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now with us. Can the gentleman tell us
when we might be expecting immigra-
tion legislation on the floor?

Mr. CANTOR. I'd say to the gen-
tleman, it is not correct to say that we
have that bill. There was a tax, I be-
lieve, that was added to the bill so we
do not have that. I would say to the
gentleman, though, as he knows, our
conference members met yesterday to
discuss the path forward so far as im-
migration reform is concerned. I would
say to characterize the agreement on
our side, we all believe we need to fix a
broken system of immigration and we
need to rebuild the trust of the Amer-
ican people and the operation of gov-
ernment in terms of securing our bor-
ders and enforcing the law, at the same
time balancing that with the history
and tradition of our country as one
that is built on immigrants.

Mr. HOYER. I'm pleased to hear that.
Of course, former President George
Bush said, as the gentleman knows,
just a few days ago, that we have a
problem. The laws governing the immi-
gration system aren’t working, the sys-
tem is broken, and he urged us to pass
a bill. The chairman of the Budget
Committee, PAUL RYAN, has said the
same thing that I think the gentleman
just said. We are very hopeful that we
will bring a comprehensive, which we
believe is absolutely essential, immi-
gration bill to the floor and to realiza-
tion so we can fix a broken system.
And, yes, give a pathway to citizenship
for those who meet the criteria that we
would set forth.

But I thank the gentleman for his
comments; and if he would like to re-
spond further, I'd yield.

If not, I yield back the balance of my
time.

———

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, JULY
15, 2013

Mr. CANTOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at 10 a.m. on Monday, July 15,
2013.

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

There was no objection.

DEPENDENCE ON THE
GOVERNMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GOHMERT) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority
leader.

Mr. GOHMERT. Thank you,
Speaker.

Today, despite all of the diatribe, all
of the allegations, so many of which
shocked me, this bill passed. There
were things in the farm bill I was not
crazy about, but what an extraordinary
day for this reason: over the last 40-50
years, Members of the other party have
increasingly made the United States a

Mr.
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welfare state where more and more
American people are dependent upon
this government for their livelihood.
Having been at a Harvard orientation
course, I was shocked to have a dean
there with charts that showed that
since welfare began, and assistance to
single moms, a check actually for each
child that any woman could have out
of wedlock, they would get a check
from the government. Now, it was well
intentioned.

Back in the sixties, there were dead-
beat dads that were not helping with
their obligation to help their children,
and so the government, people here in
Congress thought, wow, why don’t we
help these poor single moms by giving
them a check for every child they have
out of wedlock. At that time we were
around 6-7 percent of children being
born to single-parent homes. And after
40 years—actually after 30 years, as
economists will tell you, you will get
more of what you pay for. And so we
are to date now past 40 percent and
moving toward 50 percent of children
born in American to a single-mom
home because we got what we paid for.

Now, it doesn’t matter how well in-
tentioned the program was. What I saw
happening in the nineties as a judge
was single moms coming before me for
welfare fraud, and the stories were usu-
ally the same that they presented to
me. So often they were bored with high
school, and someone said, hey, you can
just have a baby and the government
will send you a check. And then you
can live, and you don’t have to work.
You don’t have to finish high school.

And those well-intentioned Members
of Congress back in the sixties ended
up in effect luring smart young women
away from finishing high school into
having a child out of wedlock and away
from reaching their full potential.

Now, even for those of us who are
Christians that believe God created
heaven and Earth and that God created
at one time a Garden of Eden from
which man fell for disobedience, even
in that scenario when the world was
perfect, Adam was given a job. In a per-
fect world where everything was fan-
tastic—before childbirth pains, before
briars, before thistles, before all of the
things that frustrate farmers, at that
time he had a job: tend the garden.
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In a perfect world, people will have a
job to reach their God-given potential,
and there is a good feeling from doing
a good job in what we do.

That’s one of the things I miss about
working in the yard or working out on
a farm or working with your hands.
When you finish, you see you’ve done
something good.

When we work here, we try to do the
right thing, on both sides of the aisle,
but we never know for some times dec-
ades whether we did more good than
damage.

And I would humbly submit that the
program that began to lure young
women away from their potential,
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away from finishing high school, away
from time in college, was well inten-
tioned, but this government should
never be in the business of luring peo-
ple away from their potential, from
luring people into results from which
they cannot seem to extricate them-
selves.

And they’d come before me for wel-
fare fraud, felony welfare fraud, as a
district judge. And normally the sce-
nario was that they realized, after a
number of children, they couldn’t live
on that little bit of government sub-
sistence; and they would think, well,
maybe if I get a job, and I don’t report
it to the Federal authorities, maybe
I'll finally have enough income that,
combined with what the government’s
giving me, then I can get ahead and I
can get out of this hole, this rut.

And so when the Republicans took
the majority, in 1995, one of the things
that they wanted to do was welfare re-
form. And I was at that Harvard ori-
entation seminar and was surprised
when they brought out the big poster
graph of single mothers’ income over
the 30-or-so years since that program
had first begun.

Single moms’ income, when adjusted
for inflation over that 30-year period,
was flat-lined. All those years, the av-
erage single mom never got ahead. She
was flat-lined because she was lured
into that government program.

I'm not sure what the right thing
was, but I think it’s time to have the
debate about it.

So I know that those people that
passed the bills in the sixties, they had
the best of intentions, but those poor
single moms were flat-lined for about
30 years of what they were bringing
home. That’s tragic. I know both sides
of the aisle would want them to do bet-
ter and do well and every year to do a
little better. I know that feeling is on
both sides of the aisle, but we disagree
with how you get there.

But what really shocked me today,
and I've got to say, in some cases broke
my heart, is to hear friends talk about
how Republicans wanted to take food
out of the mouths of children. I would
never insinuate or say such a motive
on the part of friends across the aisle,
even though I believe that that welfare
program, back from the sixties, did ex-
actly that.

I would never ascribe that motiva-
tion to friends across the aisle because
I know that’s not their heart. They
really do want to help. They just went
about it in the wrong way in the six-
ties.

And so, in 1995, when Newt Gingrich
led the Republican Revolution, had the
Contract With America, they put in a
requirement for work. If you could
work, you had to work. And it pushed
people who had been subsisting on wel-
fare, barely getting by, it pushed them
into the workforce.

And this graph, about 9 years later,
showed that single moms’ income,
when adjusted for inflation, after wel-
fare reform, had single moms making
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more money. Every year that graph
showed their income went up. And
surely that is what both sides of the
aisle would want.

And when we took up this farm bill
today, I voted against it for the first
vote, previously. But if we are ever
going to get down to truly reforming
what has become a welfare state that
lures far too many people away from
the job they could be doing, and from
the good feeling of actually accom-
plishing something, and the good feel-
ing of knowing you’re reaching closer,
ever closer to your potential. I was
willing to vote for this today because
we were going to take the food stamp
program out of the agriculture bill.

And I don’t know what the Senate’s
going to do, and I can’t help what
they’re going to do. But I know this:
today, we had a first step in the right
direction. And I agreed with my leader-
ship, if you will separate out the food
stamp program so that we can have a
separate debate on the food stamp pro-
gram, and even though I don’t agree
with a number of things in the farm
bill we voted on, that was such a big
deal, a tremendous stride forward.

People said neither the House nor the
Senate would ever, ever separate the
food stamp program from the Ag bill
because in either the House or the Sen-
ate, you had to have them tied to-
gether to get enough people from both
sides, or either side to vote for the bill
because you’d never get enough Repub-
licans by themselves, you’d never get
enough Democrats by themselves and
you’d never get enough together unless
you put the food stamp program with
the farm program.

But by doing so, it prevented us from
looking closely at the farm program
because the food stamp program made
70 to 80 percent of the budget; and you
couldn’t look effectively enough at the
food stamp program because it was
linked with the farm program.

This was a big step, and I know there
are a number of groups that I thank
God for that are doing a great job. And
I have friends in these groups and
they’ve said this was a major mistake
today. And I would submit, very hum-
bly, hide and watch. This was a first
major step.

And my goal, and I hope I live to see
it, and I hope this country’s around
long enough that we can do it, is to
take every form of public assistance,
every form of public assistance, and
put it into one bill, in one sub-
committee of the Appropriations Com-
mittee, and they deal with all welfare,
all types of public assistance. And once
that happens, we can have major re-
form.

But the reason we have trouble hav-
ing reform of this ever-growing, ever-
bloated welfare state is because the
public assistance programs are found
throughout all the committee’s budg-
ets, throughout all the appropriations.
So if over here in the farm program
you say, wait a minute; we need to re-
form the food stamp program. They go,
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oh, you hate children. You want to
starve children, you want to starve
mothers or veterans or military. You
must hate all these people.

Why?

Because they’re willing to say things
that are not right to come in here and
say. And that’s what broke my heart
today over and over, hearing people
that surely know I would never want to
take food out of the mouth of someone
who could not provide for themselves. 1
don’t know any Republican who has
ever said that or would ever want that.

We want to help people who truly
cannot help themselves.

And my friend across the aisle, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, at Rules, when I made a
proposed amendment to separate the
food stamp program from the farm bill,
he said, so do you want to completely
eliminate the food stamp program?

And I pointed out, no, I did not. Of
course, that didn’t stop the main-
stream press or the left wing blogs
from spouting lies. They’re accustomed
to that. And God bless them, they have
the freedom to do that, and they
should be able to do that without this
administration grabbing up all their
phone records.

But it was not true, and I pointed out
to Mr. MCDERMOTT what was true. No,
I don’t want to end it. I want to sepa-
rate it out. And one day I want to have
all of the public assistance in one com-
mittee, where we can see all of the ones
that are redundant, those that dupli-
cate services already provided, those
where the most waste, fraud and abuse
is taking place, because the thing we
know, we’re over $50,000 for every child
of debt before they ever even have a
chance to start making a living.

And we have done that, and it is im-
moral what we have done to future
generations, loading them up with
debt, just because we can’t get to the
bottom of waste, fraud and abuse, get
to the bottom of what helps this coun-
try more than hurts it. And there will
be a price today to pay someday for our
negligence.

But it’s not too late. We can still fix
it. But a start happened today. This
was a big deal, to separate the food
stamp program out so we can look at
it.

And a good example of what I'm talk-
ing about, how these different types of
assistance are spread out through so
many different budgets, was pointed
out by my good friend, DAN WEBSTER
from Florida, first Republican Speaker
of the House, as I understand it, down
in Florida, was reluctant to run, did
run, is elected here.

He decided to get to the bottom, just
one little tiny aspect of this Federal,
bloated bureaucracy. How many Fed-
eral programs are there that are re-
sponsible for getting people to appoint-
ments?

So far he says he’s found 87 programs
responsible for getting people to ap-
pointments, and most of them are in
the same cities, and most of them have
the vans that are the same size, same
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kind of vans. And on average, when
they do take somebody, they’ll maybe
average three people per trip.

Well, when you take up one commit-
tee’s budget, or one appropriations, and
you were to take one of those 87 pro-
grams and say, you know what, let’s
combine this with these other pro-
grams, then we will hear, as we’ve
heard today, oh, you hate children, or
you want to take food from people’s
mouths.

If it’s all 87 programs in one bill,
then we can come before this body and
say, no, we love children. We want to
help this country. In fact, we will do
more good for children of the future
than what you’ve proposed because
you’re loading them up with debt,
while we lavish it on our generation,
and going to make future generations
pay for lavishing ourselves. That is
just wrong.

But if you combine them all into one
bill, then we can say, no, we care every
bit as deeply and perhaps more than
you do, but we don’t need 87 programs.
We don’t need all the duplication. Let’s
eliminate the redundancy.

Let’s get down to what we really
need as a Federal Government, because
this administration was certainly
shocked. They talked about all the hor-
rors of cutting the budget with the se-
questration.

Well, the sequestration made too
many cuts in defend. Some were appro-
priate, but it did some in the wrong
places. As I told my leadership 2 years
ago this month, you never put your se-
curity on the table.
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You can make cuts but you can never
gamble your national security or your
home. By putting defense on the table,
my leadership did, and I was promised
that those sequestration cuts would
never happen. I was sure if that bill
passed that would happen, and it would
be a disastrous mistake and we would
be blamed even though it was the

President’s idea. It all happened.
Sometimes it’s just not fun being
right.

But here, today, we did something
good. We started a step toward that
goal one day of having all the public
assistance in one bill, one budget, one
committee, where we can get in and
analyze without all of the false state-
ments that people want to make about
others wanting to take food from the
mouths of children, from my friends
saying that we wanted to do that, that
I wanted to do that. Come on. Mr.
Speaker, that is just wrong.

On our side of the aisle, yes, we will
complain ObamaCare is going to hurt
health care. We’re now seeing that.
We’re seeing it all play out just as we
said would happen. And maybe it
wasn’t a death panel. Call it what you
want, but it is a panel under
ObamaCare that will say that you’re a
little too old; you’ve had a good life;
your hip is killing you. Before
ObamaCare, you would have gotten a
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new hip. But now we, the government,
say, No, you don’t get a new hip. Yes,
you can use a new knee, and you might
have 20, 25 good years with it, but we’re
the government and we say you’ve had
a good knee for long enough so you’re
not getting a new Kknee. Or, as the
President pointed out in his town hall
meeting when a woman asked about a
pacemaker that her mother had gotten,
Will you consider the quality of life in
deciding who gets a pacemaker and
who does not? Since my mother has
lived 10 years after getting a pace-
maker, I'm concerned she wouldn’t get
one under ObamaCare. He beat around
the bush but then finally said that
maybe we’re better off telling your
mother to just take a pain pill, and
that means die without your pace-
maker.

That’s what ObamaCare is going to
do. But I would never, ever ascribe to
any one of my friends across the aisle
the intention to want people to die.
Well, they might tell me that some-
times, but not to the public that they
are charged with protecting, because I
don’t think they mean to do that. I
just think they’re motivated to do the
right thing, but it’s being done in the
wrong ways and people are being hurt.
And that’s the way we look at it.

So today, to hear dozens and dozens
of friends across the aisle come up here
and try to vilify Republicans, saying
we want to take food out of the mouths
of children, that this is going to de-
stroy these poor people that can’t pro-
vide for themselves and this is what we
want to do, most of those things were
said in ways that it would have done no
good to ask that their words be taken
down because they would ascribe it to
Republicans in general or to a big
group so that you couldn’t say that
violated the rule of saying a specific
person had a specific evil motive; but it
was, nonetheless, just as hurtful.

That’s, apparently, the difference.
One side is willing to accuse the other
of wanting to push Grandma off a cliff
and let her die bouncing down a cliff,
and the other side, we think you’re
going to cause Grandma to die early,
but we know you don’t mean to do
that. In fact, ObamaCare will do that
very thing because of what we’ve seen.

And I heard Bette Midler and
Michelle Malkin are good friends. I
heard she tweeted something to the ef-
fect that if we had lost the Revolution,
everyone would have universal health
care. Well, I have three daughters and
a wife that’s been married to me, God
bless her and help her, for 35 years.
Four women in my life in my imme-
diate family. Sometimes children do
things that break your heart. Some-
times they bless you beyond anything
you could imagine.

What I think Ms. Midler didn’t un-
derstand is, if we had England’s health
care, they have a 19 to 20 percent lower
survival rate from breast cancer than
we have in the United States because
our health care is that much better and
you get treatment that much quicker
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here. You didn’t have to wait until you
felt a lump. You could get a mammo-
gram. There were groups that could
help if you didn’t have the money. But
in England, you had to get on a list for
everything you did.

And so, when you think about one in
five women with breast cancer, I can’t
imagine anyone would want England’s
health care if they realized it means
we’re going to lose 20 percent of the
women with breast cancer in this coun-
try.

I mentioned before that one of my
constituents came from England. She
said her mother died of breast cancer
because she lived in England and was
on list after list to get the diagnostic
care to find out if she had cancer, and
then when she found it, she went on an-
other list. It took too long to get sur-
gery, get help, get treatment. Her
mother died, she’d said, because she
lived in England. She said, On the
other hand, I'm in America. I'm a sec-
retary here and I don’t have much
money, but I'm alive today because
when I was found to have cancer, I
didn’t have to go on a list. I was able to
get treatment when I needed it, wheth-
er I could afford it or not.

And those who yearn for the
ObamaCare days, where we look like
England’s health care, where we have
20 percent less survival rate of women
we love with all our hearts, like the
four women in my life, if you've got
five women, which one of them do you
want to die so we can have health care
like England?

The disagreement here on the floor
was not about anybody wanting chil-
dren to not have the food they need.
But we have seen the results of welfare
reform, and the results of welfare re-
form in the Republican revolution of
1995 resulted in single moms having
more income after inflation than ever
before under the giveaway programs of
the Great Society.

So, in that scenario, who cares more:
those that pushed through the Great
Society, that lured women into a rut
that so many of them couldn’t get out
of, or those who pushed through a bill
that forced them to start meeting their

potential?
I spoke at Texas College, the oldest
college in Tyler, Texas, my home,

within the past few months. It’s a great
college. It changed my opinion about
colleges that began as all one race.
Now they’re all different races. But it’s
basically an African American college
still today. The people in charge are
Christians, and they care deeply.

And I spoke to a combined sociology
class there at Texas College and I laid
this issue out before them. As one sin-
gle mom told me, You’ve got to clean
it up. You’ve got to clean these pro-
grams up. I'm now, after so many years
later, coming to college to try to bet-
ter myself. And I wish it had been oth-
erwise, but you need to make people
work. You need to make people finish
high school. And if they can, have
them do some college. You need to
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incentivize that. You do not need to
just give people a check. She said too
many people even spend it on drugs in-
stead of their kids. She also said, You
need to reform the system so that I
don’t waste years trying to get to col-
lege. And others chimed in and they
said similar things.

These were people who understand
the system better than I do. But as a
judge, as a citizen, I've seen it from dif-
ferent angles. And though we care
equally on both sides of the aisle, one
way leads to the end of a Nation. And
it’s the broad path and it’s wide, be-
cause every Nation in the history of
the world has gone down that path and
come to an end. Unless the Lord comes
before, we will, too.

So my goal by running for Congress,
the goal of so many people I know here,
was to come try to make a difference,
to prolong what some called a little ex-
periment in democracy, to prolong
what Ben Franklin said. It’s a republic,
Madam, if you can keep it. That’s our
goal. That’s what we hope to do.

I really believe today we made a step
in that direction toward reforming the
system and starting down the path of
eliminating the duplication. I realize it
may not all happen in this farm bill by
the time we agree with the Senate, but
then we can expose those in the Senate
that did not do the right thing and we
can expose those in the House that
didn’t. I think it will end up giving us
a majority of those who will do the
right thing. Not that everybody doesn’t
have the right motivation, but we need
more who will do the right thing, even
under pressure from friends or enemies
to do something else.

I think we did a good thing today.

With that, I yield to my friend from
Nebraska (Mr. FORTENBERRY).

THE SYRIAN CONFLICT

Mr. FORTENBERRY. I thank the
gentleman from Texas, if you would
allow me a few minutes of com-
mentary.

Mr. Speaker, I wanted to add to Mr.
GOHMERT’s conversation today. I want-
ed to add a few words on the Syrian
conflict, which has been unfolding with
just horrific consequences.

In my office this week, I read the ac-
counts about Father Francois Murad, a
Franciscan priest who was shot dead in
northern Syria by rebels engaged in
the Syrian conflict. He was killed in a
Christian village where he sought to
serve. He did not deserve the death
that he was dealt.

Mr. Speaker, I just simply firmly be-
lieve that the United States Congress
cannot allow American taxpayers to
become complicit in this killing and
the other brutality that is occurring
there in Syria.

What began as a very hopeful exer-
cise of the Syrian people petitioning
their government for redress of griev-
ances and their basic rights has spun
into a dreadful civil war with terror-
istic elements and other rebel groups
fighting this brutal Assad regime. But
the bloodbath in Syria has spared no
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one. The regime and many of its rebel
opponents have killed wantonly, with-
out discretion, murdering civilians and
combatants alike. Men, women, and
even innocent children have not been
spared. No one there is safe.

We have no place imposing our no-
tions of democracy in a place where we
cannot distinguish who stands for
what. We cannot become complicit in
barbaric attacks on civilians. We have
no business shipping weapons that
could end up in the hands of those who
would raid convents and murder inno-
cent people. Neither America nor Syria
can possibly be served by this.

Mr. Speaker, true to our principles,
the United States remains the largest
donor of humanitarian assistance to
the people of Syria, with a total of
more than $800 million given since this
conflict began in the spring of 2011.
That’s where our efforts belong.

Mr. Speaker, I think for Father
Murad, whom I referenced earlier, this
would probably be the outcome that he
would want to see: humanitarian help,
giving people some hope, possibly even
stopping the shipment of arms into
that country. That would be a legacy
worthy of his sacrifice.

A hundred thousand persons have
died, Mr. Speaker. No U.S. military en-
gagement in Syria.

I thank the gentleman from Texas
for yielding.

Mr. GOHMERT. I thank my friend
from Nebraska. A wonderful point.

I know that there are people on both
sides of the aisle who are motivated,
again, by doing the right thing. But
when you know that you have a tyrant
on one side in charge of the country
and you know that now perhaps it
would have been different if we’d got-
ten in earlier, but at this point al
Qaeda or the most radical Islamists,
brutal killers, are driving the rebels,
there is no good reason for this country
to expend any blood nor any treasure
to get in the middle of that conflict,
and I appreciate so much my friend
pointing that out.
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It points to the problem in the Mid-
dle East with regard to the American
position. This President had his admin-
istration help the rebels in Libya when
we knew—hey, people were saying it
right here—we know there are al Qaeda
supporting the rebels. We’re not sure
how extensive it is, so let’s get to the
bottom of it before you just launch in
and eliminate Qadhafi. Because Qa-
dhafi was giving us more information
on terrorist elements in the world than
most anybody but our best friend,
Israel. He was being helpful. And
though he had blood on his hands for
which he should have paid, you have to
choose between the lesser of two evils.

As Secretary Gates said at the time,
there is absolutely no United States
national security interest at stake in
this Libya crisis, in the rebellion, and
yet this President went headlong. And
when you know, as one Egyptian paper

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

reported, bragging, they have six Mus-
lim Brotherhood members that advise
this administration—and there are a
lot more people sympathetic to Muslim
Brotherhood that advise this adminis-
tration than that. When you know that
that is going on, then it makes sense,
they’re going to make stupid decisions.
They’re going to always, like they did
in Egypt, say, well, let’s rush in and
help, even though it allows the Muslim
Brotherhood to take over Egypt.

I've heard so many people say
they’ve talked to people from Egypt
who have said we don’t want the rad-
ical Islamists in charge, we don’t want
the Muslim Brotherhood. We don’t
want them in charge. We want a mod-
erate Muslim government so that we
can live in peace and not tyranny, like
Afghanistan did under the Taliban.
And now, to the disgrace of this Na-
tion—this, the greatest Nation in the
history of the world—this administra-
tion is about to leave Afghanistan—
which we should have done probably in
2002, but now we’re about to leave it in
the hands of the Taliban.

If we had left in 2002, the Taliban had
been totally destroyed. They were
gone. The people that were members
were in such disarray they did not have
any real presence in Afghanistan. Why
was that? It wasn’t because tens of
thousands of American troops went
into Afghanistan and wiped out the
Taliban. No. It was because of the he-
roic sacrifices of those within the trib-
al groups called the Northern Alliance
at that time.

General Dostum led those troops, and
the United States provided less than
500 special ops intelligence people in
Afghanistan and provided them air
cover, gave them some weapons. And
they routed the Taliban within a mat-
ter of 3 or 4 months. In the last famous
battle with General Dostum leading,
these Northern Alliance tribesmen, on
horseback, with weapons, riding uphill
into the strong area where the Taliban
was located, with bullets, RPGs flying
all around them, Kkilling many on
horseback, but they never stopped.
They went up there to the fortress and
they defeated the Taliban.

Now this administration says, as a
result of how forceful those Northern
Alliance were in defeating the Taliban,
well, those are war criminals. No, they
know how to fight the Taliban. Clearly,
we don’t because the Taliban has come
back.

I would submit that this administra-
tion releasing Taliban leaders to go
back and be in charge is not a good
thing. Because we had four Americans
that were killed at the same time this
administration was pleading, oh,
please, please, come talk to us. You
don’t have to have any preconditions,
just talk to us. We look weak because
this administration gives every appear-
ance of being weak because it’s getting
terrible advice.

In that part of the world, they don’t
understand turn the other cheek. As
Christians individually—individuals of
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us here that are—you are to turn the
other cheek. But as a government offi-
cial, you provide for the common de-
fense. And you make sure if others do
evil to people in this country or threat-
en this country, that they are punished
because the government is not given
the sword in vain. People misunder-
stand that and think, oh, if we will
apologize enough for all of the Ameri-
cans who have laid down their lives—
not for some great empire, but for
other nations to continue to speak
their language, to continue to have
their own identity, and to continue to
have freedom that was taken away.
This country has sacrificed for freedom
like no one in the history of the world.

In the past, there were some selfish,
very selfish motivations. Our selfish
motivation has normally been that we
want these people to be freer so that
we can be friends and freedom will be
catching. But as we’ve seen, if you are
not educated in how to sustain a demo-
cratic republic where you actually
could govern yourself, if you don’t un-
derstand how to do that, you will lose
it. We’ve watched in Turkey, which,
after Ataturk made those great
changes to the government—yes, Islam
is the most widespread religion in Tur-
key, but it was a secular government
where other people could also worship.
We see that being removed little by lit-
tle in Turkey. And I hear from Turkish
friends who are frightened of what’s
happening.

Now our government seems to be on
the wrong side in each of these dis-
putes. We’re out there trying to work
with the Taliban while they’re Killing
Americans. Shouldn’t that at least be
one precondition? Would you stop kill-
ing our American soldiers that are
training your farmers, training your
government officials, could you stop
killing them long enough for us to have
our talk? Because what needs to be
done is you Kkill an American, we’re
going to wipe out a whole bunch of
your folks because we are about pro-
tecting ourselves.

I still feel guilty for 1979, being in the
United States Army when we were at-
tacked. It was an act of war against
our embassy in Tehran and we looked
weak to the world. And it’s still used
as a recruiting tool. Forget Abu
Ghraib—the best recruiting tool is the
way we left Vietnam, the way we did
nothing to avenge or even to truly get
our people out of Tehran after that act
of war.

I love the leadership of Ronald
Reagan, but in 1983 he had a Demo-
cratic Congress. People that worked
with him, when I blamed him for with-
drawing from Beirut after attack, that
showed weakness, they said the Demo-
crats made clear he didn’t have a whole
lot of choice. But that gave a sign of
weakness.

USS Cole, we basically did nothing.
Nobody paid as they should have. If
we’re going to protect this Nation, we
have to take care of things at home.
Stop all the waste, fraud and abuse so
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that people who truly need help get it,
and those who can work have the op-
portunity to work, not with some do-
nothing government program but with
a real job where you make real money
and you accomplish real things. Be-
cause one other thing that ObamaCare
is doing is a disaster to our American
friends.

I've been told by people, look, I used
to work full time at McDonald’s, and
now, because of ObamaCare, they cut
me to part time. So now I don’t have
the benefits I had before, and I have to
go back and forth between Burger King
or Arby’s and McDonald’s because
everybody’s cutting to part time be-
cause of ObamaCare.

Regardless of the incentives for pass-
ing the bill, regardless of all the desire
people express about giving people bet-
ter health care, they’re having worse
lives. It’s the slowest recovery, the
worst recovery in American history—
other than from the Great Depression.
And like Morganthau, the Secretary of
the Treasury, said in 1940 in his own
handwriting, he said, we have spent
more money than anyone in history
trying to end the Depression, and we
created nothing but debt. No better off,
they were no better off.

It was not until World War II began
and we got drawn into that by Pearl
Harbor being bombed and seeing lib-
erty under attack through our Euro-
pean friends, we got drawn into it. And
then the government started doing
their number one job—provide for the
common defense—and lo and behold we
came out of the Depression. The gov-
ernment did the most important thing
for it to do: provide freedom, protect
Americans so they can grow the econo-
mies, so they can be entrepreneurs.

When the government does the most
important job—provide for the common
defense—it ended the Great Depression.
Now we have people in government
that think, though they may not have
ever been successful in business, that
they can tell people who have been and
who are how to run their business so
much better, and it’s hurting this econ-
omy. Oh, not with companies like Gen-
eral Electric, those who have gotten
plenty of crony capitalist help.

I would also advise those who don’t
want to see reform of welfare—that I
think can only occur when we get all
public assistance in one appropriation,
in one committee, then we can get real
reform. And we will save so many bil-
lions and billions and billions—heck,
maybe trillions of dollars over a 10-
year period. We will save so much
money that they will be able to throw
it away on many more thousands of
Solyndras. They can have all kinds of
crony capitalism with the money we
can save by providing incentives to get
back to work, by providing incentives
to finish high school and to go to col-
lege if you need to. But not everyone
needs to go to college. You don’t have
to get a college degree to learn how to
weld.

I was over in Marshall, at the TSTA
facility, the institution there. They’re
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teaching welders, and they’re making
great money when they leave. And it’s
true of other institutions that teach
those kinds of vocational training. But
instead, we now have more people on
food stamps than ever in history.

What has happened to this country
when those of us who want to get the
country back running by reforming
welfare are vilified and accused of
wanting to take food out of the mouths
of children? How wrong that is. We
want more children with more food.
The same way I've been vilified for say-
ing children need to be taught English.
Even if they’re just newly arrived from
Mexico, teach them in English. Maybe
they need some beginner courses to get
them there. But don’t teach them in
Spanish, help them move into English.
Why? Not because I or people like me
hate those Hispanic children, it’s be-
cause we love them. And we know that
if you teach them in English, as my
friend, Commissioner Ramirez, former
City Councilman Ramirez, said, his
parents from Mexico said they couldn’t
speak Spanish at home. His father said
you can be anything in America you
want to be but you’ve got to speak
good English. It was true. And I am
thrilled to death that Gus’ new res-
taurant in Tyler is working out so
well. But he wasn’t allowed to speak
Spanish at home, and the sky is the
limit.

For someone born in this country,
they can be President of the country.
Instead of being a manual laborer
speaking Spanish, they can be presi-
dent of the company. So who really
cares more about people? Those who
rail against us who want to reform the
entitlements we’re told they are, that
were supposed to be a hand up, not bait
to be lured into a rut they could not
get out of. That is immoral.
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I know for some people—Star Parker,
and there are others—who talk about
how they have pulled themselves up,
they’re an inspiration. But there are
too many that did not have the ability
to pull themselves up or the where-
withal, and shame on us for luring
them into a rut they couldn’t get out
of. It is time to reform that.

But I can also say, as the attacks on
the Christian religion have grown and
grown exponentially, this country is in
deeper and deeper trouble and will con-
tinue to be. The assault and the intol-
erance upon Christianity is incredible.

People came to this country in the
early days, Founders, Columbus when
he discovered—he didn’t know he was
in a new country or a new continent.
He thought he found a new way to
Asia. But he claimed the land for his
king and queen and also his Lord and
Savior, Jesus Christ. He wrote in his
own journal it was the Lord that put it
into his mind that he could sail west
and get to the east, and it was the Holy
Spirit that comforted him all the way.

And you look at George Washington’s
writing, the father of this country,
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without whom there would be no coun-
try today as we know it, a noble, hon-
orable, honest man. Faults, yes.

This country didn’t begin to start
really reaching its potential until we
dealt with the blight of slavery and the
horror that was in America. There has
not been any kind of blight on our soul
like slavery in American history until
we started killing babies. Slavery had
to go.

After we did away with slavery and
more people were encouraged to be en-
trepreneurs and we came into the 1900s,
we still needed a civil rights movement
to set things straight. And Christian
leaders like Martin Luther King, Jr.,
who had studied the Bible and wrote
touching things like those letters from
the Birmingham jail, they knew Christ
was their salvation and they knew they
were supposed to ensure that brothers
and sisters treated brothers and sisters
as such.

There were vile Christians, but I
would submit those weren’t really
Christians. They didn’t understand
Jesus’ teachings. But it was the church
that was behind the revolutionary
movement. It was the church that was
strongest behind the abolition move-
ment. It was Christian leaders who
were strongest behind the civil rights
movement.

Now this Nation, our government at
least, seems to be at war with Christi-
anity. We can have a little group com-
plain that, Oh, we didn’t feel com-
fortable in the military because of the
prayers that were said or crosses worn
or things that were said about Christi-
anity. We have examples of someone
being told you can’t give someone a
Bible when they need one because you
may be prosecuted or thrown out of the
military. Under the rule some are try-
ing to push through, if you have a
dying friend that asks you, ‘‘Is there a
God?”’ under the order some would
have, you couldn’t even tell them what
you know with all your heart. It’s got-
ten to be a problem.

I love Ronald Reagan’s quote back in
1984. He said:

The frustrating thing is that those who are
attacking religion claim they are doing it in
the name of tolerance. Question: Isn’t the
real truth that they are intolerant of reli-
gion? They refuse to tolerate its importance
in our lives.

The teachings of Jesus would allow
people to make whatever choices they
wish—choose not to believe in God;
choose to be an atheist; choose to be an
agnostic and say, ‘I just don’t think
there’s enough evidence’’; choose to be
a Buddhist; choose to be a Muslim—be-
cause all children are acceptable in
God’s eyes.

I believe God’s will is not for any to
stumble, that they will all come to
eternal life. But the war that has been
declared, as it appears to be, the gloves
are off against Catholicism as a form of
Christianity, all these different reli-
gious beliefs against abortion, those
who have beliefs religiously against
birth control, those who have beliefs
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about marriage being what it has been
for most of the world’s history and
without which marriage between men
and women we would not have had the
future generations that even exist
today. You say, ‘I support that tradi-
tional marriage,” and now you are to
be drummed out of your job, drummed
out of having friends, eliminated from
the public sector.

Ronald Reagan was right: the real in-
tolerance, the real hatred is from those
who choose to impose their beliefs and
force them onto others.

Mr. Speaker, today still, nonetheless,
was a good day. We made a big move
toward what will one day, if we are
faithful, allow us to take some of the
burden that we have been putting on
future generations and the $50,000 or so
we have already humped onto the
backs, shoulders of children that don’t
have jobs yet. We made a first step to-
ward the day when we can reform
them; we can start encouraging people
to their God-given potential instead of
luring them into ruts.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

——

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

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

Mr. SCHWEIKERT (at the request of
Mr. CANTOR) for today after 10:30 a.m.
on account of attending his birth
mother’s funeral in California.

Mr. HORSFORD (at the request of Ms.
PELOSI) for today on account of med-
ical mandated recovery.

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

Karen L. Haas, Clerk of the House,
reported and found truly enrolled bills
of the House of the following titles,
which were thereupon signed by the
Speaker:

H.R. 251. An act to direct the Secretary of
the Interior to convey certain Federal fea-
tures of the electric distribution system to
the South Utah Valley Electric Service Dis-
trict, and for other purposes.

H.R. 2564. An act to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to facilitate the development
of hydroelectric power on the Diamond Fork
System of the Central Utah Project.

H.R. 588. An act to provide for donor con-
tribution acknowledgments to be displayed
at the Vietnam Veteran’s Memorial Visitor
Center, and for other purposes.

———
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 4 o’clock and 52 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Monday, July 15,
2013, at 10 a.m.

———

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

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

2215. A letter from the Associate General
Counsel for Legislation and Regulations, De-
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partment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment, transmitting the Department’s final
rule — Streamlining Requirements Gov-
erning the Use of Funding for Supportive
Housing for the Elderly and Persons With
Disabilities Programs [Docket No.: FR-5167-
F-02] (RIN: 2502-AI67) received July 8, 2013,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services.

2216. A letter from the Acting Assistant
Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Department
of State, transmitting the Department’s
final rule — Amendment to the International
Traffic in Arms Regulations: Continued Im-
plementation of Export Control Reform
(RIN: 1400-AD40) received July 3, 2013, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs.

2217. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Airbus Airplanes
[Docket No.: FAA-2012-1162; Directorate
Identifier 2012-NM-002-AD; Amendment 39-
17459; AD 2013-10-06] (RIN: 2120-A A64) received
July 9, 2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure.

2218. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Bell Helicopter Tex-
tron, Inc. (Bell) Helicopters [Docket No.:
FAA-2013-0470; Directorate Identifier 2013-
SW-008-AD; Amendment 39-17465; AD 2013-11-
05] (RIN: 2120-AA64) (RIN: 2120-AA64) re-
ceived July 9, 2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

2219. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Bombardier, Inc. Air-
planes [Docket No.: FAA-2012-0930; Direc-
torate Identifier 2011-NM-251-AD; Amend-
ment 39-17472; AD 2013-11-12] (RIN: 2120-AA64)
received July 9, 2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

2220. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Dassault Aviation
Airplanes [Docket No.: FAA-2012-1322; Direc-
torate Identifier 2012-NM-155-AD; Amend-
ment 39-17466; AD 2013-11-06] (RIN: 2120-A A64)
received July 9, 2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

2221. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Embraer S.A. Air-
planes [Docket No.: FAA-2012-1227; Direc-
torate Identifier 2012-NM-016-AD; Amend-
ment 39-17467; AD 2013-11-07] (RIN: 2120-A A64)
received July 9, 2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

2222. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; Iniziative Industriali
Italiane S.p.A. Airplanes [Docket No.: FAA-
2013-0455; Directorate Identifier 2013-CE-013-
AD; Amendment 39-17461; AD 2013-11-01] (RIN:
2120-AA64) received July 9, 2013, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

2223. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Alco-
hol and Controlled Substances Testing
[Docket No.: FTA-2013-0012] (RIN: 2132-AB09)
received July 9, 2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

2224. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, Department of Transportation, trans-
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mitting the Department’s final rule —
Amendment of Class E Airspace; La Pryor,
Chaparrosa Ranch Airport, TX [Docket No.:
FAA-2012-1099; Airspace Docket No. 12-ASW-
9] received July 9, 2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

2225. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule —
Amendment of Class E Airspace; Atwood, KS
[Docket No.: FAA-2011-1431; Airspace Docket
No. 11-ACE-24] received July 9, 2013, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

2226. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Estab-
lishment of Class E Airspace; Boca Grande,
FL [Docket No.: FAA-2012-1337; Airspace
Docket No. 12-AS0-21] received July 9, 2013,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

2227. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Modi-
fication of Class E Airspace; Clifton/Morenci,
AZ [Docket No.: FAA-2012-1237; Airspace
Docket No. 12-AWP-9] received July 9, 2013,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

2228. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Estab-
lishment of Class E Airspace; Tobe, CO
[Docket No.: FAA-2013-0194; Airspace Docket
No. 13-ANM-10] received July 9, 2013, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

2229. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Estab-
lishment of Class E Airspace; Sanibel, FL
[Docket No.: FAA-2012-1334; Airspace Docket
No. 12-AS0-18] received July 9, 2013, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

2230. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule —
Standard Instrument Approach Procedures,
and Takeoff Minimums and Obstacle Depar-
ture Procedures; Miscellaneous Amendments
[Docket No.: 30902; Amdt. No. 3537] received
July 9, 2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure.

2231. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule —
Standard Instrument Approach Procedures,
and Takeoff Minimums and Obstacle Depar-
ture Procedures; Miscellaneous Amendments
[Docket No.: 30903; Amdt. No. 3538] received
July 9, 2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure.

2232. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — IFR
Altitudes; Miscellaneous Amendments
[Docket No.: 30904; Amdt. No. 507] received
July 9, 2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure.

2233. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Air-
worthiness Directives; The Boeing Company
Airplanes [Docket No.: FAA-2012-0856; Direc-
torate Identifier 2012-NM-093-AD; Amend-
ment 39-17464; AD 2013-11-04] (RIN: 2120-A A64)
received July 9, 2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

2234. A letter from the Chief, Publications
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue
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