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The list is long. The list is actually
rather maddening. Apple, GE, AT&T,
and others, the big ones, their tax rates
are down in the zero or in the less than
10 percent range, and they want more.

So Puerto Rico is devastated. My
counties in California are facing ram-
paging fires, and perhaps as many as
2,000 homes have already burned. There
will be another tornado and another
hurricane.

The question for us is: Will there be
the money for the Federal Government
to provide the support that we should
do to help Americans rebuild?

That is a fundamental question.

I know that there is a better way. I
know that in the proposal that our Re-
publicans have put forth there will be
less money for infrastructure. I know
that if you want good-paying jobs, the
construction industry has good-paying
jobs. I know that for every dollar we
spend on infrastructure, the economy
will grow by $2 or more and have a
foundation for future economic growth.

I know that when we rebuild the in-
frastructure of our communities that
have been devastated by hurricanes,
tornados, floods, and fires, that the
communities can come back strong and
the economies for those communities
can flourish. I know that it takes a
strong American Government to make
that happen.

Mr. Speaker, as we enter this week,
my heart and thoughts go out to those
millions of Americans who have been
devastated by the hurricanes, floods,
and fires; those people in my district
who have lost their homes, and those
who have lost their lives.

I come here to the floor to say: Let
us think seriously about what our obli-
gation is to Americans, to those who
have little, to those who have lost ev-
erything. What is our obligation to
them?

FDR was correct: The measure of our
success is not that we do more for
those who have much, but, rather, that
we do for those who have little.

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

————
[ 1945

THE RULE OF LAW

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2017, the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. KING) is recognized for 60 minutes
as the designee of the majority leader.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, it is
my privilege to be recognized to ad-
dress you here on the floor of the
United States House of Representatives
and to discuss the topics that are on
my mind. Hopefully, you will consider
these arguments as well, Mr. Speaker.
I know that people across this floor
and across the country have a lot of
these same considerations in mind.

I want to come to the floor and ad-
dress the DACA situation and take you
through a little bit of the history of
the Deferred Action for Childhood Ar-
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rivals which was implemented by
Barack Obama in an unconstitutional
fashion. He knew it, and all of America
knew it. We know that Barack Obama,
22 times, said that he didn’t have the
constitutional authority to implement
a program that granted the equivalent
of amnesty—at least temporary am-
nesty—let alone a work permit which
he added to the program by executive
edict, fiat, or order. Instead, it requires
legislation in order to enable such a
policy.

A President can’t grant amnesty. A
President can have prosecutorial dis-
cretion. Prosecutorial discretion is a
legal term for what the Justice Depart-
ment does when they are determining
whether the resources they have to
prosecute crimes are adequate to en-
force against the most serious offend-
ers. Barack Obama, President Obama,
did implement some of those relatively
prudent policies with prosecutorial dis-
cretion. He prioritized the most violent
and evil criminals that he could iden-
tify, at least by policy. He turned a lot
of them loose too, by the way, onto the
streets of America in the course of all
that. So it was a very confusing policy
that emerged without consistency
under President Obama. However, he
exercised a legal prosecutorial discre-
tion when they looked at each case on
an individual basis.

But I recall when his Secretary of
Homeland Security, Janet Napolitano,
came before the Judiciary Committee
to testify about this program on DACA,
the Deferred Action for Childhood Ar-
rivals—or some might say the deferred
action for children of aliens. Her testi-
mony and the memos that came down,
the Morton memos, set up four dif-
ferent categories of people who would
be granted a quasi-amnesty underneath
the President’s policy.

There, Secretary Napolitano testified
over and over again, and it reflected
the document itself which, seven times,
referenced on an individual basis
only—on an individual basis only—
seven times. I can repeat it for the
RECORD, Mr. Speaker, but that is what
was going on, which told me, as I lis-
tened to her testimony and had read
the documents prior to the testimony,
that they knew what the law said.
They knew it required—that it re-
quired—an individual basis only and a
prioritization of applying the law to
bring about the best effect of the utili-
zation of the resources of the Justice
Department.

Yet  Barack Obama, President
Obama, around the country multiple
times, in the 1%4 or 2 years building up
to his implementation of the DACA
policy, multiple times he said that he
didn’t have the constitutional author-
ity to implement the Deferred Action
for Childhood Arrivals. Multiple times.
It turned out to be at least 22 that we
have a videotape on.

The most recent that I recall was in
a high school just outside of the Cap-
itol here in Washington, D.C., where he
was speaking to a high school group.
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He said: You are smart students. You
know that there is a separation of pow-
ers. I don’t have the authority to grant
this legal status to people who are here
illegally even if their parents did bring
them in or even if they came in on
their own under the age of 18. I don’t
have the authority to do that. That is
Congress that has the authority.

I should remind everyone, Mr. Speak-
er, that President Obama taught con-
stitutional law. He was an adjunct pro-
fessor teaching constitutional law at
the University of Chicago. The Univer-
sity of Chicago has a good reputation
for understanding the Constitution,
and Barack Obama demonstrated that
when he said: You are smart students,
and you know that we have three
branches of government, a separation
of powers. Congress is Article I. They
make the laws.

He said: I am Article II, the executive
branch. My job is to enforce the laws.
And Article III is the judicial branch of
government. They interpret the laws.

So when the courts interpret the
laws that Congress writes, the execu-
tive’s job is to carry them out. He
knew he was violating the separation
of powers because he defined that to
America multiple times. But he did
anyway.

I believe that President Obama made
a calculation, a political calculation.
The political calculation, in my esti-
mation, was that he could get away
with it. He wanted the policy, but Con-
gress wouldn’t pass the policy because
we have great respect for the rule of
law, and we don’t want to reward
lawbreakers. That happened in 1986,
and we are paying the price for that
amnesty act of 1986. He couldn’t get
the DREAMers legislation through
Congress, so he calculated that he
could get away with implementing that
as a policy even though he knew it was
unconstitutional.

So some of us went to work to ini-
tiate lawsuits to have the courts strike
down the executive edicts of Barack
Obama that was the foundation for
DACA, Deferred Action for Childhood
Arrivals.

As it wandered through the courts.
The lead in the primary case was Chris
Crane, the president of the ICE, Immi-
gration Custom Enforcement, union.
His name was on the case first. It was
Crane, et al. v. Napolitano, et al. in the
beginning. It went through the courts,
and by the time you follow it through
a circuitous route, you find out that
Crane, et al. v. Napolitano, et al. got
shifted off to the side. It was declared
to be a decision that had to do with the
administrative rules that if he had a
grievance, he had to take that griev-
ance through the administrative rules
process rather than through the courts
to address the policy itself. So it got
parked off on a side rail, so to speak.

Then we saw a parallel case come for-
ward, the DAPA case, the Deferred Ac-
tion on Parents of Americans was how
the President described it. I would have
said parents of aliens myself. But that
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case was found by Judge Andrew Hanen
down in Texas to be unconstitutional.
It was a very similar and parallel case.
The President couldn’t grant amnesty
to parents of children who were here,
and the President couldn’t grant am-
nesty to children who came here. That
same constitutional principle applies
to both.

We know that Ken Paxton, the attor-
ney general of Texas, and others with
about 9, 10, or 11 other State attorneys
general, had prepared to file a suit to
litigate the DACA case in parallel fash-
ion that DAPA was litigated success-
fully. They set a date of September 5
and said to the President: If you don’t
end DACA by September 5, we are fil-
ing this case.

So that is about the day and probably
exactly the day that President Trump
came out with his decision on DACA.

I moved too fast forward, Mr. Speak-
er, and I need to back up to what hap-
pened. Barack Obama, President
Obama, finished out his term while
growing the DACA recipients by hun-
dreds of thousands. By the time he fin-
ished his term, that number was esti-
mated to be over 700,000 recipients who
get a little card that says: You get to
stay in America for 2 years, and there
won’t be any immigration law enforced
against you as long as you don’t com-
mit any of these serious crimes, felo-
nies, or a nasty combination of three
different misdemeanors.

Then also he created out of thin air a
work permit. Now, Congress isn’t going
to grant work permits to illegal aliens,
but Barack Obama did. Congress isn’t
going to grant a ‘‘come out of the shad-
ows and stay on the streets of Amer-
ica” permit for DACA recipients, but
President Obama did. He went outside.

This Congress should have had its
back up. I am frustrated. I am frus-
trated with the lack of conviction on
the part of the Members of this Con-
gress. Mr. Speaker, you stand in here
once every 2 years, and you take an
oath to support and defend the Con-
stitution of the United States. That in-
cludes acknowledging that the Con-
stitution is the supreme law of the
land. It includes the requirement that
you understand the difference between
Article I, Article II, and Article III.

Article I writes the laws—that is all
of us here and over in the Senate. We
write all of the laws for the United
States of America. That is how the
Constitution starts out: The legislative
powers shall be reserved for we here
that are the Representatives in this
Republic of the American people.

We are as close to the people as any-
body who is elected in the Federal Gov-
ernment right here in this House of
Representatives—435 of wus. That is
what you take an oath to is that you
are going to protect the Constitution
of the United States. You should at
least be able to defend Article I, the
very authority that is the reason that
you are here serving in the first place,
Mr. Speaker.

Then we have an obligation also to
look over the shoulder of the executive
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branch and have oversight over the
function of the executive branch and
conduct hearings and bring witnesses
and dig into the methods and the effec-
tiveness of the President of the United
States, our Chief Executive Officer, in
carrying out the execution of our laws.

The President of the United States
takes an oath to preserve, protect, and
defend the Constitution of the United
States. But also it requires that he
takes care that the laws be faithfully
executed. Now, that means carry them
out, not kill them off. It looks like he
was trying to kill off the Constitution
rather than carry out the laws that are
described by this Article I, Congress.

By the way, some of the laws that
President Obama defied and gave or-
ders to defy and to ignore were signed
into law by Bill Clinton. So the legit-
imacy of the United States Congress
and our effectiveness has been dimin-
ished by President Obama who went
outside the bounds, the lines that are
drawn between legislative authority,
executive authority, and judicial au-
thority.

Now, our Founding Fathers set that
up to be a static relationship. They ex-
pected and believed that the courts
would be the weakest of the three
branches of government. They expected
also that since you always have ambi-
tious people reaching for more power,
they wanted to divide that power, and
they wanted to restrain the power.

That is why we have the system that
we have today. That is why we redis-
trict every decade. That is why they
called for a census so we can count all
the people of America and set up con-
gressional district so that there is a
proportional representation in each of
the 435 seats here offset by two Sen-
ators from every State so that we have
a geographical representation—a small
population State with a big voice or
maybe a big population State with the
same kind of voice—over in the United
States Senate.

But here in this Congress, in this
House, everyone has roughly the pro-
portional same number of constituents,
and your vote means the same amount
here that it does for each one of us,
whatever your particular role is.

So this was set up to have this bal-
ance of power. What our Founding Fa-
thers envisioned was each branch of
government would jealously protect
the power vested in it through the Con-
stitution. They didn’t imagine that
there would be a Congress that would
be in opposite—they actually didn’t
imagine the two-party system, as I un-
derstand some of the history that I
read, but they didn’t envision that
there would be a Republican majority
in the House, a Republican majority in
the Senate, and a Democrat President
who clearly, openly, and blatantly de-
fined it in advance and then violated
the Constitution.

Our Founding Fathers never expected
that this House of Representatives
would sit on its hands and simply let
that Constitution be violated for 2
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years or longer just on DACA alone.
But that happened. I brought amend-
ments to the floor time after time after
time that cut off the Federal funding
that supported the unconstitutional
acts of the President of the United
States. Those amendments passed off
the floor of the House of Representa-
tives, and they were Kkilled off over in
the Senate.

[ 2000

Our Founding Fathers did not imag-
ine that the Constitution could be
openly, defiantly, and blatantly vio-
lated and not have this Congress hold
together and shut off the funding. The
power of the purse is the power of
bringing that President back in line
and making him keep his constitu-
tional oath.

The will wasn’t there.

As I went before a committee to
present an amendment to get Rules
Committee consent to an amendment, I
reminded everybody on that panel: You
all took an oath to support and defend
the Constitution. If you meant it, if
you take your word seriously, if your
oath to the Constitution means any-
thing, then not only do you have to
open the door so that my amendment
comes to the floor and we have an op-
portunity to debate it and force a vote
on the floor of the House of Represent-
atives, not only is that the case, if you
don’t support this, then your own oath
to the Constitution is called into ques-
tion.

By the way, Mr. Speaker, I just re-
mind people that I chair the Constitu-
tion and Civil Justice Subcommittee.
There are a couple of reasons for that—
more than a couple—and I have de-
fended this Constitution every day that
I have been here in this United States
Congress, and I take it seriously.

My father used to lecture the Con-
stitution to me at the supper table. He
would bring out the Constitution, set it
down at the table. He would bring the
Code of Iowa and set it down at the
table. The Bible would be on the end
table. The Constitution and the Code of
Iowa would be on the Kkitchen table,
and he would open it up and say: Now,
we are going to trace back for you how
“pick your law out of this book” gets
back to the Constitution. Where is the
authority for ‘‘pick your law out of
this book?”’

He would debate that and discuss it
with me. That is where I learned that I
shouldn’t ever utter an opinion that
hasn’t been thoroughly thought out. He
was the most effective critical thinker
I ever met in my life. But he steeped
me in the great respect for the rule of
law and a great respect for the supreme
law of the land, our Constitution, and
the structure that is guaranteed in the
Constitution: a republican form of gov-
ernment.

That, Mr. Speaker, means a rep-
resentative form of government, where
the people select their Representatives
and send them off to be their voice here
in this Congress.



October 10, 2017

It was a fantastic piece of wisdom
and historical knowledge that put this
together in the fashion that it did. Now
we have not just the oldest constitu-
tion on record, but we have the most
successful constitution on record.

You can put this altogether. I believe
that our Founding Fathers, as they put
this together, were inspired by God to
write the Declaration, to fight the war,
to shape the Constitution. I think that
our Founding Fathers were moved
around like men on a chessboard to
bring about this fantastic country that
we have.

A big part of this fantastic country is
the rule of law. When I write ‘“‘rule of
law,” for years, I capitalized the word
“rule.” 1 capitalized ‘‘rule” with an
“R” and ‘“‘law” with an “L’ so that it
stands out on the page, so that it looks
as important as it is when you read the
phrase: rule of law.

Rule of law is an essential component
of American exceptionalism. It is a pil-
lar of American exceptionalism. If you
think about what went together to
make this great country that we have,
I would add up a whole series of things.

I would trace our American
exceptionalism back all the way to Mo-
saic Law. The Mosaic Law was bor-
rowed by the Greeks. The Greeks kind
of teased each other: Well, that isn’t
your original law. You borrowed that
from Moses.

Well, they had great philosophers and
they added to the culture, but the law
came out of Moses from the Greeks to
the Romans. The Romans set up repub-
lican forms of government. They also
had a very good and healthy rule of law
so that, at least in theory, they applied
that to everybody.

That rule of law spread across West-
ern Europe by the Romans all the way
to Ireland. When the Dark Ages came—
the Visigoths sacked Rome in 410 A.D.
When that happened, historians, more
or less, called that the signal of the
world falling into the Dark Ages.

For several hundred years, not much
happened that was reported to us. Peo-
ple lost the ability to think and reason
in the fashion that they had from
among the Greeks and among the Ro-
mans.

Christianity had to get itself spread
into all of that and then emerge. It did
emerge. It emerged sometime shortly
before the end of the first millennium.
It became the Age of Emnlightenment
and the industrial revolution.

We know, Mr. Speaker, these courses
of history that have followed, but I
would just point out what happened in
America.

In America, we are about ready to
celebrate—we did it on Monday, be-
cause it was a Federal holiday—Colum-
bus Day on October 12, the day after to-
morrow. It happens to also be my
wife’s birthday, Mr. Speaker. There are
a couple of reasons we should celebrate
Columbus Day.

He discovered the Western Hemi-
sphere. He did so because he had a vi-
sion that the Earth was round and not
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flat. He was able to convince Ferdinand
and Isabella that they should invest
their capital in three ships to send him
across the seas in the hopes that they
would circle all the way around to
India and maybe find a passage to come
back. They could trade and be an even
richer nation than Spain was.

By the way, that was the same year
that the Spanish threw the Moors out.
That is when the kingdom of Ferdinand
and Queen Isabella was established in a
more stable fashion than it had been
prior to that.

They found the money for Chris-
topher Columbus. He discovered the
hemisphere. After that, we saw a lot of
Spaniards emerge. They focused down
in the south, in the Central American
region, in the Caribbean, and settled in
that area going south and north from
the isthmus. They brought with them
Christianity. They were driven by the
idea of spreading Christianity around
the world.

That went on through the 1500s,
where they were settling and devel-
oping in that part of the world, and
conducting some atrocities as well, Mr.
Speaker—just to address what other-
wise somebody would ask me to yield
and listen to. Yes, they had some
atrocities. They began to develop and
bring Western civilization, though, to
the New World.

The other end of this thing, in 1607,
the first people who settled and built a
permanent settlement in the North
American continent were there at
Jamestown, just down the road from us
a little ways. It was 1607.

The Christians who landed there
came for religious freedom. They sat
across there on the shores of the Atlan-
tic Ocean and they knelt at that cross
and prayed. The prayer was: Lord,
thank You for sending us to this new
land. We hear Your call and we call out
to You to guide us and bless us. We will
listen to the mission that You deliv-
ered to us, which is to evangelize all
people here and around the world and
to settle this continent to please You.

That is the summary of the prayer. If
you read that prayer, you can see and
hear manifest destiny in that prayer.
You can see religious emancipation in
that prayer as well. They knew why
they were here.

A country that is formed by people
who have powerful faith, as they did,
and then you have the pilgrims of
Plymouth Rock in 1620, and the rest of
America was built out. As the colonists
began to throw off the yoke of King
George, they still retained essential
principles. The essential principles
would include those of the Magna
Carta: the idea that a man’s home is
his castle and that the law has to be
applied equally to everyone.

King John wasn’t happy to sign that,
by the way, but I think it came down
to: It is your head or your signature.
Why don’t you decide, King John?

He decided his signature.

It has been a long time ago since the
Magna Carta was signed, but it laid a
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foundation for the pilgrims and the set-
tlers who came to America. They came
here for religious freedom and to get
away from the yoke of the old country,
Great Britain.

We should remember that the pil-
grims who came in on the Mayflower
didn’t sail out of jolly, old England.
They sailed out of Leiden in the Neth-
erlands. Several years before, they
sailed the Atlantic Ocean. They pulled
out and went to Leiden in the Nether-
lands. There, several hundred of them
lived around in the area, in a commu-
nity, in various different houses and
apartment complexes that were there.

A lot of them went to church in
Pieterskerk, which is the church in the
center. They staged themselves until
they were ready to go across the Atlan-
tic Ocean to settle and land at Plym-
outh Rock in 1620.

These early settlers were driven by
religious freedom. As they began to
build their farms, their shops, and
trade and build ships along the coast
and our harbors, we reach the year of
1776. Then, of course, we know the Dec-
laration was on July 4 of that year. But
there is another seminal event, Mr.
Speaker, and that is Adam Smith pub-
lished his treatise on free enterprise
capitalism. The name of it is ‘““The
Wealth of Nations.”

No one has surpassed that document
at this point. If you allow people to
keep their own goods, earn their own
profits, invest that, he explained with
utter clarity how it will improve the
productivity—they will invest it in ef-
ficiency—and how the invisible hand,
that is the person who is buying the
loaf of bread off the shelf, if that shelf
is empty, you put more bread on there
and sell more. If you are selling more
than you can make, you raise the price
a little. If somebody thinks you are
making too much money, they start up
their bakery. They get their bread on
the shelf, and then it competes with
each other. The shelf is always full of
bread and the consumers get a product
that they demand. That is the concept
of free enterprise capitalism. I don’t

hear anybody talking about that
today.
We also developed here a

meritocracy. If you have freedom, you
can be rewarded for merit. We don’t
talk about meritocracies anymore. We
give out participation trophies for
kids. They don’t really want them to
be winners or losers, just participants.

That is not the American way. The
American way is: we get in, we com-
pete. There is bound to be a lot of los-
ers because there is only one winner at
the end, but the losers all learn some-
thing and so does the winner. If the
winner gets complacent, if the winner
gets lazy, then the others who are com-
peting are going to pass up that former
winner, and he is going to have to get
a little sharper in his game. That
makes us all better.

When I look at my neighborhood, Mr.
Speaker, I see that we have got some
counties in particular that have excel-
lent competition between the public
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schools and parochial schools. They
have a number of different churches to
choose from. They have a lot of banks
that will loan money and compete with
each other to invest back in the com-
munities so entrepreneurs with ideas
or families that need a bridge to the
next month or two can have something
to bridge them through that.

This is the kind of competition that
I see. It is not just sports competition,
but it is academic competition, it is
competing for students, it is competing
for tuition dollars, it is competing for
the business investment dollars among
the banks, it is churches competing for
the faith and competition to save the
maximum number of souls, and it is a
very healthy environment.

If you take competition out, this
goes flat and the vitality that exists
today and just the vibrant humming of
the lives that I am thinking of would
be gone. It becomes complacent. I fear
that is where America is going: if we
are afraid to compete, we are afraid to
defend our values.

Free enterprise capitalism. I think
every college campus in the country
has some professor who will speak
against it. Some of them have many
professors who speak against it. They
are teaching against free enterprise
capitalism. They are teaching social-
ism. They are teaching Marxism. They
are rejecting conservatism.

By the way, I can’t find a school in
the country today that has an effective
course on Western civilization itself.
That doesn’t mean they aren’t out
there. This is just me asking questions
of people who should know the answer
to that. They are saying: I can’t name
one, unless it would be Hillsdale Col-
lege or maybe Liberty University.

I grew up in an era where every
school had multiple courses on Western
civilization. Because we understand
our culture, we respect it. We know
that, without Western civilization, the
world would be so void of the contribu-
tions that came from Western civiliza-
tion.

Sometime a year ago last summer, I
found myself on a panel at MSNBC, Mr.
Speaker. One of the panelists said: One
could be an optimist and hope that this
is the last Republican convention
where old White people have anything
to say about it.

There is no way to let a comment
like that pass. So I pointed out: Char-
lie, that is getting a little tired, this
criticism of old White people. I would
challenge you to name another sub-
group of people who have contributed
more.

Then the lady on the panel started
fanning herself. She was getting the
vapors because I defended Western civ-
ilization. The host leaned over, almost
with a leer, hoping that I would take
the bait, and she said: More than White
people.

And I said: More than Western civili-
zation itself.

Western civilization is everywhere
that Christianity has laid the founda-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

tion for civilization itself; where Chris-
tianity has been the footprint that has
laid down the foundation of Western
civilization itself.
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And you don’t have western civiliza-
tion without Christianity; you don’t
have a successful history without
Christianity; and you don’t have people
that abide by the moral laws so we
don’t have to have a lot of legal laws.
You can’t not manage a people of 300
million people and think you are going
to get that done effectively if they fail
to be a moral people, a people that
reach over and pay forward and take
care of their families and their friends
and their neighbors.

I see it all over this country, Mr.
Speaker. I have been to all 50 States in
this country, met people in all 50
States. I have gotten behind the steer-
ing wheel in 48 of the 50, and I see good
people, great people day after day after
day that get out of bed, and all they
want to do is help somebody. And they
don’t care about credit; they don’t care
if anybody ever notices it or sees it;
they just want to help somebody. That
is what makes this country turn and
work the way it does.

If we wonder, we should take a look
at the hurricanes that we have suffered
in the South and all across, from
Texas, Louisiana, and now Mississippi
the other day, and Florida—Irma.
American people, some people fled out
of the hurricane and some people come
to help, and I imagine there is a traffic
jam there from time to time. But I am
so grateful that we have the American
character that it is.

American character is a can-do spir-
it, people that—I know that I had a
banker visit me one day, and he showed
me a picture. Actually, I met him at
the airport. He showed me a picture of
their bank, and the water was ready to
run in the door of their bank. They had
a flood that flooded the whole down-
town. He said: Don’t send us anything.
We can handle this. It is only a flood.

I have been back to that community,
and he was right. I am glad we have
people like that, these spirited Ameri-
cans who are part of a culture that is a
can-do culture. And I don’t want to
lose it, Mr. Speaker. I don’t want to
lose it by devaluing any of the pillars
of American exceptionalism.

Now, I will just list a few others.

Aside from the rule of law, there is
freedom of speech, religion, assembly,
the press. There are all of those to-
gether in the First Amendment, and
they are put up there in the First
Amendment because, without them,
without an open dialogue, without
ideas having to compete in the public
square, then we don’t test those ideas,
and our Founding Fathers understood
that. They wanted debate to take place
here on the floor of the House of Rep-
resentatives. They wanted debate to
take place in the Senate. They wanted
these ideas to be tested.

For me, I have long believed that I
should engage in debate; and if I can’t
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sustain my position in debate, I only
have two choices: I can either adopt
the other guy’s position, or I can go
back and do my homework and get
that research done, up my game, so to
speak, and be prepared to defend my-
self for the next round. That is usually
what happens if I am not able to defend
myself. But over the years, I pay a lit-
tle more attention to preparation than
I used to when I was younger, and so
that is how it is, and the best ideas can
be sorted forward.

Sitting in a meeting here, we can be
discussing these ideas; somebody
brings up an idea, might get knocked
down like that. I don’t think the public
gets to see how many ideas are not suc-
cessful in competing with other ideas,
but sometimes there is a power struc-
ture, too, that is involved. What trou-
bles me is when good ideas can’t have
a fair hearing because others want
their idea to come through to have
their name on it. That is a bit of a side
issue, but I point that out.

So freedom of speech, religion, press,
the right to peaceably assemble and pe-
tition the government for redress of
grievances, First Amendment, all pil-
lars of American exceptionalism.

Second, the right to keep and bear
arms. We have had a lot of discussion
about the right to keep and bear arms,
but our Founding Fathers put that pro-
vision in the Bill of Rights, not so that
we could hunt or collect or target
shoot or even defend ourselves. The
Second Amendment is in our Constitu-
tion so that we can defend ourselves
from tyranny, from a future tyrant
who would come in; and if they con-
fiscated our weapons, then they can
force anything upon the people of this
country.

History has proven that over and
over again. The first thing a tyrant
does is go after your guns. The second
thing they do is they go after all the
other rights, and pretty soon you are a
subservient people. Imagine North
Korea or Cuba to get a model or an ex-
ample of that. And you can go on up
the line: the protection against unrea-
sonable search and seizure, constitu-
tional right.

I am naming pillars of American
exceptionalism. Without them, we
would not be an exceptional nation.
There is no pillar that we can pull out
that the edifice wouldn’t tumble if we
lost our First Amendment or Second
Amendment or Fourth Amendment.

Our Fifth Amendment, we have lost a
part of it already with the Kelo deci-
sion, Mr. Speaker. The Fifth Amend-
ment says, ‘“‘nor shall private property
be taken for public use without just
compensation.”” In the Kelo decision,
the Supreme Court ruled—I believe it
was a 54 decision. And I know that
Justice Scalia dissented, as did Justice
O’Connor in one of her last major dis-
sents that she had written, but the Su-
preme Court essentially struck out—I
will say, de facto struck out—the
terms ‘‘for public use’” from the Fifth
Amendment.
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They ruled that a locality could con-
demn private property and hand it over
to another private interest, provided
they had a government interest and
the private interest being successful.
And so they could take, let’s say, a
senior lady’s home, a whole tract of
land, and force that into the—and con-
fiscate that and put it into the hands
of a private investor.

That decision is a horrible decision
that weakens American
exceptionalism, weakens our property
rights in America.

I had a private conversation with
Justice Scalia, and he told me that he
expected the Kelo decision to be re-
versed one day. But to amend the Fifth
Amendment, effectively, by a decision
in the Supreme Court, ‘“‘nor shall pri-
vate property be taken for public use
without just compensation,” this pri-
vate property was taken not even for
public use, but for private use.

Now, they didn’t write in there ‘‘nor
shall private property be taken for pri-
vate use’” because that was a given
that that would not be the case. It is
absolutely implied in the Fifth Amend-
ment itself, but the Supreme Court
ruled the way they wanted to rule, and
they have weakened a pillar of Amer-
ican exceptionalism.

Trial by jury, no double jeopardy,
you can go up the line. The powers that
are not enumerated in the Constitution
are reserved, respectively, for the
States or the people. All of these are
pillars of American exceptionalism.

Free enterprise capitalism, another
pillar of American exceptionalism.

And, by the way, if you take the nat-
uralization test, there is a series of
flashcards, laminated flashcards, and
these flashcards, you can hold them up
and you can ask these aspiring citizens
some questions. And part of some of
the questions are this: ‘“Who is the fa-
ther of our country?’”’ And then you flip
that card over and it says: ‘‘George
Washington.”

‘“Who emancipated the slaves?”’

““Abraham Lincoln.”

“What is the economic system of the
United States of America?”’ It is on a
flashcard: “Free enterprise cap-
italism.”

That is under assault. Our religious
values are under assault. Our family
values are under assault. The very defi-
nition of the Constitution itself is
under assault, and Barack Obama land-
ed some heavy blows to it while he was
President of the United States.

So as we began bringing forward a
nominee who could compete effectively
and hopefully be elected to the Oval Of-
fice as President of the United States,
17 Presidential candidates came
through my State. Many of them I
knew before they announced, and I
think I can say that all of them I knew
by the time they got through with
their campaigns.

Out of that all, hard fought, there
was a Dplatform that was hammered
out, and Donald Trump earned the
nomination. His platform is awfully
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close to the platform of TED CRUZ, who
was the second to the last man stand-
ing, and that platform is a platform
that I appreciate, I respect, and I
worked for, Mr. Speaker.

I have watched as Presidential can-
didates can see themselves as President
of the United States. They may not
have all of their positions hammered
out when they present themselves as
candidates—in fact, I don’t know if any
of them ever actually did have all their
positions hammered out when they pre-
sented themselves as candidates—but
they give their speeches. There is a
crowd reaction. There is some polling
information that is there. They have a
team, a team of advisers. We all talk to
them and we try to convince them of
the priorities that they should be
bringing forward.

In the end, throughout all of this, by
the time you get through the national
convention and confer the nomination
on your Presidential candidate, there
is a platform to run on from June or
July on through, all the way to Novem-
ber 8 it turned out to be last year. Don-
ald Trump’s platform was clear.

He said to me, one day, about the
events that he has done for me—and I
am very much appreciative of Presi-
dent Trump and the times that he has
come in to help me politically, Mr.
Speaker. He made that reference in a
discussion among several of my col-
leagues, and I said: Yes, you helped me,
and I appreciate it, Mr. President, but
I market-tested your immigration pol-
icy for 14 years, and you knew how
Iowans were going to respond and how
most people across the country were
going to respond because I market-
tested it.

And he did a great job with it, and he
gave it more clarity than I have given.
But throughout all of that, it was:
build the wall and secure our borders
and enforce domestic immigration law
and reinforce ICE and reinforce Border
Patrol and CBP, put that all together,
and the birthright citizenship. Support
English as the official language. These
are just some of the pieces along the
way, and we have refined some of this
since then.

And also, it was the New IDEA Act,
the act that denies deductibility for
wages and benefits paid to illegals, and
let’s see IRS come in and do the en-
forcement through the normal audit
process. So if the IRS came in under
the New IDEA Act and did a normal
audit, they would run the Social Secu-
rity numbers and other pertinent infor-
mation of employees through E-Verify.
If E-Verify confirmed that these em-
ployees could legally work in the
United States, the employer will get
safe harbor for having hired them; if
they couldn’t verify it, the employer
gets 72 hours to cure, we see, 72 hours
to correct the record.

But, if he is hiring illegals, then the
IRS would say: All right. But you can’t
deduct this $10,000, $20,000, $100,000 that
you paid this illegal, and so we are
going to have to charge taxes on that

H7911

because that deduction is not a busi-
ness expense; it is actually income in-
stead.

So the tax that would be applied to
that $100,000, so to speak, plus interest,
plus penalty, and it would turn your
$10-an-hour illegal into about a $16-an-
hour illegal. That is the essence of it.

And we require, also, that the IRS
and the Social Security Administra-
tion that is collecting Social Security
deposits from workers all across this
country, sometimes multiple sources
on the same Social Security number—
I mean, scores and scores of people on
the same Social Security number.

Social Security stopped sending out
no-match letters some years ago under
the Obama administration. We put that
all back together, and we require the
IRS communicate with and trade infor-
mation with the Social Security Ad-
ministration to target and flag those
false Social Security numbers. And
then also bring the Department of
Homeland Security to the table so that
the IRS, Social Security Administra-
tion, and the Department of Homeland
Security are all working together to
cooperate to enforce immigration law
and denying, then, the deductibility of
the employer.

The employer will have all kinds of
incentives to clean up his workforce. In
fact, we have a 6-year statute of limita-
tions that compiles or accrues over the
years. And so if you are sitting there
with a 6-year potential liability, you
are going to want to be with a clean
workforce.

That is another piece that is a policy
that the President has been for, at
least in the past. Now, things move on,
but we are—we have an immigration
policy that became part of the plat-
form for the President of the United
States, and in that policy and through-
out, there are multiple times in
speeches he announced that he is going
to end DACA. He is going to end DACA,
and we all expected that that would
happen at noon January 20 of this year
when the President was inaugurated
out here on the west portico of the
Capitol not very far from where I stand
right now. That would have been con-
sistent with his campaign promise:
build the wall, and the unconstitu-
tional DACA.

And so while he was signing execu-
tive orders—and I give him credit. He
went to the Oval Office, and at least he
had a formal signing of multiple execu-
tive orders that day, launched his Pres-
idency with work right on the spot in-
stead of—he shortened up the parade
for himself and went to work for Amer-
ica. Hats off to President Trump for
that, and I support his entire agenda,
and I am going to do my best to help
him keep his word on that entire agen-
da.

But we found out weeks later that
DACA permits were still being issued,
and they were still being extended, and
those permits also included work per-
mits.
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So President Obama’s unconstitu-
tional DACA—deferred action for chil-
dren of aliens—program was continued,
and it continues actually to this day
under the Trump administration, com-
pletely in contradiction with the cam-
paign promises he made. I would say
many more times than Barack Obama
made the statement that he didn’t
have the constitutional authority.

Barack Obama violated the Constitu-
tion. President Trump has continued
that violation. And I am calling upon
him to keep his campaign promise, re-
store the respect for the rule of law;
and DACA, by the executive action,
just sign it off and end it.

If we fail to do that—and I have
worked for 31 years to restore the re-
spect for the rule of law with regard to
immigration. In 1986, Ronald Reagan
signed the Amnesty Act. At least he
was honest about it. He called it the
Amnesty Act.

I listened to what I could on the de-
bate from the House and the Senate.
And I didn’t believe it would pass ei-
ther Chamber, but it passed both
Chambers, and it was messaged to
President Reagan’s desk. I read the
material and I thought that through. I
thought: I don’t have to worry about
this. Ronald Reagan will know that, if
he signs the Amnesty Act, it does great
damage to the rule of law and it will
take years to restore it.

Now, the deal was to be that if you
sign the Amnesty Act, we will give you
the reinforcement and will enforce the
law from this point forward, and illegal
immigration will no longer be a prob-
lem in America. That is what the deal
was. They promised us that this Am-
nesty Act in 1986 would be the last one
ever, that they were going to then set
about establishing respect for the law.

Well, it seems to me that most every-
body in this Congress has lost any
memory they may have had about
what was going on in 1986. Things
haven’t changed. There is nothing real-
1y new under the Sun. Human nature is
human nature. It is what it has been
for 2,000 or more years.

But when there is a promise made
that is ‘‘first you give us this, and then
we will see to it that you get that,” let
me see, we had Ronald Reagan’s suc-
cessor, Bush 41—George Herbert Walk-
er Bush, a great American as well—who
took the promise and said: “Read my
lips: No new taxes.” He said that more
than 22 times, too.

But when it got to the point where he
was wanting to get some spending cuts,
the Democrats went to him and said:
Do you know what? We have to raise
taxes if you are going to get spending
cuts. We will follow through on our
part of the deal if you just sign the tax
increases that they pass.

So Bush 41, dealing honestly and
straight up in believing that the people
he was dealing with had the level of in-
tegrity that he had, signed the tax in-
crease in exchange for the promise of
the spending cuts. And we all know the
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answer to that, Mr. Speaker. We know
the story. When you make a deal like
that and you don’t have the things on
the table that you are supposed to get
for that deal, never comes first. You
don’t see them.

So George H. W. Bush 41 signed the
tax increase. He violated his pledge of:
“Read my lips: No new taxes.” Not
only did he sign that and not get the
spending cuts, but they beat him over
the head with that at his reelection. He
lost his reelection because of it, and we
ended up with Bill Clinton.

I think that lesson should be enough
to make us all smart enough to know
not to make a deal like that. Ronald
Reagan recanted and regretted that he
signed the Amnesty Act because of the
damage he did to the rule of law when
he signed that. There were to be 1 mil-
lion who would be recipients of the
Amnesty Act of 1986. It turned out to
be 3 million because, let’s say, the esti-
mates were wrong, but there was a lot
of fraud and corruption, and people
slipped through because we didn’t have
tight enough security on it.

So 3 million people got amnesty in
1986, and that was a path to citizen-
ship—a fairly short path to citizen-
ship—as well. I have talked to some of
them, and they say: It was great for
me.

And some of them think that am-
nesty for another group of people is all
right.

But if the law means nothing to
someone and they violate the law, or it
is an obstruction and they slip around
that law, or, as we have today, some
number that is 750,000 to 800,000 DACA
recipients, they are demanding that we
grant them amnesty. Illegal aliens
came here to the Capitol, right out
here on the grass, 2 weeks ago, on a
Monday, gathering around, demanding
that Congress grant them amnesty.

Now, how do you go to a foreign
country and be unlawfully present in
that country and you go protest to the
government that they should ignore
their own laws because you have some-
thing that you want that you slipped
across the border to have access to?

And I do not buy the idea that most
of these DACA recipients are kids. The
average age is 23. Some of them go all
the way up to 37. Some of them are
bald. Many of them have gray in their
beard. Some have a build like mine. I
don’t think of them as kids when I look
at them. Yet there are some who came
across the Rio Grande River on their
mother’s arm. And, no, they didn’t
know and they didn’t form intent.

But there are a whole lot of them
who would qualify under this, who did
have intent and did know. And we
know there are a whole lot of them
also—and I have witnessed this with
my eyes and helped to collar some of
them as this goes on, and I have
walked through the desert and seen the
burlap backpacks that they haul mari-
juana in into the United States. And it
is not only marijuana.

But some of these will qualify under
DACA. Drug smugglers will qualify.

October 10, 2017

And they say: We will do background
checks.

Well, how do you do a background
check on somebody who doesn’t have a
legal existence in their home country?

If there is no record of them existing
there, then they will say: Well, we
didn’t find anything negative.

Of course not. The person didn’t
exist.

I know I had an individual I wanted
on my Hispanic Advisory Committee. A
smart, personable, young businessman.
I said: I would like to have you sit
down and I would like to hear your ad-
vice. I would like to have your finger
on the pulse because I want to know
what is going on in the minority com-
munities, and I want to make sure that
I am doing a good job of representing
them, too.

And he said: That is fine. I am inter-
ested.

And I said: But before I put you on
this committee, I have to make sure.
So I want to see—and he said he was
born in America—no. Excuse me. He
said he was born in Mexico, but he is a
naturalized citizen.

And I said: Well, I would like to see
your birth certificate.

And he said: Okay. I can get it for
you.

And I said: How long will that take
you?

And he said: Well, it will only take
me a few days. What do you want the
birth certificate to say?

Now, that is a legal document, and
you don’t get to ask that question if
you have respect for the rule of law.

I just dropped him as a potential can-
didate on my advisory committee. And
a year or two later, I found out that
ICE had come in, picked him up, and
deported him. I didn’t know that he
was illegal, even at that time. I just
didn’t trust him any longer when he
asked me that question. So that is an-
other individual that could have been,
and may still be, qualified to be a re-
cipient.

Those that come across the border, I
have gone down and looked into the
jail cells of the Border Patrol, and
there were hundreds there at the times
that I have been there—hundreds of
them. They are sorted between chil-
dren, women, men. And the men far
outweigh the numbers of women or
children. Some of the numbers we
looked at were 80 percent men. Some of
these men will present themselves as
under 18—many of them will.

And I have seen the cell with those
minor males that are in there. And
some of those, supposedly, minor males
have gray in their beard. They would
also qualify, or at least apply for. And
if we didn’t have a way to do a back-
ground check on them—and many
cases we don’t—and they give you a
false name, what do you do after that if
they had never been printed? They
would qualify.

And MS-13. We know that there have
been a significant number of MS-13
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gang members, who also are DACA re-
cipients. That has been published mul-
tiple times throughout the last couple
of years.

So many people that we would want
to get out of this country would be
granted a path of citizenship to stay in
this country. That is why it is so
wrong. And it disrespects natural-born
American citizens. It even more dis-
respects naturalized American citizens,
who came here the right way, applied
the right way, and spent maybe 7 years
to get in a position where they could
take the naturalization test and then
the oath; which is a grand day, by the
way, Mr. Speaker.

I look forward to every opportunity I
have to speak to the naturalization
services that take place in the Federal
building in Sioux City, Iowa. And I al-
ways tell them: Remember this date
that you became an American citizen,
and I want you to memorize it.

I hand them a Constitution with the
date on it and my signature on it.
Hopefully, they will have the reverence
for the Constitution that I and many
have developed as well.

But we have a vigor that comes into
America. These are self-selected peo-
ple. If you have ten kids growing up in
a family in Bangladesh or Ireland or
Italy, or wherever it might be, and one
of them has the inspiration to come to
America, you are going to get the one
who had the greatest aspirations, the
one with the strongest ambition, the
one with the deepest convictions in
themselves. The most can-do sibling
out of 1, 5, 6, or 10 is the one that has
the dream to come to America. So they
line up and come here legally. And
they built this country for over 200
years. We need to respect the rule of
law that they came here to embrace.

We have people who are leaving coun-
tries that don’t have the rule of law,
that are corrupt. And when I go to
Mexico, I see the problems down there.
Any country that I go to, I can put to-
gether a formula to put that country
into the First World from the Third
World, except for corruption.

How do you address the corruption?

Law doesn’t mean law in Mexico and
points south the way it does in this
country. If you get pulled over by the
police, they might pull you over be-
cause they might need an extra tip
that week. You may not be speeding,
you might not have run a stop sign,
they might just pull you over, and you
have to pay the ‘‘bribe,” ‘‘mordida.”
That is corruption itself. That doesn’t
happen in this country hardly ever be-
cause we get their badge number and
they are out of a job.

No country is free of corruption, but
we have a healthy country with a rule
of law. It is a pillar of American
exceptionalism. We cannot, Mr. Speak-
er—and my message is to the Presi-
dent—we cannot reward lawbreakers.
It destroys the rule of law. Our hearts
cannot be leading ahead of our heads.

There is a DACA recipient that I
would like to adopt, if that is what it
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takes to keep that individual in Amer-
ica. I think that much of that indi-
vidual. I like this individual a lot and
respect this individual a lot, but I love
the rule of law. I love the rule of law
because, without it, we descend into
the Third World.

So this debate about, ‘“‘don’t you
have a heart, don’t you know that
these are just 800,000 kids, and can’t we
just give them the confidence of having
a legal status in America,” I say, no,
not if you love the country, you can’t
do that.

And it is not our doing. They either
came here of their own volition,
formed the intent, or their parents did.
The law is the law. We don’t tell the
judge: Don’t be putting this criminal in
prison because he has kids at home.

We don’t worry about the separation
of families when it comes to enforcing
the law against American citizens, but
we worry about enforcing the law
against people who have intentional
and willfully divided themselves.

Now, what happens if we should grant
amnesty to DACA recipients and then
deport their parents?

That splits up the family.

I say: Get right with the law, go to
your home country and apply to come
in the legal way. By the way, when you
arrive in your home country, if you
truly are characterized for DACA, you
will have a free American education
that the American taxpayers pay for.
You will be bilingual. You will have fa-
milial connections in your community.
You will have a skill set that is there,
a good educational set. You will know
what it looks like to live in a country
where things work generally right.

And if you think of the 7,000 Peace
Corps workers that are working in
about 130 countries in the world and
how much good they do, they go to
countries without speaking the lan-
guage, they don’t know where they are
going to land, they find a way to help
out and contribute. People going home
is not being condemned to hell. People
going home is like sending out 750,000
or 800,000 fresh Peace Corps workers
back to their home countries.

What could be a greater economic de-
velopment plan for Mexico, Guatemala,
El Salvador, Honduras, and Nicaragua
than for their best and brightest to go
home and build their countries while
they apply to come back to the United
States?

That is the best solution we can
have, Mr. Speaker. And we don’t even
have a serious debate on that in here
unless I bring it up.

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate the oppor-
tunity to address you here on the floor
of the House of Representatives this
evening. I am hopeful that we made a
little bit of progress. I will continue to
defend the rule of law and the Con-
stitution. I challenge my colleagues to
do the same.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
RUTHERFORD). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2017, the
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. CASTRO) for 30 minutes.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CASTRO of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have b legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on the subject of my Special Order.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. CASTRO of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
as with any moment in the history of
our Nation, in the world, there are
tragedies and disasters which sear the
conscience and call us to action not
only because we are American, but be-
cause we are human.

Some of these tragedies are man-
made, others are the work of nature.
Some hit close to home, such as the
hurricanes that devastated Texas—my
home State—Florida, and Puerto Rico,
taking many lives and inflicting bil-
lions of dollars in damage. Some are
the work of one man, like the shooter
in Las Vegas, who took 58 lives.
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Like many in this Chamber, I have
spoken up on these tragedies close to
home.

Tonight, I would like to speak to a
humanitarian crisis far away from us;
that is, the ethnic cleansing of the
Rohingya Muslims in Burma.

Since late August, 500,000 Rohingya
have been forced out of their nation.
The Rohingya, after being driven out of
Burma, have sought refuge in Ban-
gladesh, Malaysia, Indonesia, Thailand,
and India. Some have even come as far
as the United States of America.

These victims had been driven out of
the country their ancestors have called
home for hundreds of years through a
systematic campaign of murder and
rape and the destruction of entire vil-
lages and communities.

It can be challenging for host govern-
ments to care for these displaced popu-
lations, which can lead to additional
instability, especially in countries with
low incomes or with governments al-
ready under stress to provide services
to their citizens. We see this pattern
worldwide.

The refugees from the war in Syria
have fled to Lebanon and Turkey, to
Iraq, and across the Mediterranean to
Europe. Over a million Syrian refugees
are in Lebanon, which is over one-sixth
of that nation’s population. Over 3.2
million refugees have found their way
to Turkey, and 600,000 in Jordan. Al-
most 1 million have sought refuge in
Europe.

There are similar crises in the Cen-
tral African Republic, Iraq, South
Sudan, and Yemen. Millions of people
have fled conflicts and instabilities in
these regions, usually finding refuge in
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