
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH4940 July 12, 2011 
And what is really true is the fact 

that our seniors did not cause the sig-
nificant factors that are related to our 
long-term debt. I want to repeat that 
to the gentleman. I know that you 
know this, but it’s really important for 
the American people to understand 
that the contributors to our long-term 
debt are tax cuts, that are not paid for, 
for millionaires and billionaires. We 
should get rid of them. We should not 
be protecting those tax cuts on the 
backs of our seniors. 

The wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, 
the President has already begun a 
drawdown. It could be more significant 
so that we could save in the long run, 
making certain that we get people 
back to work so that they are contrib-
uting to our tax base in the way that 
we need. And, of course, we know that 
we have to raise revenue. We must 
raise revenue. Our seniors understand 
that. But what we cannot do is shift 
the burden for these things that were 
not caused by seniors onto the backs of 
our seniors by pushing them into really 
unfair cuts to their Medicare and So-
cial Security benefits. 

Mr. TONKO. Very well said. 
We have about 5 minutes left. I’m 

just going to do a bit of close and then 
ask for each of our Representatives 
that remain here on the floor—we were 
joined earlier by Representative CHU 
from California—to offer your senti-
ments, and then we will bring the hour 
to a close. 

What I think is very important to 
note is that if we can find ways to save 
on Medicare, we should invest that in 
Medicare to strengthen Medicare. If we 
can find ways to save in Social Secu-
rity, reinvest in Social Security. They 
deserve to be stand-alones because they 
are prime, prime opportunities, pro-
grams for strengthening the fabric of 
America’s families. So that should be a 
separate turf and not be using these 
dollars, these savings as the Repub-
licans would end Medicare, to somehow 
bring that over in a fungible fashion to 
pay for these tax cuts. 

Today, I talked to my medical col-
leges, and they are going to get im-
pacted by the cuts to NIH. In New York 
State, we probably have over a billion 
dollars in revenue streams that go to 
hospitals for research. So you cut the 
NIH program, you put more people out 
of work, and you cut a revenue stream 
for hospitals that need to train the 
human infrastructure that will make 
all of our health care programs work. 
Similarly, when you look at our need 
to compete effectively in a global econ-
omy on clean energy and innovation, 
the winner of that race will be the go- 
to nation that will create stability for 
generations of their workers. Why 
shouldn’t America be number one in 
that investment? 

If we can find savings somewhere or 
if we do create revenues, they need to 
go into investments to grow jobs. 
That’s what America told us at the 
polls last November: we want jobs to be 
the number one priority. We haven’t 

done a jobs bill in this House; but we’ve 
come up and found ways to end Medi-
care, which right now is so vulnerable 
to this discussion on the debt ceiling 
limit. We have to end that crazy plan, 
and we need to go forward with a sen-
sible plan that enables us to invest in 
jobs, invest in our senior community, 
invest in their well-being and to again 
see these two programs worthy of sav-
ing and strengthening; and if we have 
the economic means, let’s do it. 

Representative JACKSON Lee, we will 
go to you and then to Representative 
EDWARDS, and we will be done with our 
hour. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE of Texas. Thank 
you very much for leading us in this 
discussion. 

The message should be albeit we have 
some concerns, we are not broke. We 
need to fix jobs and investment and we 
need to save Medicare, Medicaid, and 
Social Security. They have not con-
tributed to our debt, and we cannot 
allow seniors to run like bulls to seek 
medical care in this great and wonder-
ful country. I, for one, will not stand 
for it. 

Thank you. 
Mr. TONKO. And now to Representa-

tive EDWARDS, and then we will be 
through. 
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Ms. EDWARDS. Well, I thank you, 
and I thank the gentleman for bringing 
us together. 

I hope what the American people un-
derstand is that the Democrats in this 
House are prepared to protect Medicare 
benefits and Social Security benefits 
for our seniors and for future genera-
tions; that our young people should 
know that as they enter the workforce, 
because we are going to make sure that 
they have jobs for the future, that they 
will be contributing to Medicare and 
Social Security for future generations. 

This is really a values test. This is 
where we have to have the perfect 
alignment of policy, of politics, and our 
values, and that rests in protecting 
Medicare and Social Security from 
benefits cuts. 

Mr. TONKO. Thank you very much. 
With that, I yield back the balance of 

my time. 
f 

IMMIGRATION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
JOHNSON of Ohio). Under the Speaker’s 
announced policy of January 5, 2011, 
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. KING) is 
recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, it is 
my privilege to address you here on the 
floor of the United States House of 
Representatives and to bring to the at-
tention of this body some subject mat-
ter that doesn’t often get a debate here 
on the floor but it does get some dis-
cussion in Special Order time and 
sometimes in the 1-minute and 5-min-
utes that Members present to you here 
in this great deliberative place that we 
have the privilege to serve in. 

One of the things that I wanted to 
bring before your attention here this 
evening is the immigration issue here 
in the United States. It is something 
that I don’t know has been discussed 
here for some time. I bring this forward 
because it is an important issue. It is 
essential that we maintain and sustain 
and enhance the rule of law here in the 
United States. So I bring this forward. 
A number of things are on my mind. 

The first thing that comes to mind 
for me is a subject that was reported 
on Fox News on July 11. I picked up 
this article and I wanted to express 
this to you on what is going on. 

I introduced early in January, one of 
the first days of business here in this 
new 112th Congress, the Birthright 
Citizenship Act of 2011. Mr. Speaker, I 
brought this act forward working with 
people who have been leaders on this 
issue for some time. One of them would 
be our friend, Nathan Deal, now Gov-
ernor Deal of Georgia, who was the 
lead on this issue when he served in the 
United States Congress. And some of 
the successor people involved would be 
Congressman PHIL GINGREY of Georgia 
and the incoming freshman from Geor-
gia, ROB WOODALL; from California, 
Congressman GARY G. MILLER, one who 
has been a strong proponent of the rule 
of law and standing up for the rights of 
American citizens. These people and 
others have been strong supporters of 
the Birthright Citizenship Act. And be-
cause of my role on the Immigration 
Committee where I have been for now 
going onto the 9th year, it seemed to 
be a better fit for me to carry this leg-
islation, so I stepped forward with it 
because we needed to take a position. 

What is going on, Mr. Speaker, is 
that in the United States of America, 
there are people who erroneously read 
the 14th Amendment of the Constitu-
tion in the component that addresses 
what we call birthright citizenship. It 
says, in the 14th Amendment, that all 
persons born or naturalized in the 
United States and subject to the juris-
diction thereof are American citizens. 
All persons born or naturalized in the 
United States and subject to the juris-
diction thereof are American citizens. 

Now, the circumstances are that it 
has created a misinterpretation. A mis-
interpretation of this section of the 
14th Amendment has created birthright 
tourism. So we have, you might see a 
$30,000 turnkey operation going on 
where a pregnant woman in China, and 
she is probably going to have a bene-
factor that would sponsor this, could 
receive a turnkey operation for a little 
tourism trip into the United States, 
get her on an airplane and smuggle her 
into the United States one way or an-
other where she would have a baby. 
She would be 81⁄2 months pregnant or 
so, theoretically, and have the baby 
here in the United States. The baby 
would get a nice, new American birth 
certificate with his little footprint 
stamped on it. And then that baby 
might go back to China with the baby’s 
mother, or the mother might stay here 
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in the United States with family and 
friends, whoever might want to harbor 
that mother and/or child. And when 
that child is old enough, the child can 
sponsor the entire family to come in 
the United States by virtue of that 
automatic citizenship that is conferred 
upon a child that is born here to an il-
legal mother and a who-knows father. 

That is going on not just in rare cir-
cumstances, and certainly not just 
with Chinese. In fact, that is not one of 
the larger numbers. It is happening in 
this country someplace between 340,000 
times a year and 750,000 times a year, 
Mr. Speaker. We have a people that 
sneak into the United States for the 
purpose of having a baby so that baby 
can become an American citizenship. 

I believe, as the chairman of the full 
Judiciary Committee, LAMAR SMITH, 
believes, that citizenship should be pre-
cious. It should be precious. It 
shouldn’t be dealt out. It shouldn’t be 
something that you can buy a turnkey 
ticket to game the system to have a 
baby that then is automatically an 
American citizen subject to the juris-
diction thereof. 

Mr. Speaker, I will argue that Chi-
nese woman that flies into the United 
States with a $30,000 turnkey tourism 
for birthright is not subject to the ju-
risdiction of the United States, not in 
the way that was envisioned by the 
people that wrote the 14th Amendment 
to the Constitution. 

The 14th Amendment to the Con-
stitution was put in place to guarantee 
that the babies born to formerly slaves, 
and then at that time of ratification 
freed slaves, would be American citi-
zens, that the babies born to the freed 
slaves would not be denied all of the 
rights of citizenship as were guaran-
teed to them in the 13th and 14th 
Amendments. And it took into account 
that babies born on Indian reserva-
tions, some of them, would have lost 
their rights, their tribal rights on 
those reservations if they had become 
automatic American citizens. So some 
of the Native Americans said, no, they 
didn’t want that conferred upon them. 

The drafters of the 14th Amendment 
then wrote language in it to preclude 
automatic citizenship to any Homo 
sapien that was born within the terri-
tory of the United States. They also 
had to be subject to the jurisdiction 
thereof. And this Congress went 
through a great deal of debate in the 
House and in the Senate on what that 
actually meant in the clause, ‘‘subject 
to the jurisdiction thereof.’’ 

It was not contemplated that the 
children of diplomats would become 
automatic American citizens. It was 
not contemplated that certain Native 
Americans born on certain reservations 
would be subject to the jurisdiction 
thereof and become American citizens. 
But it was contemplated that the chil-
dren born to freed slaves would be 
American citizens. 

It is a guarantee, and it was written 
with a significant amount of wisdom. 
They could not have anticipated that 

America would get so lazy and so lax 
that this constitutional amendment 
would drift its way into a practice, an 
erroneous practice of conferring auto-
matic citizenship on mostly any baby 
that would be born in America. 

Now, here is how it is. If there is a 
plane flying through the United States, 
and let’s just say this plane is bound 
from China to Toronto, which does 
happen, Mr. Speaker. And it was going 
to be a flight that was going to be a di-
rect flight and drop into Toronto, but 
because of weather conditions or 
maybe mechanical problems, it had to 
land in Chicago. Let’s just say if there 
is a woman pregnant on that plane who 
is flying into Toronto and the plane 
lands in Chicago and it is stuck there 
for mechanical repairs or a weather-re-
lated delay and the woman is inside se-
curity and has the baby, the baby is 
not an American citizen. But if she 
walks through the security, is outside 
the security during the layover and has 
the baby out there, this baby is an 
American citizen. 

That is what has been going on in the 
practice of this automatic citizenship 
that I think is an erroneous misinter-
pretation, and I think a willful mis-
interpretation, or probably more often 
a lazy misinterpretation of the 14th 
Amendment of the Constitution. 

And so I have introduced the Birth-
right Citizenship Act of 2011, along 
with the friends and colleagues that I 
have mentioned and many others, and 
a good number of cosponsors who take 
the position with me that if a child is 
born in America, has to be born to at 
least one legal parent in order to be a 
citizen of the United States. It is pret-
ty simple. It clarifies the 14th Amend-
ment. It clarifies the clause in the 14th 
Amendment, ‘‘subject to the jurisdic-
tion thereof.’’ Congress has the author-
ity to do that. 

I got concerned about this when 
there were a couple of Senators who 
were talking about the need to amend 
the Constitution to fix this problem. 
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Mr. Speaker, it doesn’t require a con-
stitutional amendment to fix the auto-
matic citizenship practice that is so 
flawed that it confers an automatic 
citizenship on as many as 750,000 babies 
born to illegal parents here in the 
United States. 

To give you an example, as I said, it’s 
not just a Chinese woman who comes 
over here, pregnant, to have the baby 
here—and that happens on a very reg-
ular basis. It’s often someone who 
comes in from a neighboring country. 
We know, of the criminal aliens that 
are in our prisons, two-thirds of them 
come from Mexico. One might presume 
that of a similar number of these auto-
matic citizenship babies also their 
mothers are citizens of Mexico who are 
in the United States illegally, having 
the babies here and picking up that 
automatic citizenship, that birth cer-
tificate. They may or may not go back 
to their home country, but you can bet 

that when the time comes that that 
child will already be programmed to 
petition for the family reunification 
plan, which has our immigration plan 
in America out of control—out of con-
trol. 

So what do we do about this? 
The Birthright Citizenship Act of 

2011. 
It should be a simple decision for this 

United States Congress to address this 
situation, but some will argue, well, 
‘‘subject to the jurisdiction thereof’’ 
means nothing, that that clause in the 
14th Amendment doesn’t have mean-
ing; therefore, it requires that they all 
be citizens. I think that is a very thin 
and a very marginal argument at best. 
The clause must mean something. 

‘‘All persons born or naturalized in 
the United States, and subject to the 
jurisdiction thereof,’’ are American 
citizens. There is a reason that it says: 
‘‘and subject to the jurisdiction there-
of.’’ If everyone born in the territory of 
the United States is automatically a 
citizen, you would strike that language 
from the 14th Amendment ‘‘and subject 
to the jurisdiction thereof,’’ and it 
would simply read: ‘‘All persons born 
or naturalized in the United States’’ 
are American citizens. If that were the 
intent, if that were the understanding 
of the 14th Amendment, that’s what it 
would have said, Mr. Speaker, but it 
says: ‘‘and subject to the jurisdiction 
thereof.’’ The definition of that phrase 
is subject to the interpretation of the 
understanding of what it meant at the 
time of the ratification of the 14th 
Amendment, and it meant that ‘‘sub-
ject to the jurisdiction thereof’’ didn’t 
mean that there was going to be auto-
matic citizenship for illegals. 

Granted, we didn’t have much for im-
migration laws at the time. There 
wasn’t enough human migration to be 
very concerned about it, but they 
clearly didn’t intend to confer auto-
matic citizenship on Native Americans 
born on reservations that were not sub-
ject to the jurisdiction of the United 
States. They clearly didn’t intend to 
confer automatic citizenship on the 
children born to the diplomats or their 
staff, or for tourists for that matter. I 
mention the tourism part when I ex-
plain what happens if a plane lands in 
Chicago on its way to Toronto and a 
baby is born. Which side of the secu-
rity? Here is automatic citizenship on 
the U.S. side of the security. That’s 
nuts, Mr. Speaker, but we’ve gotten 
lazy and lax with the practice of con-
ferring automatic citizenship. 

So people don’t challenge it, and I’m 
really worried about an administra-
tion—actually, I’ve been worried about 
a couple of those administrations since 
I’ve arrived in this town—that doesn’t 
seem to have much vigor for enforcing 
immigration law. It’s pretty frus-
trating to be here in the United States 
Congress, pounding away to have to 
pass legislation to fix something that’s 
just a matter of intellectual laziness; 
but the people who are enforcing this, 
the people who are handing out birth 
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certificates almost like candy, aren’t 
challenging it. They don’t have a very 
good constitutional understanding or 
there would be some pushback out 
there from across the countryside. 

In the OB ward of the hospitals 
around the country, they’ve got to 
have stacks of these birth certificates, 
and when a baby is born, it’s almost an 
automatic process. Here is the foot-
print. Here is the data. Here is the 
birth certificate. Send that child off. 
He’s an American citizen. What do we 
suppose happens if a diplomat or the 
wife of a diplomat or even a staff of the 
diplomat comes into the hospital to 
have a baby? 

Do they meet them at the door and 
say, ‘‘Do you happen to be a diplomat? 
Are you here on some kind of foreign 
immunity, and you’re planning on hav-
ing a baby here, and do you think that 
baby is going to be an American cit-
izen?’’ 

‘‘No, we’re not going to allow it. Citi-
zenship is not going to be cheapened 
like that.’’ 

That doesn’t happen, Mr. Speaker. 
What really happens is the children of 
diplomats are often conferred with 
automatic citizenship because the 
whole system of America is so auto-
matic that any baby born inside the 
U.S. territory is just given the paper-
work and the documents. 

Here is an article that came out on 
Fox News, as I mentioned a little bit 
earlier, reported on July 11—by good, 
thorough people, I might add. This is 
Elizabeth Robichaux Brown who has 
written this article. 

The Center for Immigration Studies 
says: ‘‘Foreign diplomats are obtaining 
U.S. birth certificates and Social Secu-
rity numbers for their newborn chil-
dren—effectively becoming U.S. citi-
zens. On top of their new status in the 
world, these children carry an addi-
tional perk that most Americans do 
not have—diplomatic immunity.’’ So it 
creates what the CIS describes as a 
‘‘super citizen.’’ Just like their par-
ents, most are immune to the criminal 
jurisdiction of the United States, cre-
ating super citizens. These super citi-
zens are, of course, children of dip-
lomats, and all they need to have is a 
U.S. birth certificate and a Social Se-
curity number, and they’re effectively 
American citizens. 

Who is going to challenge it? There’s 
no question on the birth certificate 
that asks the question: Are you a dip-
lomat? Is one of your parents legal? an 
American citizen, perhaps? Those ques-
tions don’t get asked. They just rou-
tinely stamp those birth certificates 
and send those children off with auto-
matic citizenship 340,000 to 750,000 
times a year—some who are clearly not 
subject to the jurisdiction thereof. 

In fact, in the concluding statement 
in the article, you’ve got a statement 
here from one of the proponents of the 
policy that I advocate, a statement 
that says: ‘‘Despite Congress’ clear in-
tent to not create a completely uni-
versal and automatic birthright citi-

zenship policy, the current application 
of the Citizenship Clause is so lax that 
the United States has a de facto uni-
versal birthright citizenship policy 
that denies U.S. citizenship by birth to 
no one, including children born to for-
eign diplomats.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, that has to change. We 
intend to change that with the Birth-
right Citizenship Act of 2011—that’s 
H.R. 140—and I intend to be engaged in 
that and to be helping to move that 
legislation forward. 

It has gotten to the point where the 
children of diplomats, with diplomatic 
immunity, are getting automatic 
American citizenship just because 
they’re born inside the territory of the 
United States—perhaps not even born 
on U.S. soil. They might even poten-
tially be born in that sovereign terri-
tory of the Embassy itself, and they’re 
still American citizens. 

Then, Mr. Speaker, we also have an 
out-of-control legal immigration sys-
tem, aside from the illegal immigra-
tion, which I talk about quite a lot. If 
we look back over the last decade, we’ll 
see that we brought in, roughly, one 
and a quarter legal immigrants a year. 
Over that last decade, if you would 
look at the new jobs created by the 
United States economy, those new jobs 
created are going to average about one 
and a quarter million jobs a year. This 
is before the recession began. These 
numbers held up then, and they’re even 
stronger now. The new jobs created by 
the American economy have been al-
most exactly the same number of jobs 
that would be taken by the legal immi-
grants who come into the United 
States. 

If we had shut down, slowed down, 
the legal immigration in the United 
States over the last 10 years, there 
would have been just, say, roughly, 10 
million fewer legal immigrants in 
America, and we’d have 10 million 
fewer unemployed Americans. That’s 
just a simple way of looking at this. I 
don’t propose that we eliminate all 
legal immigration, not by any means, 
Mr. Speaker. What I do propose is that 
we do an economic analysis of this. 
When we look at real numbers of testi-
mony that have come before the com-
mittee, under oath data, here is what 
we have: 

A country should establish an immi-
gration policy that is designed to en-
hance the economic, the social and the 
cultural well-being of the United 
States of America. That should be our 
task. Yet, with our legal immigration, 
that legal immigration that is based 
upon merit, when we take a look at 
what these individuals have to offer 
the United States, when we take a look 
at what they have for capital to invest 
or their ability to assimilate or their 
educational background or their rel-
ative youth so they’ve got some years 
to contribute before they start to draw 
from the system, these are all logical 
things that we should ask for. 

b 2110 
But it’s only between 7 and 11 percent 

of the legal immigration in American 
that is based upon anything that has to 
do with what’s good for America. And 
the balance of it would be 89 to 93 per-
cent of the legal immigration in Amer-
ica is out of the control of the value 
judgment of the American people, in 
the hands of the legal immigrants—or 
sometimes the illegal immigrants— 
themselves. It’s out of our control. 

Birthright citizenship is a piece of 
that that I’m not even sure is part of 
this equation that I’ve just described 
to you. There is a family reunification 
plan that takes up a big chunk of this, 
that once someone comes in they can 
start bringing in their family and their 
extended family, and it goes out like a 
tree to no end. We need to limit that 
family reunification plan. And we need 
to roll this thing back around and base 
the legal immigration in America on 
merit again—what do they have to 
offer the United States? 

And Mr. Speaker, I will say also, we 
had testimony before the committee, 
and there were a number of strong 
faithful representatives that testified 
there. Some of them are national lead-
ers in the faith community who argued 
that we need to find a way to accom-
modate the 11 million to 20 million 
illegals that are here in America and 
give them a path to citizenship. And 
every one of them said that they 
thought they should go to the back of 
the line. They should go to the back of 
the line, the 11 million to 20 million 
illegals in America should go to the 
back of the line, but we should give 
them a means by which they can earn 
American citizenship. Well, think 
about it, Mr. Speaker, go to the back of 
the line. Which line? I asked them, 
which line? Well, the back of the line. 
Now that’s a talking point that appar-
ently wasn’t thought about any deeper 
than that because if they can’t answer 
the question which line, they surely 
don’t know where that line is. Is it in 
the United States or is it in lines in the 
foreign countries, people waiting to 
come into the United States? 

I would submit that if those who are 
in the United States illegally are to go 
to the back of the line, it’s not a line 
in the United States. The people in line 
to come into the United States legally 
are, by definition, not in the United 
States. They’re outside the United 
States, they’re in their home country, 
they’re following the laws of America, 
they’re lined up to come in the right 
way—God bless them for doing that. 
But that line, that line of legal 
waitees—to maybe coin a phrase—the 
line of people who are willing to re-
spect American immigration law, get 
in line and wait in line isn’t just some 
short little old line that you can put 11 
million to 20 million people behind and 
think you’re going to process them 
through. That line of the people who 
are respecting American laws and are 
waiting to come into the United States 
legally, none of them are in the United 
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States. It’s 50 million strong, Mr. 
Speaker; 50 million people have taken 
the trouble to line up to try to come 
into the United States legally. 

We are the most generous country in 
the world by far, letting in around 1.25 
million legal immigrants—a very small 
percentage of them actually come here 
because of merit, as I said—and mean-
while we’ve got 11 million to 20 million 
here in this country that have 
disrespected our laws. And I would sug-
gest that I would much rather see the 
11 million to 20 million who are in the 
line respecting American laws waiting 
to come in, I would like to see them 
come in and become American citizens 
ahead of those who have disrespected 
American laws. That sustains the rule 
of law. That upholds the rule of law. 
That strengthens us as a Nation. And 
rewarding law breakers weakens the 
rule of law and weakens us as a Nation 
and chisels away at that beautiful mar-
ble pillar of American exceptionalism 
called the rule of law. That’s the equa-
tion. 

And I hear constantly arguments 
from people that have their own inter-
ests, their own viewpoint. They need 
somebody to milk the cows or they 
need somebody to take care of their 
equestrian herd or they need somebody 
to do their gardening, they need some-
body to be their butler or their maid. 
So they’re saying, I can’t afford to hire 
somebody in this country. You need to 
bring me some cheaper labor. 

I would suggest that Robert Rector of 
the Heritage Foundation is right: We 
have become a welfare state. And a 
household headed by a high school 
dropout, without regard to their immi-
gration status, costs the taxpayer an-
nually $23,449 a year. But it boils down 
to this: They will draw down $32,000 a 
year in benefits—a welfare state—they 
will pay $9,000 a year in taxes. And 
that’s the change, that’s the difference. 
And when you multiply it times 50 
years of managing the household, being 
the head of the household, 50 years, it 
costs the taxpayers an average of $1.5 
million to subsidize that household. 
And that’s a high school dropout. Now 
it may not get worse when they’re an 
illegal high school dropout, but it 
doesn’t get a lot better. There is a net 
number, too, that he produces, I think 
that’s around the order of $19,499 a 
year. In this area, let’s say $20,000 a 
year, plus or minus a thousand or two, 
for a household headed by a high school 
dropout and/or an illegal immigrant. 

Now the burden to the taxpayer, be-
cause we’re a welfare state, can’t be ig-
nored. And the weight on the tax-
payers, when we have an oversupply of 
cheap labor and an undersupply of tax-
payers, and 47 percent of households 
don’t pay income tax, we’re living in a 
welfare state, and we’re giving auto-
matic citizenship to 340,000 to 750,000 
babies a year that are born to an ille-
gal mother who sneaks into the United 
States. 

And then the President has the te-
merity to go down to the border in El 

Paso and make fun of people who think 
like I do, that say let’s build a fence, a 
wall and a fence. He said some will 
want a moat, some will want alligators 
in it. He was standing down there with-
in 220 yards of this, Mr. Speaker. This 
is El Paso, Texas. This is Juarez, Mex-
ico. Some people would want a moat, 
some people would want a fence, some 
would want alligators in it—I don’t 
think there are any alligators in here, 
Mr. Speaker. But this is the aerial pic-
ture that I had seen just a few weeks 
before the President gave this speech 
in El Paso. The records are good—not 
many people are getting across the bor-
der here. Why? Because we have— 
here’s a fence right here, this is the Rio 
Grande River. We have a fence, a river, 
another fence—here is a patrol road 
that is patrolled by the Border Patrol. 
There is a Border Patrol vehicle right 
here, another one up around the 
curve—a patrol road, then another 
fence, then a canal that’s forwarding a 
lot of water, and it flows pretty fast, 
then another fence. If you can get over 
that, you’re in the United States, into 
El Paso, and maybe you can catch a 
ride here and you’re home free. 

Not a moat, not a moat with alli-
gators; you might say two moats and 
four fences—a fence, the Rio Grande 
River, a fence, a patrol road, a fence, a 
canal with flowing water—and deep— 
another fence, and then you’re off into 
the United States. Three of those 
fences you have to climb wet. This is 
very effective. And the President is 
standing within 220 yards of that mak-
ing fun of Americans who think that 
physical structures help control illegal 
immigration. 

So we’re spending $12 billion a year 
on this southern border, enforcing it 
and chasing people across the desert 
100 miles into the United States. And 
out of that $12 billion a year, that’s $6 
million a mile, on average, for every 
mile on our southern border. I can 
build you a fence, a wall and a fence for 
about $2 million a mile, about one- 
third of the annual budget. And I don’t 
suggest that we build 2,000 miles of it 
right away, Mr. Speaker. I suggest that 
we start building it and stop building 
when they stop going around the end. 
That’s the scenario, that’s the logical 
way to address this. Build a fence, a 
wall and a fence; use the funding that 
we have, roll it into that kind of infra-
structure. It is effective. And the Presi-
dent’s staff didn’t serve him very well 
if he was standing with his back to a 
fence, a river, a fence, a patrol road, 
another fence, a canal, and another 
fence. Those are the barriers to get 
into the United States, and he’s mak-
ing fun of it. And the Border Patrol is 
telling us this is effective. It is effec-
tive. It’s been effective in El Paso, it 
keeps them in Juarez. It’s been effec-
tive in San Luis in southwest Arizona. 
It’s not effective where there is noth-
ing. And we have to pay a lot of people 
a lot of time and money to chase all 
over the desert after people that 
walked around the end. 

Let’s build it until they stop going 
around the end. Let’s pass the Birth-
right Citizenship Act of 2011. Let’s 
make sure that the kind of security 
that is in El Paso can be applied in 
other high-traffic areas. Build a fence 
until they stop going around the end, 
and then, Mr. Speaker, we can also 
pass my New Idea Act, which shuts off 
the Federal deductibility for wages and 
benefits paid to illegals, brings the IRS 
into this mix, and gives the employer 
safe harbor. All of that. Simple solu-
tions to a complex problem, Mr. Speak-
er. 

I would conclude with that state-
ment, thank you for your attention, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

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

Mr. WALDEN (at the request of Mr. 
CANTOR) for July 11 on account of trav-
el delays. 

Mr. NEUGEBAUER (at the request of 
Mr. CANTOR) for July 11 on account of 
an unforeseen family medical emer-
gency. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

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

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 9 o’clock and 20 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Wednesday, July 13, 2011, at 10 a.m. for 
morning-hour debate. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

2393. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Cloquintocet-mexyl; Pes-
ticide Tolerances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2010-0980; 
FRL-8877-2] received June 24, 2011, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

2394. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Diethylene glycol mono 
butyl ether; Exemption from the Require-
ment of a Tolerance [EPA-HQ-OPP-2008-0474; 
FRL-8876-5] received June 24, 2011, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

2395. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Propylene Oxide; Pesticide 
Tolerances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2005-0253; FRL- 
8877-7] received June 24, 2011, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture. 

2396. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the Department’s report entitled, 
‘‘Report to Congress on the Social and Eco-
nomic Conditions of Native Americans: Fis-
cal Years 2005 and 2006’’, pursuant to Section 
811A of the Native American Programs Act 
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