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manufacturing in the defense industry.
But this is a public-private partner-
ship.

What we cannot do is say, ‘“‘Oh, my
God, that’s government money; it’s got
to be bad,” these investments that we
make for the poor in the Medicaid pro-
gram so we can make sure that these
kids have basic health care in the
United States of America.

And, yes, we do need education re-
form; yes, we do need innovation with-
in the health care system. We’ve got a
long way to go, even with the health
care reform bill and how we can revolu-
tionize health care, how we can revolu-
tionize education, how we can revolu-
tionize the way we take care of our
veterans. I will be back on this floor
talking about some of those ways that
we can go about doing that.

But the issue I have with the Repub-
lican proposals are they’re all about
the budget. Listen, we all know we
have a demographic problem—we all
know we have the baby boomers mov-
ing into the Social Security and the
Medicare system—but how are we
going to drive down Medicare costs?
How are we going to drive down health
care costs? That’s the question. That’s
what’s important. Of course we need to
bring the cost down of health care, but
you just don’t say, well, we’re not
going to have any reforms, the free
market is somehow going to take care
of it and it should be pushed off on the
backs of the citizens. That’s not going
to work. That’s not humane. There is a
better way to go about it, when you
look at the field of integrative health
care, for example, how you can help
prevent a lot of issues from arising
that make people sick.

When you look at 70 or 75 percent of
health care costs are caused by things
that are behavioral in nature, so how
do we shift the health care system to
even more prevention like we tried to
do in the health care reform bill? How
do we make investments into areas in
medical schools and hospitals that are
looking into driving down health care
costs in these other ways? Not just
talk about, oh, we’re going to have dra-
conian cuts to the Medicare program
and then we’re going to push it all off
on the Medicare recipient to foot the
bill and we’re going to give them a
voucher.

Ladies and gentlemen, that is what
happens with this Republican Tea
Party budget. You will get a voucher,
Mr. Speaker. These folks will get a
voucher. My friends on the other side
say, well, yeah, but that voucher will
help you pay for it. The problem is the
voucher that the seniors will get
doesn’t go up, doesn’t rise with the cost
of health care. So the voucher only
goes up a small bit while health care
costs have been going up four, five, six,
seven, depending on the plan, more per-
cent. So you get a voucher today and
it’s worth $100 and your health care bill
is $150, but next year your voucher is
worth $102 and health care costs are
$170. That happens every single year.
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That voucher becomes worthless at
some point. The cost will be pushed off
onto seniors. They’re going to have to
come out of pocket. Their kids are
going to have to help them.

You see these huge cuts in the Med-
icaid program, which in many States
help senior citizens get into a nursing
home and pay for a nursing home.
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So the middle class, again, people 40,
50, 60 years old who have parents in a
nursing home, are going to have to
come out of pocket. That’s bad for the
economy, less consumer demand.

All of these things fit together. We’re
going to come back and continue to
talk about many of these issues over
the course of the next few weeks and
months and compare. As I said at the
beginning, I'’ve got a lot of Republican
friends in this Chamber, I’ve got a lot
of Republican friends in my congres-
sional district, but I also have a lot of
Republican friends in my congressional
district that would disagree with the
approach of the disinvestment in the
United States that’s coming from the
other side.

Mr. Speaker, I look forward to com-
ing back in the next week and months,
and I'm sure you’re excited for that,
too.

I yield back the balance of my time.

————
RELIGIOUS LIBERTY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
WALBERG) for 30 minutes.

Mr. WALBERG. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the opportunity to address this
Chamber and to address an issue of
great concern to me. I just heard my
colleague and friend from Ohio and
what he had to say, and certainly there
is a debate that’s going on that’s worth
being had, a debate about the progres-
sion of this great country, the greatest
on this Earth, in the history of this
Earth, a country that has distinguished
itself in just a few short years, 236, 237,
as a Nation that understands what lib-
erty is about, but also understands the
authority that we come under.

Mr. Speaker, I have wrestled with
coming to the floor tonight, because
since I first began my legislative ca-
reer back in 1982 in the Michigan House
of Representatives, and when I stood in
front of people and asked for their op-
portunity or their support to give me a
privileged position in that great body,
I stated clearly, and I have from that
point in 1982 to this very day, I've stat-
ed that, as a Christian and as a former
pastor, while I would not flaunt my re-
ligion, I would not hide my faith.

I’'ve continued that in coming to the
U.S. House of Representatives as well.
I truly believe that all laws are moral.
Some of us would consider morality
one way and others of us would con-
sider it another. We all come through
filters in life. I understand that, and I
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respect that. I believe that the Fram-
ers and Founders of this great country,
its ideals that were based upon truth as
they determined truth to be, as they
understood it, truth coming from the
revealed word of God that they de-
clared to be found in the Bible at that
time, and they were not ashamed to
say that and quoted many times from
Scripture, even without reference, be-
cause it was clearly understood by the
citizens of that day that the basic
ideals that this new government was
established upon were ideals found and
written down in the Bible and clearly
understood to be the word of God.

I'd wrestle with the fact that I under-
stand that there are filters, and the
moment that I let it out of the bag, as
it were, Mr. Speaker, that I'm a pastor,
I'm a Christian, I come from a Judeo-
Christian value system, that that’s my
filter, that I would lose the oppor-
tunity to speak to society in general.
Well, I assume that risk this evening,
because we have come to a time in our
history where the unified under-
standing, whether we acknowledged it
or fully agreed with it or certainly
lived by it, because I know, as one who
has feet of clay, that though I under-
stand truth, I don’t always live by it,
yet our country is at crossroads in a
battle along those principles.

I read in this greatest man-made doc-
ument ever penned, the Constitution of
the United States, I read the First
Amendment, the Second Amendment,
the Third Amendment, and on through
the Tenth Amendment, which are clas-
sified as the Bill of Rights, Bill of
Rights that were given and acknowl-
edged by the Framers and Founders
and the implementers of these amend-
ments, the Bill of Rights, as really
stemming from God, Himself,
unalienable rights, God given, not man
given, recognizing these rights as
above simple human reasoning.

In recent days, I've read and reread
our First Amendment that says:

Congress shall make no law respecting an
establishment of religion, or prohibiting the
free exercise thereof; or abridging the free-
dom of speech, or of the press, or the right of
people peaceably to assemble, and to peti-
tion the government for redress of griev-
ances.

And I go on to the final, the 10th,
that gives the States the authority
that they should have. And I see what’s
taking place in relationship at this
point in time to one complex bill that
was passed, called the Affordable
Health Care Act, but with specifically
one mandate that I clearly believe runs
roughshod of this First Amendment
when it, in fact, is a law that prohibits
the free exercise thereof of religious
beliefs. Now, again, that’s my perspec-
tive, but it’s a perspective I think is
backed up by the Framers and Found-
ers in their writings and their speeches
and their beliefs that they imple-
mented into this great, great country.

Just recently I read an article that,
more than just simply being an article,
gave names of fellow citizens,
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businesspeople, who through no fault of
their own, except for the fact that they
were religious, they were people of
faith that had firm convictions, convic-
tions that they believed went beyond
themselves but went to the God that
they honored, people like Chris and
Paul Griesedieck—I hope I pronounced
that name right. I don’t know them
personally, but I know they run a 105-
year-old company started by their
great-grandfather, a company in St.
Louis that employs 150 people. They
are sincere Christians that believe to
be forced to supply health insurance
that provides abortifacient coverage,
agents that will produce abortions, is
against their firmly held Christian be-
liefs and would be a violation of their
responsibility to their God.

Now, that’s their morality, that’s
their filter, but from the inception of
this country, believed that that, along
with all other religious beliefs, was
protected under the Bill of Rights.

They are at a point right now, if they
violate the mandate of the law, which
they are attempting to get an injunc-
tion and attempting ultimately to see
themselves covered just like churches
and Christian colleges, but if they
aren’t, they’re looking at a $5 million
fine under that mandate, annually.
They’ve indicated that that will put
them out of business.

There’s another company run by
David Green—we all know it well—
Hobby Lobby. We’ve seen their ads at
Easter and Christmastime, full-page
ads that he pays for with his own
money, to declare the meaning of
Christmas and the meaning of Easter
in his faith. He pays for it, long-
standing, and yet if he doesn’t fall
under this mandate and bow the knee
to the government and not Kkeep his
knees bowed to his God that he serves,
he’ll pay a $1.3 million per day fine,
which will take the 13,000 employees
that he employs and potentially put
them out of a job, many of whom agree
with his personal strong faith.
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He said, It’s come down to the point
that I'm forced to either abandon my
beliefs in order to stay in business or
abandon my business in order to stay
true to my belief. That’s not the Amer-
ica that was founded by people who put
the Bill of Rights together, and specifi-
cally the First Amendment.

I could go on with other illustrations
about other business owners. Well, let
me point out one business owner here
who is doing significant work not only
as a very successful 85-year-old insur-
ance executive of an insurance com-
pany, but he’s taken those resources—
like Mr. Green, who has given over $500
million to charitable causes, living out
his faith—but this gentleman has done
the same thing in reaching out to
many needy people and developing a
business that impacts peoples’ lives
who are in difficult circumstances. His
name is Charles Sharpe. He is 85 years
old. He founded Heartland Ministries
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with the money that he developed to
provide a Christian rehabilitation pro-
gram for men and women battling drug
and alcohol addiction, and a boarding
school for troubled youth, with his own
money. Yet, if he falls under the man-
date, the employees that are employed
running this organization, but more
importantly the lives that are im-
pacted positively by this ministry, will
be impacted and the ministry will go
under.

As I said, I could go on and on with
other illustrations of how this First
Amendment liberty is being violated
by a country that made this as the first
of the Bill of Rights.

Just recently we all heard, I believe,
a concern that a briefing had been
given to U.S. Army Reserve recruits
which classified Catholics, some Jews,
evangelical Christians and Sunni Mus-
lims as religious extremists along with
the KKK, Al Qaeda and Hamas. In
America, religions strongly held, firm-
ly believed religious beliefs, are being
attacked as extremist, along with ter-
rorist organizations like Al Qaeda,
Hamas and KKK.

Mr. Speaker, I submit to you this is
not America. I don’t care what the
courts have said at this point. They’ve
ruled on a tax. But on a constitutional
question, I think it’s clear for us who
read it to understand it is more than
just the document, but to understand
it as a warning to us and a reminder
that the blessings of the freedom of
this great Nation come with a commit-
ment to ideals that are beyond us, that
are timeless, that are important, that
we often call religion but are beyond
that. They are faith that goes to our
integrity, our convictions, our char-
acter.

John Adams, one of the Founders of
our country, John Adams, who de-
fended liberty even when he defended
the Red Coats under the same premise
that we believe that all people deserve
a hearing and a just trial, John Adams,
who was willing to give his life, his for-
tune, his sacred honor, said:

Our Constitution was made only for a
moral and religious people. It is wholly inad-
equate to the government of any other.

Why in the world would he say that?
There is huge wisdom there, but it
came from an understanding that hu-
manity wasn’t enough in itself. Human
beings weren’t wise enough in their
own right, but rather had to flow from
some truth wiser than that.

Social critic Irving Kristol I think
encapsulated it when he said:

This appears to be a sociological truth. It
is religion that reassures people that this
world of ours is a home, not just a habitat,
and that the tragedies and unfairness we all
experience are features of a more benign, if
not necessarily comprehensible, whole. It is
religion that restrains the self-seeking hedo-
nistic impulse so easily engendered by a suc-
cessful market economy.

We are a successful market economy
here in the United States, and I'm
grateful for that, and we need to do a
lot of work to continue that. But our
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faith beliefs—and I'm not talking
about one religion over another. I cer-
tainly come from a Judeo-Christian
viewpoint, and I believe it to be true. I
would not have given my life to that
belief if it weren’t. It impacts society
as a whole.

Alexander Solzhenitsyn understood it
with his life. He said:

All individual human rights are granted
because man is God’s creature; that is, free-
dom was given to the individual condi-
tionally in the assumption of his constant
religious responsibility. Two hundred or even
50 years ago, it would have seemed quite im-
possible in America that an individual could
be granted boundless freedom simply for the
satisfaction of his instincts and whims.

Mr. Speaker, I submit to you that
seems to be the point in time where
we’re at right now, where we’re willing
for our whims, our instincts, our de-
sires, our own purposes to give in to
the baseness of those hedonistic phi-
losophies. And it’s proven to be true.
The results are there. Here are just a
few of them.

Since 1960, we have the end of the so-
called ‘‘Christian America,” as the
media has called it in Newsweek. The
U.S. illegitimacy rate has rocketed
from 5 percent of all births to 41 per-
cent. Among African Americans, the
share of births out of wedlock is 71 per-
cent. That’s up from 23 percent in 1960.
The percentage of households that were
married couple families with children
under 18 had plummeted by 2006 to just
21.6 percent. Since Roe v. Wade, 50 mil-
lion-plus abortions have been per-
formed. The Declaration of Independ-
ence? We are all endowed with the
right to life, liberty and the pursuit of
happiness.

Between 1960 and 1990, the teenage
suicide rate tripled, though the number
then fell. As of 2006, suicide was the
third leading cause of death of young
adults and adolescents age 15 to 24, just
behind homicide.

And I could go on with the tragic re-
sults of going away from religious be-
lief, faith belief, truth, a moral char-
acter. Again, all laws are moral—right,
wrong or indifferent. We all have fil-
ters.

I submit to you, Mr. Speaker, that
we are challenged economically, we are
challenged socially, we are challenged
in our security and we are challenged
in our liberty because we have wan-
tonly walked away from or in compla-
cency have given away the
underpinnings that allowed God to
bless this great country, which is still
receiving the results of much of that
blessing.

The Founders argued very clearly
that ‘‘virtue derived from religion is
indispensable to limited government.”
The American model of religious lib-
erty takes a strongly positive view of
religious practice, both private and
public. Far from privatizing religion, it
assumes that religious believers and in-
stitutions will take active roles in soci-
ety, including ministers, including en-
gaging in politics and policymaking
and helping form the public’s moral
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consensus. In fact, the American
Founders considered religious engage-
ment in shaping the public morality es-
sential to ordered liberty and the suc-
cess of their experiment in self-govern-
ment.
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John Witherspoon, a minister who
signed the Declaration of Independ-
ence, said in talking about our Repub-
lic, ‘“‘a republic once equally poised
must either preserve its virtue or lose
its liberty.”

Mr. Speaker, as I began, I will never
intend to flaunt my religion, but I will
not hide my faith; and I believe, in this
country where we’'ve given the greatest
amount of freedom to all religious be-
liefs, we would do well to remember
that ourselves—to not hold it back but
to encourage faith and to encourage
laws that respect that to the fullest de-
gree and say to people like David Green
or to the Griesediecks or others: we re-
spect you for what you do, your beliefs,
and we will certainly honor your free-
dom. We will not impinge upon you by
mandates, no matter how good the law
might seem, because there is some-
thing higher than health, physical
health—and that’s our spiritual health,
our character health, in this country.

There is a stone above you, Mr.
Speaker, that’s there tonight and that
has been here since this great Chamber
was put together, and it’s a quote of
Daniel Webster’s. I read it often, and it
says simply this:

“Let us develop the resources of our
land, call forth its powers, build up its
institutions, promote all its great in-
terests—’> Daniel Webster could be
speaking to us tonight and to our coun-
try, Mr. Speaker— ‘‘and see whether
we also, in our day and generation,
may not perform something worthy to
be remembered.”’

I submit to you, Mr. Speaker, that if
we would restore liberty and justice for
all, if we were to restore the oppor-
tunity to live under our spiritual lib-
erties and beliefs and not mandate peo-
ple to go against that—bow their knees
to almighty government as opposed to
bowing to Almighty God—this Nation
will be a blessed Nation under God,
with liberty and justice for all.

Mr. Speaker, I thank you for the op-
portunity tonight, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

—————

RESTORING THE RULE OF LAW
AND REESTABLISHING THE PIL-
LARS OF AMERICAN
EXCEPTIONALISM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. KING) for 30
minutes.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Thank you, Mr.
Speaker.

As always, it’s an honor to be recog-
nized to address you here on the floor
of the United States House of Rep-
resentatives.
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I want to say to you, Mr. Speaker,
that I come to this floor very troubled
here this evening. I am troubled at the
current inertia that seems to have been
created in the minds and in the posi-
tions of a number of people who are
here in the House and in the Senate,
primarily those on my side of the aisle,
who seemed to wake up on the morning
of November 7 and decided that Mitt
Romney would be President-elect if he
just hadn’t said two words, ‘‘self-de-
port,” and if he hadn’t said two other
words, ‘47 percent.”” They had done
this analysis, apparently, before there
were any kind of exit polls that could
have been considered.

They persist in sticking with this
opinion that something must be done
about immigration in this country and
that there needs to be comprehensive
immigration reform passed and that, if
that doesn’t happen, then there’s going
to be a kind of calamity that might
eliminate or badly weaken the bipar-
tisan, two-party system that we have
in this country.

I reject those principles or those
opinions, Mr. Speaker, because what I
know about the facts refutes them
completely. There are no facts that up-
hold such a position. It is true that the
people in my party have lost a growing
share of the vote of the list of minority
coalitions that there are in the coun-
try. It’s also true that the other party
has demagogued this issue mercilessly,
and the effect of their tens of millions
of dollars has shown in the polls. My
colleagues on my side of the aisle don’t
seem to recognize that. Perhaps they
haven’t thought this through, and I
hope they do, Mr. Speaker. But the
most essential pillar of American
exceptionalism that is affected by this
debate over immigration is the rule of
law.

It appears to me that there are a
number of people on my side of the
aisle who say—even though they recog-
nize that the comprehensive immigra-
tion reform agenda, which has been
around since the George W. Bush ad-
ministration and perhaps before—they
believe that somehow, even though it’s
fifth or sixth on the list of issues that
would be important and relevant to mi-
norities that look at the path to citi-
zenship and at a path to staying in the
United States and working and raising
their families and being productive
here, that jobs and the economy are
more important. A whole list of things
are more important, but it’s fifth or
sixth on that priority list. Those who
advocate for this Gang of ERight’s
version, which seems to be emerging
from the Senate in comprehensive im-
migration reform, seem to think that
we should do something, that we
should pass some type of amnesty be-
cause that’s what’s required to ‘‘start
the conversation.”

I took an oath to uphold this Con-
stitution. This Constitution is the su-
preme law of the land, and the rule of
law is an essential pillar of American
exceptionalism; and if there are people
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in this Congress, House or Senate, who
are prepared to sacrifice the rule of law
in order to start a conversation, that’s
enough to get me to come here to the
floor tonight, Mr. Speaker, to start the
conversation about restoring the rule
of law and reestablishing the pillars of
American exceptionalism and making
sure that this great Nation that we are
can go on to our destiny beyond the
shining city on the hill to a place that
actually does realize American destiny
with all of the pillars of American
exceptionalism intact, not sacrificing
the rule of law for political expediency,
which is the bargain that is being nego-
tiated over on the Senate side and be-
hind closed doors here on the House
side, although not even publicly admit-
ted to.

So, Mr. Speaker, in the earlier part
of this discussion, I would be very
pleased to yield to a very strong leader
on the rule of law, to one who has led
within his own community in Hazleton
and who has been a clear and articulate
voice on protecting and defending
America’s rule of law destiny, and
that’s the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. BARLETTA).

Mr. BARLETTA. Thank you, Con-
gressman KING.

Recently, there has been a lot of talk
in Washington about illegal immigra-
tion. As the mayor of Hazleton, Penn-
sylvania, after it was estimated that 10
percent of our entire population was
there illegally, I created the first law
of its kind in the country. Now, I don’t
need to be briefed about illegal immi-
gration—I have lived it. Because Wash-
ington has failed to protect our bor-
ders, cities like mine have been over-
come. I had to deal with it myself be-
cause of Washington’s failure.

Our immigration laws were created
for two reasons: one, to protect the
American people and our national secu-

rity; and two, to protect American
workers.
Now, in 1986, Ronald Reagan had

promised the American people that if
we’d give amnesty to 1.5 million illegal
aliens that we would secure our borders
and that this would never happen
again. After the declaration of am-
nesty, that 1.5 million actually doubled
to over 3 million. Now, a quarter of a
century later, over 11 million people
are in our country illegally, and our
borders are still not secured.

This isn’t just about the southern
border. There is a lot of focus about, if
we secure the southern border, our bor-
ders are secure. Forty percent of the
people who are in the country illegally
did not cross a border—they didn’t
cross the southern border; they didn’t
come across Canada. Forty percent of
the people who are in the country ille-
gally came on visas and overstayed
their visas. In fact, one of the men who
was granted amnesty in 1986 was in-
volved in the 1993 attack on the World
Trade Center. Now, my city is 2,000
miles away from the nearest southern
border, and I have an illegal immigra-
tion problem. Any State that has an
international airport is a border State.
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