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needle exchange programs, which are
widely used around the world and
throughout the United States. States
can’t spend Federal funds for needle ex-
change programs, but they can spend
local funds. Every large city; and many
counties spend their own local funds
this way because it is one of the few
proven ways to keep HIV/AIDS from
spreading.

The District was kept from spending
its own local funds on needle exchange
programs for 10 years. The result was
that the District had the highest AIDS
rate in the United States for that rea-
son. Right down the road, Baltimore, a
much poorer city than the District of
Columbia—and the District of Colum-
bia is not a poor city. It is a city of—
yes, it is a modicum of poor people, but
it is a very prosperous city.
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Down the road in Baltimore, you
have had for years a better AIDS rate
than you have had in the District of
Columbia because nobody could keep
Baltimore from using needle exchange
programs. These are programs that, for
example, when an addict is on the
street, allow the one city to wean him
from addiction or at least keep him
from passing a dirty needle on that will
spread the virus, but it is often to wean
him from drugs because he expects and
wants the clean needles to come every
day. It is a highly effective way. What-
ever it is, we have the right to save the
lives of our own people the way we de-
fine if that way is legal and constitu-
tional.

You can imagine the anguish we felt
when we could not even save the lives
of our own people. To its credit and the
credit of this House, that rider has not
come back on our appropriation. I had
a meeting with Chairman ANDER CREN-
SHAW just yesterday. I don’t have any
idea what will happen, but he seems a
fair and open man. I was pleased also
to bring the Mayor to have a meeting
with him so that he could meet the
chief executive of the city. There also
are other riders that were on the ap-
propriation that are not now on it.

We’ve learned to take the offensive,
though, because we are left here by
ourselves—a delegation of one—so it’s
real easy to gang up on us because I'm
all the District has. It has no Senators,
and therefore we try to stop such intru-
sions before they occur. Yes, partly,
perhaps, because of that—because of
the action of our allies in writing the
appropriators, having their constitu-
ents contact appropriators—this may
have had an effect; but I think what
has also had an effect is there are
Members who, I think, listened to the
effect of these riders, and who have
seen them as inconsistent with the
principle of local control and have
acted accordingly.

So I say to those Members: you have
our thanks and our appreciation.

I say to my own Capitol Hill neigh-
borhood as I close: that we have lived
through the tragedy of the loss of a
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major public institution, the Eastern
Market. We saw it come back. As Cap-
itol Hill residents, it seems to me all of
us have an obligation to help Frager’s
come back, too. Frager’s has been
there when we needed Frager’s.
Frager’s cannot depend upon public
money. Frager’s needs support—and
we’ll have to learn what kind of sup-
port it is—from all of us if we value
such unique neighborhood institutions.

At a time when our country is grow-
ing larger, when it is becoming so easy
to become anonymous—when the per-
sonal and the ability to touch and feel
that you are heard often seem so dis-
tant, when even those of us who Tweet
and Facebook recognize that, at the
same time, we are keeping our dis-
tance—at a time 1like this when
Frager’s brought us close, when
Frager’s made us walk to the store in-
stead of getting into our cars, and
when we found there, what we could
not find elsewhere, let us celebrate this
institution, with which, I think, every
Member of the House from whatever
community, large or small, could iden-
tify.

I celebrate Frager’s. I look forward
to its return in a fashion that will re-
mind us of a near century’s service to
those who have lived in the Capitol Hill
community, one of the oldest commu-
nities in the Nation’s Capital.

I yield back the balance of my time.

——
RUMPELSTILTSKIN

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.

Again, I appreciate the privilege to
address you here on the floor of the
United States House of Representa-
tives. I come to this floor to voice my
concerns about the direction some in
the executive and legislative bodies
seem to be going.

I will start it out this way, Mr.
Speaker, in that, yesterday, it finally
occurred to me how to describe the po-
litical whiplash that has taken place
that goes against the logic and history
and experience of myself and, I think,
of a majority of the American people. I
said to them yesterday in an immigra-
tion meeting inside the Republican
Study Committee, which had a panel
there of House and Senate to talk
about immigration—some of them ex-
perts—that I feel like Rumpelstiltskin.

The story of ‘“‘Rumpelstiltskin’ is
that he went to sleep under a tree, and
he was clean shaven, and when he woke
up, he had this long, long beard that
had apparently grown over a century
or so. The culture shock that he got
after having taken a little nap was
what the narrative of the story of
“Rumpelstiltskin’ was about.

I went to bed the night of November
6 in having finished the election cele-
bration, in having succeeded in another
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election, but I watched as Mitt Rom-
ney had to concede that he had not won
the Presidency from Barack Obama. I
understood what that election was
about as much as most anybody in this
country.

It starts in Iowa. We spent nearly 4
years sorting out and helping to con-
tribute to the knowledge base of the
American people as to what the planks
in the platform would be, what the
platform would look like, how we
would select a nominee for the Presi-
dent of the United States. It starts in
Iowa with the first-in-the-Nation’s cau-
cuses, and of the candidates who come
there, many of them will go to all 99
counties. Rick Santorum, for example,
had over 380 meetings in Iowa, and he
went to all 99 counties. MICHELE BACH-
MANN went to all 99 counties.

That’s an endorsement from the Iowa
caucuses that can be earned. You don’t
have to have millions of dollars to
shape a media image and buy a nomi-
nation, but it is important to be there
and talk. So we do this. We’re all poli-
tics all the time. I'm engaged in the
Republican Presidential nominating
process from early on, so I watch this
and I contribute to it. I weigh in on the
things that I believe in, and I've lis-
tened as every Presidential candidate
has endorsed—Ilet me just say this—my
immigration ideas.

Yet, as I listened to the debate and as
Mitt Romney won the nomination and
as he and Barack Obama had their mul-
tiple debates—three debates, if I re-
member, and there was much debate
that went on throughout the media—I
don’t think anyone went to the polls on
November 6 thinking this election is
about immigration. I went to bed the
night of November 6 in having realized
that Barack Obama would be President
for another 4 years. It was a dis-
appointment to me and a crushing dis-
appointment to many of us who had so
many big plans on what we were going
to do to put this Nation back on the
right track with a new Republican ma-
jority anticipated in the United States
Senate and a President Mitt Romney.
It didn’t work out that way, but I
never believed on that night that the
election was decided on immigration,
Mr. Speaker. It was not. The debate
was almost exclusively about jobs and
the economy, jobs and the economy,
jobs and the economy. It was drilled so
relentlessly and so often that it put the
American people to sleep. I said before
the election multiple times that this
needs to be more than a race about jobs
and the economy. Nevertheless, that
seemed to be what the polsters on the
Republican side were advising Mitt
Romney that needed to be continually
coming out.

So the American people went to the
polls doing what they do: they make
decisions based upon what they hear
people talking about. You can track
polling, and I have looked at it for
years. The polling that is going to have
the highest priority of the people’s con-
cerns is going to be the one the people
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are talking about, the one the media is
talking about. National conversations
are many times driven through the
media. These conversations of a Presi-
dential election were about jobs and
the economy.

I went to bed disappointed that night
on November 6, perhaps even crushed,
at the loss of opportunity that this Na-
tion would have. I woke up the next
morning—not with a beard that was 100
years long, but just a normal one from
a night’s sleep—not thinking that
there was anything except jobs and the
economy and the promise of the Presi-
dent to expand the dependency class
and telling people, You're going to
have less personal responsibility under
Barack Obama, and you’ll have more
risk under Mitt Romney.
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That was part of the argument: jobs
in the economy, grow the dependency
class. That was the argument.

But when I woke up on the morning
of November 7, I began to see some of
these things come through the news,
this analysis that Mitt Romney would
be President-elect on November 7 if he
just hadn’t said ‘‘self-deport,” or Mitt
Romney would be President-elect on
November 7 if he hadn’t lost such a
large percentage of the Hispanic vote.
Then the numbers began to trickle in a
little bit, and you get those numbers
that show—and I don’t dispute them—
that Mitt Romney got about 27 percent
of the Hispanic vote and Barack Obama
got about 71 percent of the Hispanic
vote.

So the people who had promised that
Mitt Romney was going to win the
Presidency, including pundits who
hung in until the polls were closed
until the last minute, still insisting
that there were precincts coming in in
Ohio that were going to turn the elec-
tion needed a scapegoat. They needed a
scapegoat to blame the election loss on
because they had predicted that vic-
tory and contributed to the engineer-
ing of the campaign and had pushed the
jobs and the economy argument to the
detriment of some of the other topics
that would have been useful to get a
better turnout among conservatives.

So in looking for a scapegoat, they
began to say on November 7, Mitt Rom-
ney would be President if he hadn’t
said these two words: self-deport. He
would be President if he had a larger
percentage of the Hispanic vote. He
lost too much of it. This is the mantra
that we saw that came out of George
W. Bush’s campaign when he began to
advocate for comprehensive immigra-
tion reform.

I remember a document that was pro-
duced by the Republican National Com-
mittee chairman. It was referred to as
an autopsy or postmortem report. It
said again that Mitt Romney would be
President if he had gotten a larger per-
centage of the Hispanic vote and that
George W. Bush got 44 percent of the
Hispanic vote in 2004.

That number has floated out there
since the day after that election in
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2004; but it’s not true, Mr. Speaker.
George W. Bush never got 44 percent of
the Hispanic vote. That number is
someplace between 38 percent and 40
percent. It was a stronger percentage
than Mitt Romney got, but Mitt Rom-
ney was competitive with JOHN
McCAIN’s vote on the Hispanic side,
and it was clear that JOHN MCCAIN has
been an open-borders Senator all of his
life. The only time he ever really was
for border security and border control
was when he had to save himself from
a primary, and that’s when he said
build the ‘‘blank’ fence.

So what we have here is an irrational
conclusion drawn on the morning of
November 7 of last year that turns out
to be a handy little scapegoat, excuse,
change the subject matter for people
who made predictions that didn’t
match what the professional opinion
was. Another thing that takes place is
if you repeat something often enough
in the news media, you can convince
people that that is the topic, that was
the subject.

So I will just tell you in this con-
ference, people are now starting to un-
derstand the election wasn’t about im-
migration, and there is no mandate for
Barack Obama to sign an amnesty bill.
There is a strong desire on the part of
people that are for open borders to pass
one. I understand why Democrats are
for open borders and amnesty. They’re
the political beneficiaries of open bor-
ders and amnesty.

Republicans are paying the price for
this wedge that’s being driven between
the Republican Party, Mr. Speaker.
And in political tactics, as well as war-
fare and military tactics, if you can
split the line of your enemy, your op-
position, your competition, if you can
divide them, especially if you can pit
them against each other, you have a
much greater chance of success.

This is a classical example of Repub-
licans accepting an argument and, in
fact, creating the argument, some of
them joining with Democrats who glee-
fully drive the wedge in between the
Republican Party to separate the rule
of law, border security, pillar of Amer-
ican exceptionalism, constitutional
conservative Republicans away from
the establishment wing of the party
that sees this world a little bit dif-
ferent.

Conventional wisdom here is Romney
would be President if Republicans had
done a better job reaching out to the
Hispanic community. I'm saying, Mr.
Speaker, that’s not true. There’s no
data that supports that theory. Even
still, they insist on adhering to this.
And when I ask them what is in this
Gang of Eight's bill in the United
States Senate that has passed out of
committee now to be considered on the
floor of the United States Senate,
what’s in that bill for Americans, the
answer is: nothing. There is nothing in
that bill for Americans.

What’s in that bill, then, for, let’s
say, Republicans? Well, political dis-
aster is in it. There’s nothing on the
upside of it for Republicans.
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What’s in it for Democrats? Millions
of new voters, more political power, a
continued expanding of the dependency
class, an erosion of the individual re-
sponsibility and the God-given liberty
and freedom that this country has; and
that’s the benefit to the Democratic
side of this thing, Mr. Speaker.

Then what is the effect? The effect is
pretty clear. You have a study done by
the stellar Robert Rector of The Herit-
age Foundation who does multiple
studies. He is the most accomplished
analyst that I know on this Hill, and
his work has been subject to public
scrutiny for more than two decades and
his work has been unassailable.

When it was announced that he was
doing an analysis of the economic im-
pact of a Senate version of the bill, the
amnesty bill, immediately his political
opposition began to attack him person-
ally and to attack a study they had
never read. I know they never read it,
Mr. Speaker, because it wasn’t out and
it wasn’t released. And I got a verbal
preview of that when Robert Rector
came to speak before the Conservative
Opportunity  Society, which TI've
chaired for some years. And I knew
they hadn’t read the report because it
wasn’t released. I would get access to
one of the first copies.

I have read every page of the Rector
report. I believe it’s 102 pages. There’ a
5-page executive summary. This report
boils down this, Mr. Speaker: if you
pass the Senate Gang of Eight’s com-
prehensive immigration reform/am-
nesty act, the net cost of the people
who would be legalized in America,
even if you use the 11.3 million, which
I think is a very low estimate, the net
cost to the taxpayer when you cal-
culate the drawdown from the welfare
systems and the health care and the
education and the infrastructure—he’s
got it all broken down in detail—the
net cost—and then you subtract from
that the net tax contributions made by
this group of people, you end up with a
$6.3 trillion price tag to the Senate’s
amnesty bill.

And still, Republican members of the
Gangs of Eight, House and Senate, pos-
ture themselves as conservatives. They
posture themselves as conservatives,
and they advocate for a $6.3 trillion net
cost, and their best argument against
the Rector report is that it’s not dy-
namically scored.

I heard that yesterday from the gen-
tleman from Idaho: the Rector report
is not dynamically scored. If you dy-
namically score it, then presumably
you could get around to a purist liber-
tarian view that anytime—and that’s
this: anytime anybody does an hour’s
worth of work and contributes a dollar
to the gross domestic product, they
contribute to the economy. That’s
their theory. That’s a very narrow view
of what goes on in any country.

If you’re going to call it economic
growth because the GDP goes up by a
dollar, but it costs you $2 or $3 on the
other end out of tax recipients to fund
the stimulation to get that extra dol-
lar, that’s not economic growth. But
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they argue that it is. If you dynami-
cally score the Rector report, it gets
more costly, not less costly. The num-
ber of $6.3 trillion in cost goes up, not
down.

I would suggest that these people
who are attacking Robert Rector or
the Heritage Foundation or the people
that are making allegations that the
Rector report is not dynamically
scored go in there and dynamically
score the Rector report then. Tell me,
what is your number? It’s not good
enough just to criticize somebody
else’s data without actually addressing
the data. What’s your number, Gang of
Eight? How much do you think the
Gang of Eight bills are going to cost
the taxpayers for the people who would
be legalized instantly? How much?

Then they say, I want more legal im-
migration, more legal immigration.
You could ask them, How many are
coming in here legally now? Most of
them who make such a statement
would be stumped, Mr. Speaker. They
don’t know.

If you don’t know how many people
are coming in here legally, say, over
the last decade, how can you assert
whether there should be more or less?
And if they do know the number, then
I would say to them: you think there
should be more legal immigration?
How many is enough? How many is too
many? There are two more stumping
questions I've just asked.
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They don’t know how many is
enough. They don’t know how many is
too many. They’re making a political
calculation, not a policy analysis. It’s
not good enough to change the destiny
of the United States of America simply
by wetting your finger and putting it
into the air, or checking your political
barometer and making a decision
whether it’s a plus or a minus for you
politically. Can you get reelected if
you’re for amnesty or not? That’s some
of the questioning that’s going on
around this body. I suggest we have a
higher charge and a higher challenge
and a bigger responsibility.

This is a constitutional Republic, and
one of the essential pillars of American
exceptionalism is the rule of law. This
shining city on the hill sits on these
pillars of American exceptionalism.
And among them, many of them are in
the Bill of Rights—freedom of speech,
religion, the press, peaceably assemble,
and petition the government for re-
gress grievance. Second Amendment
rights—the right to be secure in our
persons, the property rights that used
to exist before the Kelo decision. That
is a little editorial, Mr. Speaker. I'll
take that up in another Special Order
sometime—the rights that devolve to
the States or the people respectively
under the 9th and 10th Amendments; no
double jeopardy. All of those things.

If you take any piece that I’'ve men-
tioned out of the history of this coun-
try, you don’t get the United States of
America. You can’t be the United
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States of America without the law,
without the rule of law.

Millions of people come to this coun-
try to escape lawlessness, and we owe
it to them as well as the heritage of all
Americans to ensure that we do not
have lawlessness institutionalized in
this country.

Amnesty is. To grant amnesty is to
pardon immigration law breakers and
reward them with the objective of their
crime. That’s what’s advocated by the
Gangs of Eight, no matter how they
want to spin it. If they do that, they
will have provided an amnesty plan
that can never be reversed, and they
will have destroyed the rule of law at
least with regard to immigration so
that it can never be restored, destroyed
so it could never be restored. There is
no going back to this, going back to
what was if this legislation passes.

And, I’1l take us back to 1986. Ronald
Reagan signed—he was honest with us,
he signed the Amnesty Act, Mr. Speak-
er. He was pressured, no doubt. I'll just
say I know that. He was pressured by a
lot of people who have good judgment
almost all of the time, good advisers,
but the pressure that came was this:
there are a million people in America.
It started out at about 750,000; but by
the time the decision was made by
Ronald Reagan, they said there are a
million people in America who are here
illegally, and we can’t deal with all of
them so we want to get a fresh start.
We can make this deal with the Demo-
crats in Congress that if you just sign,
Mr. President Reagan, the Amnesty
Act, we will ensure also in that bill
that there will be border security. Shut
off the bleeding at the border, and the
trade-off will be that we’ll give am-
nesty to a million people.

And Ronald Reagan, with his com-
passionate heart and his good prin-
ciples and good judgment, didn’t see
what was coming. What was coming
was the intentional undermining of the
enforcement. Democrats never in-
tended to enforce immigration law in
1986. Ronald Reagan accepted their
word. His word was good. He didn’t
have a reason to believe theirs was not.
It was not. It was intentionally not
good. But President Reagan signed the
Amnesty Act for the purposes of the
one sole and only Amnesty Act that
was ever going to take place in the his-
tory of the United States. That was the
promise.

And in exchange, we all had to fill
out the I-9 forms with precision and
fear that the Federal Government
would come in and catch us in a techni-
cality and lock us up in jail or fine us
a great deal. I still have I-9 forms that
are in the dusty files from back then. I
was sure the INS was going to show up
and take enforcement against me. It
didn’t happen in my company, or in
thousands of companies across the
country. They didn’t enforce it the way
it was promised to be enforced. We got
the amnesty all right, but we didn’t get
the border security.

Now we have people that seem to
have the wisdom as if they have been
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born since then and denied access to
the history books, and they seem to
think that they can write laws that are
immigration laws today that will put
this thing away and finish adapting to
immigration law for all time. They’re
saying, just listen to us, pass our Gang
of Eight amnesty bill, and we will fix
the immigration problem for all time.

It’s clear to me that the lesson from
1986 didn’t soak into them. They don’t
have a lot of gray hair. You don’t have
to pull out a history book and read it.
In fact, just down the street just about
any respectful Member of Congress
could, I believe, get a meeting with At-
torney General Ed Meese, who was
Ronald Reagan’s Attorney General in
1986, whom I believe advised Ronald
Reagan to sign the Amnesty Act. But
Attorney General Meese, whom I great-
1y respect for his intellect, for his char-
acter, for his judgment, for his work
ethic, he’s still in the game, wrote an
op-ed in 2006 to deal with George W.
Bush’s amnesty proposal, and that op-
ed say Reagan would not make this
mistake again. And then now some 2
weeks ago or so, he released another
statement that mirrors the 2006 state-
ment.

So they could have the benefit of At-
torney General Ed Meese and listen to
what happened in 1986, if these Mem-
bers were sincere about making an ob-
jective decision. They are not. They
are salivating over putting their impri-
matur on history and changing the
character and the culture and the di-
rection of the civilization of America.

Now, America has always been about
assimilation. And we are, yes, a Nation
of immigrants. So is every other nation
on the planet, by the way, so we should
not overemphasize that. We’re a Nation
of people that come together, that have
assimilated different cultures and civ-
ilizations, and we have something I call
American vigor.

American vigor comes from, these
pillars of American exceptionalism
that I listed, most of them in the Bill
of Rights. You add to that free enter-
prise capitalism, you add to that the
faith of Judeo-Christianity and West-
ern Civilization all wrapped up to-
gether on this continent with essen-
tially unlimited natural resources, the
rule of law, manifest destiny. All of
that was a magnet that attracted the
vigor of every civilization here.

We didn’t just get a cross-section of
people that came from Asia or Europe
or South America that came to Amer-
ica. We got the dreamers, the doers,
the vigorous people from every donor
civilization on the planet. The people
that came to work and contributed
that had ideas. They wanted to be un-
fettered by the ropes and chains and
the restraints that their own home
country had and came to America to
embrace the American Dream. That’s
why we are America. That’s why we
have a can-do spirit. We got the best of
the spirits of every single country on
the planet. We must preserve these pil-
lars of American exceptionalism, in-
cluding the rule of law, or this Nation
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will never reach its God-given and in-
tended destiny.

That’s why I stand so strongly on
preserving respect and adherence to
the rule of law. That’s why I reject the
President’s lawless activities to sus-
pend immigration law that he doesn’t
like and advance his political founda-
tion in doing so.

The President has suspended immi-
gration law by executive amnesty, is
what he has done. That’s what the de-
bate was about last night with the
King amendment. That’s what the vote
was about this morning with the King
amendment that passed with strong
support in a bipartisan way. Some peo-
ple I think took a walk. But in any
case, my amendment said they’ll not
use any of the funds appropriated in
the bill to enforce the Morton memos,
which are the memos commonly re-
ferred to that come from the Presi-
dent’s wish to grant amnesty by execu-
tive edict.

And in one of those memos, the most
famous of which, which established
Dream Act Light, the President of the
United States went out and did a press
conference within 2 hours of the
issuing of the memo that came from
Janet Napolitano’s office. And it says
in that memo seven different times
that we’ll apply this on an individual
basis only, on an individual basis only.
I can repeat that five more times. That
gives you a sense of what they put in
the memo.

They know that when you litigate
something 1like this, the individual
basis only is the reference to prosecu-
torial discretion. The executive branch
has the prosecutorial discretion. It’s
well established. I agree with it. They
can’t enforce every single law, but the
law also requires that when ICE en-
counters an individual that they be-
lieve to be unlawfully in the United
States, they are obligated to place
them into deportation proceedings.
That’s the law.

The President suspended this specific
law. He created four classes of people
under the Morton memos and then has
suspended the law as being applied
against these four classes of people.
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He’s not doing it on an individual
basis, only it’s lip service on an indi-
vidual basis only.

And of 450,000 people that had already
been adjudicated for deportation, they
have now waived that on 300,000 and
they’re grinding through the rest. It
looks like they’re on their way to near-
1y half a million people that get admin-
istrative amnesty, and this is before
the ‘“‘Dream Act Lite’” memo came out.
That’s another chunk of this.

So the President has, time after
time, through the actions of his execu-
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tives, defied his oath of office, which is
to take care that the laws be faithfully
executed. That’s the President’s obliga-
tion. It’s his oath to the Constitution.
He had his hand on the Bible when he
gave that oath. And he gave an oath to
our Constitution.

He gave a lecture to some students
out here at a high school on March 28,
year before last I believe it was. And
they asked him, why don’t you just
pass an executive order, sign an execu-
tive order to grant lawful status to the
Dream Act kids?

And the President said, as a former
adjunct constitutional law professor at
the University of Chicago, accurately,
he said, I don’t have the authority to
do that. The legislature passes the
laws. My job is to carry them out. And
the judicial branch is to pass judgment
on the meaning of the technicality of
the law. Pretty good response for a
constitutional law adjunct professor.

And about a year later, the President
decided he wasn’t bound by his oath of
the Constitution. Neither was he bound
by the analysis or the opinion that he
gave the high school kids; defied his
oath, and he defied his own judgment,
publicly stated, and granted adminis-
trative amnesty through a whole series
of six different memos known as the
Morton memos.

We cannot be a civilized country if
we’re going to have a President who
legislates by executive edict, or by
press conference, by the way.

Mr. Speaker, you’ll remember that
ObamaCare was not supposed to fund
abortion, nor was it supposed to fund
contraceptives or sterilizations. There
was an accommodation that was made
in an amendment here and some nego-
tiations with the President.

But they do it anyway. They impose
this on our faith communities as well.
And our churches filed multiple law-
suits, more than I can actually quote
into this RECORD today, to object on
the grounds of religious liberty.

This country shall not impose a vio-
lation of religious liberty on our faith
people, and it shall not draw a distinc-
tion between an individual’s faith, a
private sector business’ faith, or a
church itself. It’s all the same. No one
is exempt from the protection of our
First Amendment rights.

Yet, this administration goes after
them. And when he heard the heat that
came back from the churches and, par-
ticularly, the Roman Catholic Church,
the President did a press conference at
noon on a Friday, and he said, I'm
going to make an accommodation to
the religious institution, an accommo-
dation. Now I'm going to require the
insurance companies to provide these
things for free, abortifacients, contra-
ceptives, sterilizations, and he repeated
himself, ‘“‘for free.”
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The President can’t do that. Even if
the rule further defines the ObamaCare
law that passed, that rule’s got to be
published. It’s got to go through the
administrative procedures course of ac-
tion.

The President cannot just simply,
with impunity and utter arrogance,
step up to a podium with the Great
Seal of the President of the United
States on it and say, now I'm changing
things. Hugo Chavez does that. Barack
Obama did that. He legislated by press
conference.

And now we have more lawlessness
coming to undermine the rule of law:
grant an amnesty to 11 million people
that, if history shows us right, will be
33 million people. If you score that dy-
namically, you take $6.3 trillion times
3 and you get better into the zone on
what this could cost.

This House is going to stand and op-
pose amnesty. It’s going to defend the
rule of law. It’s going to protect the
dignity of every human person, God’s
gift to this planet. But this country is
also God’s gift to this planet.

And I urge, Mr. Speaker, all of those
that are listening to this discussion
that we’re having, and my colleagues
on both sides of the aisle, let’s stick
with our oath of office. Let’s stick with
our oath to uphold the Constitution.
Let’s defend the rule of law.

Let’s have a smart, legal immigra-
tion policy that rewards people that
follow the law and can come here and
contribute to this country. We cannot
be the lifeboat for all of the poverty in
the world. But we can be the inspira-
tion for all of God’s creatures on this
planet.

I yield back the balance of my time.

———————

HOUR OF MEETING ON TODAY

Mr. CARTER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at 9 a.m. today.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

———

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

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

Mr. THOMPSON of California (at the
request of Ms. PELOSI) for today.

———

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.
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July 11, 2013 Congressional Record
Correction To Pahe H3248
The following text printed in the June 6 Congressional Record, Page H3248, has been moved to the June 5 Congressional Record, Page H3214: OMISSION FROM THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD OF WEDNESDAY, JUNE 5, 2013 PAGE 3214 Accordingly, the Committee rose; and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. BARLETTA) having assumed the chair, Ms. FOXX, Acting Chair of the Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that the Committee, having had under consideration the bill (H.R. 2217) making appropriations for the Department of Homeland Security for the fiscal year ending September 20, 2014, and for other purposes, had come to no resolution thereon. ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE The SPEAKER pro tempore. The chair announces that the correct tally on rollcall vote number 205 was 146 ayes and 280 noes.

The online version has been deleted.
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