 
make some news, Mr. Speaker, because 
I think it would be nice to let the 
American people know what’s going on. 

So then the Rules Committee passes 
a rule that sends the bill to the floor. 
Actually, it sends a rule to the floor. 
We debate on whether we want to ac-
cept the rule. If we vote the rule down, 
it goes back up to the Rules Committee 
and we say get it right and send it back 
to us again. So we deport the rule back 
up to the Rules Committee in the hole 
in the wall, just to keep it descriptive 
in my language, and they come back 
and try again. It doesn’t happen very 
often that a rule comes down, but once 
a rule is there it sets the parameters 
by which we debate a bill. 

And our Speaker-designate BOEHNER 
has told the world, and I’m very glad 
that he has, that we are going to have 
far more transparency and far more 
open rules on our bills. So that allows 
Members to offer amendments and try 
to perfect this legislation. That’s how 
it’s supposed to work. 

So a bill would come to the floor, in 
theory, under an open rule that would 
allow any Member to offer an amend-

ment, debate it here on the floor, force 
a vote, force a recorded vote, or require 
a recorded vote. I shouldn’t use the 
word ‘‘force.’’ It should be a process 
that people in this Chamber are willing 
to go through and are actually eager to 
improve legislation that otherwise 
might not be as good as it can be. 

And then, once the amendments are 
all heard and voted on and resolved, 
then the bill can be certainly debated 
in its form, final form, and placed upon 
its passage or, if the House passes that 
legislation, we message it to the Sen-
ate, right down that hallway, and they 
either take it up or kill it. If they take 
it up, they go through a similar proc-
ess. That’s how it’s supposed to work. 

The DREAM Act, this nightmare act, 
had an entirely different experience 
than I’ve just described, Mr. Speaker, 
because it didn’t really exist in this 
House of Representatives anywhere in 
the form that it came to the floor 
today. 

It worked out like this: Speaker 
PELOSI decided that she wanted to go 
along with the majority leader in the 
Senate, HARRY REID, and they would 
force a vote on the DREAM Act, 
whether it could ever become law or 
not. And so, instead of going through 
the hearing process and the markup 
process, subcommittee, full committee 
up to the Rules Committee and down, 
they just went to the Rules Com-
mittee. At some 3 this afternoon, this 
bill that I don’t know that anybody 
had an opportunity to read it before it 
was presented to the Rules Committee. 
I know that I didn’t, but I maybe could 
have caught up with it a couple of 
hours earlier. 

In any case, all these versions float-
ing around, nobody can figure out 
what’s going to move. Down from the 
Speaker’s office comes a bill, dropped 
into the Rules Committee. They take 
this up. A little e-mail goes out to 
some of our staff to let us know that 
they’re going to be hearing testimony 
on the rule. No amendments allowed. 
Some Members, myself included, go to 
testify before the Rules Committee. We 
know they’re going to say no to any 
suggestions that we make, including 
any amendments that we might try to 
offer, even though there wasn’t really 
time to configure them upon notice. 

They report out a same day rule that 
says, this Congress is going to hear this 
bill right away. So the Rules Com-
mittee meets on a bill we haven’t seen 
at 3 in the afternoon. A few hours later 
it’s here on the floor for a vote on the 
rule. A few hours later it’s here on the 
floor for 30 minutes of debate on this 
side, 30 minutes of debate on this side. 
And an amnesty bill that’s twice the 
size of the 1986 amnesty bill passes off 
the floor of the House of Representa-
tives. 
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Now it is messaged to the Senate 
where HARRY REID has asked for it. 
And this sunlight? This is a responsive 
Congress? No, this is an act of a Con-

gress that has been repudiated for the 
same reasons. There is a reason why so 
many Democrats are going home. And 
I for one feel a little bad that some of 
the best are the ones who are going 
home. Some of the Blue Dogs are some 
of the best to work with. They reflect 
American values in my view more than 
a lot of the others. They have been de-
feated because of these kind of she-
nanigans, these kinds of tactics, these 
kind of acts that close the system 
down, lock the Members out so the 
franchise, and there are 435 Members of 
the House of Representatives, and 
there is not anybody who sits in these 
seats whose constituents deserve less 
representation than anybody else. 
Everybody’s franchise deserves to be 
heard, and the will of the group should 
be brought up through the leadership 
and should be manifested in legislation 
here on the floor, sent to the Senate. If 
it comes back and it doesn’t match, we 
should have our say as well. That is not 
what has been happening. The right 
way is around the corner—I think we 
take it up in January. 

But we Americans, we Americans 
that believe in American 
exceptionalism, we Americans who 
take an oath to uphold the Constitu-
tion, we Americans that adhere to and 
uphold the rule of law, which I believe 
is implicit in our oath to the Constitu-
tion, reject the idea of this nightmare 
act that I believe turned into an af-
firmative action amnesty act for 2 mil-
lion or more people that could be tri-
pled. 

And our immigration policy that we 
have here, Mr. Speaker, is already so 
bad. It doesn’t reflect the best interest 
of America. It doesn’t reflect the eco-
nomic, social and cultural well-being 
or enhance it in the fashion I believe it 
should. Existing immigration law is set 
up in such a way that merit is almost 
out of the question. To evaluate the 
people coming across Ellis Island and 
turn 2 percent of them back after they 
had already been screened and filtered 
on the European side before they got 
on the ship tells you there was at least 
a merit system. 

But here in the United States, if you 
look at the legal immigration, and the 
legal immigration number will range 
up to 1.5 million a year, there is no 
country that is even close to as gen-
erous as we are with legal immigra-
tion. But of all of that, some place be-
tween, and this is testimony before the 
immigration committee, some place 
between 7 and 11 percent of our legal 
immigration is based on merit. The 
balance of it is out of our control. 

So that means that between 89 and 93 
percent of our legal immigration is in 
the hands of the people who are decid-
ing they are going to come here rather 
than in the hands of Americans who 
would decide which people would come 
here. It is completely out of sync with 
the values of a lot of the other Western 
civilization countries like Canada, the 
United Kingdom, and Australia. They 
have immigration policies that are de-
signed to bring the best people into 
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their country and not put burdens on 
the taxpayers and their society. 

I can’t make the grade to go to Can-
ada because I’m too old. I would be re-
lying on the government to feed me too 
soon, and my education level is not 
high enough. I don’t know about my 
years left to work, but you put it into 
the score system they have, I can visit 
but I cannot go live. That is how they 
would be. So if they reject STEVE KING 
in Canada, we should be able to say no 
to some folks that want to come to the 
United States, especially those who 
broke our laws. 

This legislation, this DREAM Act, 
this nightmare act, has a number of 
things in it that the American people 
need to know. It is a hardcore, leftist, 
liberalism piece of amnesty legislation. 
It provides for protection for people 
who have broken the laws in this way: 
They would still get a DREAM Act reg-
istration that would protect them from 
deportation even if they had been alien 
absconders, people that were set for de-
portation hearings and skedaddled and 
didn’t show up, those people who were 
going to be adjudicated for deporta-
tion, alien absconders, they will be pro-
tected. They can sign up under 
DREAM, and then they are shielded 
from being prosecuted and deported. 
Even if they were an alien absconder, 
even if they were guilty of document 
fraud, no problem, we will give you a 
college education, sit you at a desk. If 
you have false claims of being a United 
States citizen, that is no problem ei-
ther. You are still eligible under the 
DREAM act. We will give you a college 
education, too, even though you have 
lied about your citizenship. Even aliens 
who have been deported who would 
sneak back into the United States and 
the deportation records are there, they 
sign up for the DREAM, they will not 
be deported either. What a reward. 

So there will be all kinds of people 
who will sneak into the United States 
who will go ahead and sign up right 
away for this DREAM Act because they 
will be protected from deportation. 
Even though it requires that they be no 
older than 30 at the time of enactment 
and that they came into the United 
States before their 16th birthday and 
they have been here for 5 years, who is 
to know? Who is know whether it is 
valid or whether it isn’t? Who is to 
know how old they are if they don’t 
have a real birth certificate? Who is to 
know if they have a high school edu-
cation, a GED? Who is to know if they 
have completed a 2-year education at a 
tech school? 

But I know that I did receive in my 
email a Web site tonight that is in the 
business of selling these false docu-
ments, these false diplomas, helping 
people be in a position where they can 
qualify already where the States have 
made these provisions. 

It is a big business. Fraud and cor-
ruption is a big business. It is a big 
business in the countries they are com-
ing from, and it is becoming a bigger 
business in the country they are com-
ing to, the United States of America. 
We have been a clean country that re-

spects the rule of law. We are a proud 
nationality. We are a race of people. 
We have a common cause, a common 
belief system. We believe in the rule of 
law. It is our job to uphold that, and 
this bill, this DREAM Act undermines 
it. 

And it costs a lot of money. The Con-
gressional Budget Office, the CBO, put 
out a score that has been touted by the 
other side that somehow it turns into a 
plus for the U.S. budget because some 
people will get a better education, and 
they will earn more money and pay 
more taxes. I don’t think this thinks 
this through very far, but I can tell you 
in the second decade even the Congres-
sional Budget Office says that it is 
going to be a cost of $5 billion to the 
taxpayer. And I can tell you that the 
Center For Immigration Studies, CIS, 
has done a study on the cost for State 
and local government, and that would 
be $6.2 billion a year. That is each year. 
That doesn’t necessarily project out 
over a decade, a couple of years per-
haps, maybe longer. They only did a 
couple of years: 6.2, so $12.4 billion is 
pretty close to what I think they will 
commit to. 

And the tripling of the number of 
green cards, the billions of dollars in 
debt, the people who get a safe harbor 
who are alien absconders, any alien 
who has a pending application will be 
protected from deportation. And this 
amounts to a de facto scholarship for 
those who, if ICE were required to de-
liver that de facto scholarship and be-
fore they handed it to them, they 
would have to apply the law and make 
sure that they woke up in a country 
that they were legal in within a few 
mornings. Those are the facts. 

And, furthermore, the most egregious 
aspect of this is this: this is going to 
provide for in-State tuition discounts 
for people who are today illegal in 
America. And they didn’t all come in 
because their parents brought them. 
Many of them came in on their own, 
coming across the border at age 12, 13, 
14, 15, turning 16. Many of them will be 
up to 30 years old saying they were 
brought into the country when they 
were 10 or 12. There will be no records 
to prove that. Here is what happens. 
Those people who are here illegally 
that are eligible for removal are today 
and would be under this act sitting in 
college classrooms with a taxpayer- 
funded college education, sitting at a 
desk. And in California, a resident of 
California, zero tuition. 

But if my son or daughter-in-law 
wanted to go to California to go to col-
lege, they would have to pay out-of- 
State tuition. Out-of-State tuition for 
California institutions annually would 
be $22,021 a year. Can you imagine writ-
ing a check for $22,021 a year to go to 
college in California, and sitting in a 
classroom at a desk next to someone 
who is unlawfully in the United States 
who is getting a free education paid for 
by the taxpayers? How much that 
would burn you if you are an American 
citizen in good standing, a taxpayer, an 
individual and a family that has funded 
and contributed to this government in 
the way that most of us do. 
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There is no justice or equity there, 
and it cannot be reconciled. I would 
add to this that it gets even worse, and 
if this bill passes, I am convinced it 
will exist all over this country. 

People who are illegal here in Amer-
ica will have their taxpayer-funded 
and, in some States, free education. In 
Iowa, it costs them about $3,000 a se-
mester, and it costs the out-of-State 
people about $9,000 a semester; but in 
some States, it’s a free education. 
They’ll be sitting at desks in a class-
room, next to a grieving widow, who 
has lost her husband in Iraq or in Af-
ghanistan and who has elected to go 
across the State line in order to go to 
college out of State, and she is paying 
out-of-State tuition. It’s $22,021 in Cali-
fornia. A grieving widow of an Amer-
ican patriot, who gave his life defend-
ing our liberty and our national secu-
rity, a grieving widow who maybe has 
children who have lost their dad, 
maybe now is going back for training 
because she knows she is now the prin-
cipal breadwinner in that family. She 
is paying out-of-State tuition, and is 
sitting at a desk next to someone who 
is unlawfully in the United States, 
someone who is getting a free college 
education that is paid for by the tax-
payers. 

That is what this DREAM Act sets 
up. It is irreconcilable. It is an impos-
sible conundrum that should not be 
visited upon the American people. This 
DREAM Act must be killed. We wound-
ed it here in the House: 37 Democrats 
voted ‘‘no’’ on the rule, and 38 Demo-
crats voted ‘‘no’’ on the bill. Due to 
health reasons, we had some Repub-
licans who weren’t able to vote. Other-
wise, it would have been closer. I actu-
ally look out and think we were close 
to mustering enough votes to defeat 
this poorly named ‘‘DREAM Act,’’ 
which really is the ‘‘affirmative action 
amnesty act in America.’’ 

We should know better. We can do 
better. I am hopeful that the United 
States Senate will step up, will speak 
up and will vote down this DREAM Act 
when the majority leader in the Senate 
brings it up, which may be tomorrow. I 
suspect what will happen is that he 
won’t have the votes, but he will try it 
anyway, because this has all been po-
litical from the beginning. He has real-
ized it is not going to become law, but 
he made a promise to his constituents: 
If you will reelect me, we will give you 
a vote on this DREAM Act. 

The gentleman from Chicago, who 
had pushed on this so hard, got his vote 
today. We saw the results of it here in 
the House in this lame duck Congress, 
in this repudiated 111th Congress that 
has been led by NANCY PELOSI. 

I think about Thomas Jefferson, who 
once said large initiatives should not 
be advanced on slender majorities. 
Well, this was a slender majority, and 
this is a large initiative. This initiative 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 07:37 Dec 09, 2010 Jkt 099060 PO 00000 Frm 00170 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K08DE7.203 H08DEPT1pw
al

ke
r 

on
 D

S
K

D
5P

82
C

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 H
O

U
S

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H8261 December 8, 2010 
of amnesty under the DREAM Act is so 
large that it’s twice the size of the Am-
nesty Act of 1986, and we have seen the 
fraud triple the estimates. So, if that’s 
the case, this could become—pick your 
number—3 million to 6 million people 
who would get amnesty. Then they will 
start bringing in their extended fami-
lies over and over and over again, gen-
eration after generation. 

It gets out of control, and this poor 
America, which has between 7 and 11 
percent of our legal immigration based 
on merit, based on people who are 
going to encourage and enhance and 
develop the economic, social and cul-
tural well-being of the United States of 
America, starts to fall apart a little 
more. It gets undermined a little more, 
and the principles that make us great 
are undermined a little bit more. 

We need to be in the business of re-
furbishing those pillars of American 
exceptionalism, of not getting out the 
jackhammer and chiseling away at 
them as was done here today by this 
PELOSI-led Congress. 

So, if Thomas Jefferson said large 
initiatives should not be advanced on 
slender majorities—and he did—he 
didn’t contemplate about large initia-
tives being advanced by repudiated 
Congresses that have been voted out of 
office and by Congresses that should go 
meekly out the door in respect for the 
will of the American people. They 
should do nothing that violates a sense 
of decency and the will of the Amer-
ican people—nothing. Only provide the 
functions that are necessary to get this 
government bridged over to the other 
side so that the new Congress can be 
seated and so that those new 87 fresh-
man Republicans and however many 
Democrats there are—nine or so—can 
take this oath of office here on the 4th 
day of January and go to work, go to 
work fixing and saving America from 
the debacle that has been visited upon 
her by a dysfunctional Congress that 
writes bills in the Speaker’s office, 
that brings them zigged through the 
hole in the wall of the Rules Com-
mittee and zagged down to the floor, 
bills with no amendments and with 30 
minutes of debate on each side to try 
to resolve an issue. There is no time to 
penetrate with a concept in 30 minutes. 
You can’t fix a bill with talk and with 
being denied a motion to recommit, 
which is standard practice in this 
place. 

So there is no possible way to put up 
a motion that is going to fix a bill 
here. It is a bad bill. It damages the 
rule of law. It grants amnesty. It costs 
tens of billions of dollars. It rewards 
people for breaking the law. It gives 
them a tuition discount, an in-State 
tuition discount. If it’s Iowa, it’s $3,000 
a semester versus $9,000 a semester in 
round terms. If it’s California, it’s free 
tuition versus $22,021. 

That’s the America they are build-
ing. Americans saw what was going 
on—debt and deficit, irresponsible 
spending, damaging the rule of law, 
breaking down the American culture 

and civilization—a Constitution demo-
lition crew at work every day. They 
said, You’re digging us a hole, and we 
aren’t going to take it anymore. The 
American people rose up and took the 
shovel out of the hands of Barack 
Obama and NANCY PELOSI, and they 
made it a lot harder for HARRY REID. 

So what do we have going on? 
NANCY PELOSI is still digging be-

cause, technically, the shovel is not 
out of her hands yet. She lined up all of 
those Blue Dogs, and said, I’m going to 
make you walk the plank one last time 
before you go home for the last time. 
They said no. They stepped off the side 
of the plank, and voted against the rule 
and voted against the DREAM Act, and 
they sent a statement as they walked 
out the door. 

Well, I think there are a lot of them 
who deserve credit for serving America 
in the fashion they have. Those who 
stood up to the courage of their convic-
tions deserve our thanks. Those who 
came to this place to work in good 
faith deserve the gratitude of the 
American people. As for those who dis-
agreed with me and who made a good 
argument, I hope, if you’re right, it 
prevailed. It is my privilege to have 
served with people on both sides of this 
aisle as I think that the debate is es-
sential and important. 

From my standpoint, I will stand up 
for the things I believe in and will de-
bate them with those folks who have 
beliefs that disagree with mine, believ-
ing as our Founding Fathers did that, 
in that debate, we will sort out the 
right policy for this country. 

But when you shut the debate off, 
when the iron fist of the Speaker shuts 
out the committees and writes the bill 
in her office and sends it to the floor 
with no amendments and no motion to 
recommit, you end up with a terrible 
piece of legislation. You break faith 
with the American people, and you 
break faith with the franchise of every 
other Member of this Congress on both 
sides of the aisle. That is what has hap-
pened here over and over again over 
the last 4 years, and it has gotten 
worse each year. 
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This is one of the starkest examples. 
Who would have thought that in a lame 
duck session, when we had big things 
to do and big things to worry about, 
the Speaker would push an amnesty 
act out here in a lame duck session in 
a repudiated Congress and not give all 
of those freshmen an opportunity to 
weigh in on this? They are the new 
voices. They are the new voices for 
America. They are the new vigor. They 
are the convictions of this United 
States of America. 

I look for good things from them, big 
things from them. I want to see them 
empowered to the maximum. Their 
fresh ideas and their energy and the co-
hesiveness that I hope is that class. I 
believe they will put a marker down in 
history that will meet that standard 
perhaps of the 1994 class—of which 

some are here, still here—and take us 
on up to another level. In that class, I 
expect we will see committee chairs 
and we will see new majority leaders. 
Maybe there is a Speaker in that class. 
Maybe there is a majority whip in that 
class or a conference chair, maybe all 
of them. There might be a President of 
the United States that’s coming into 
this Congress that will be sworn in 
here on January 4. All of those things 
are possible, and most of them are like-
ly, Mr. Speaker. 

I look forward to the new breath of 
fresh air that is arriving in this Con-
gress. I look forward to Speaker 
BOEHNER, who will be offering trans-
parency here in this Congress. I look 
forward to the voice of every Member 
being heard with respect. And those 
ideas that can prevail in the arena of 
ideas, which is here in this debate on 
the floor of the House and in our com-
mittees, are the ones that are the best 
ideas for the American people. 

We will get there. We’ve got a lot of 
things to reconstruct. We’ve got a lot 
of undoing to do. And it’s not going to 
be an easy job and it won’t be a short 
job. We will be undoing perhaps for the 
next 2 years while we elect a President 
that will help us do in the following 4 
years. 

America will never be chiselled to 
perfection, but it’s our charge, it’s our 
struggle to work on it every day, to get 
it as close to right as we mortals can 
so that when it’s handed off to the next 
generation, they can be proud of the 
toil that we did here and understand 
there was a vision and a commitment, 
and that we kept, in this new majority, 
our oath to uphold the Constitution of 
the United States. 

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate your indul-
gence and attention here tonight and 
the opportunity to address you here on 
the floor and close out the business for 
the day, and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 
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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. MITCHELL) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:) 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, for 5 min-
utes, today. 

Mr. MITCHELL, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GRAYSON, 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. MCCOTTER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. POE of Texas, for 5 minutes, De-

cember 15. 
Mr. JONES, for 5 minutes, December 

15. 
Mr. GRAVES of Georgia, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
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