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it in and that he will sign it. That’s the
least that we can do for the people in
this country who work hard every day,
who play by the rules, who are good
folks and deserve an opportunity to
continue to do the things not only that
they love, but provide food and fiber
for our tables.

———————

DREAM ACT IS AMERICAN
NIGHTMARE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MITCHELL). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 18, 2007, the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. KING) is rec-
ognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, as al-
ways, I very much appreciate the privi-
lege to address you here on the floor of
the United States House of Representa-
tives.

Having sat here and listened to the
discussion that was presented by our
gentlemen from the Carolinas and
talking about the drought in the
Southeast, I am quite interested in the
map that they have laid out for us to
see.

Coming from an agriculture State
and district myself, I will say I have
significant empathy for the drought
plight in that part of the country. That
huge area of bright red tells me how
tough it must be down there where it
hasn’t rained very much in a long time
and gives me a sense before how long it
will be before you can see green again
in your part of the country, Mr.
ETHERIDGE. We have lived through that
in past years, and I can tell you, it goes
deeper than just looking at a picture.
It goes to the very lives of the people
you represent.

I yield to the gentleman.

Mr. ETHERIDGE. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

I remember when we went out to
South Dakota and through Iowa and
how tough it was when it was dry. I
will always remember with my good
friend, JERRY MORAN, we flew into Kan-
sas last year to do a hearing on the ag
bill. Lo and behold, when we flew in, it
was raining like the dickens. I said,
“JERRY, you have been talking about
how dry it has been for so long.”

He said, ‘“Yes, and all of a sudden we
got plenty of water.” Hopefully we will
get back there, but you do understand.
Thank you for your help. I think this is
an issue where we have to pull together
and help. I thank you for your leader-
ship and help on the Agriculture Com-
mittee, too. I appreciate that.

Mr. KING of Iowa. And I thank you.
We will work together on this issue.
There is nothing your producers can do
when it doesn’t rain. Perhaps we can
have a hearing down there and it will
bring rain like it did in Kansas.

Mr. ETHERIDGE. That would be
great. Thank you.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I
wanted to express those sentiments,
but I come to the floor tonight to dis-
cuss a different subject matter.
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The subject that I’ve chosen to dis-
cuss tonight is the Dream Act, and I do
so0 because a vote on cloture is sched-
uled on the floor of the United States
Senate tomorrow sometime, I believe,
in the afternoon.

The DREAM Act, Mr. Speaker, you
will remember is an act that’s been
pushed for several years here in the
United States Congress and also pushed
at the State level. What it is about, it
is a bill with a wonderful name, and
once you read through it and think
about the ramifications, it’s not such a
wonderful bill. It has actually meant
the demise of a number of public fig-
ures. People who have served in this
Congress, people that have served in
the State legislatures and people who
have aspired to serve in this Congress
have found themselves enamored by
the wonderful name, the DREAM Act,
but also trapped up in and captured in
the pitfalls of the reality of what’s be-
hind this DREAM Act.

So, Mr. Speaker, if you will permit, I
will describe what the DREAM Act
does, and that is, it provides, let me
say it this way, an opportunity for in-
state tuition discounts to go to people
who are otherwise unlawfully present
in the United States, usually younger
people that have graduated from high
school. It gives them in-state tuition
discounts, or allows the States to do
so, and then gives them a conditional
legal status in the United States pro-
vided they enter into college or enter
into the uniform services, not always
our military, but some type of uniform
services.

This sounds good over the top of
things, but it works out to be this: it
defies a current Federal law. In fact, it
has to amend a current Federal law, a
law that’s been defied by at least 10
States, and it’s a law that was in the
1996 Immigration Reform Act, spon-
sored by now-ranking member of the
Judiciary Committee, LAMAR SMITH of
Texas.

This legislation in 1996, current Fed-
eral law, Mr. Speaker, prohibits a
State and institutions of higher learn-
ing from granting residency in-state
tuition discounts, breaks on the costs
of the education, to students who are
unlawfully present in the TUnited
States, that’s a nice word for illegal
aliens, Mr. Speaker, unless those uni-
versities and those States that set that
policy grant that same tuition dis-
count to all students who are lawfully
present in the United States
wheresoever they might reside.

So let me just draw an example,
being from Iowa. Let’s just say, for ex-
ample, that there is a student that
grows up on the east side of the Mis-
sissippi River and a resident of Illinois
who wants to go to college at Iowa
State University. And if Iowa had the
DREAM Act as a policy, and they de-
feated it in the State legislature a cou-
ple or 3 years ago, actually let it die in
committee as I recall. But if that stu-
dent who grows up and goes to a high

H11925

school in Illinois, a resident of Illinois,
chooses to go to college at Iowa State,
they will pay an out-of-state, non-
resident tuition of about $16,000 a year;
and by the way, a resident of Iowa will
pay about $6,000 a year. So not quite
three times as high if you’re a non-
resident student.

And by anecdote, I can tell you that
in California the numbers are compara-
tively about $3,000 a year to go to
school at a California institution if
you’re a resident, and I believe it’s
about $23,000 a year if you’re a non-
resident. You pay that kind of pre-
mium if you come from out of state to
go to school in-state. Each State sets
their own policies. These numbers
aren’t hard; but, conceptually, they’re
accurate numbers, Mr. Speaker.

So the out-of-state student, the non-
resident student, pays a premium to go
to college at an institution in a State
that they’re not a resident of. That’s
been a longstanding practice so that
the State can encourage, foster, and
subsidize the education of their resi-
dents in the hopes that they have high-
ly educated students that will stay at
home and grow the economy of the
State that pays the taxes to support
those institutions of higher learning.

But that’s a little too convoluted,
Mr. Speaker. I'll just say that States
want to help their own residents. So
they’ve set these policies, and that’s
why it costs more money to be an out-
of-state student going to school in an-
other State than it does to go to school
in your own State, a longstanding
practice.

The DREAM Act turns that all on its
head, and for illegal alien students who
have come into the United States in
violation of the law, whom if ICE, Im-
migration and Customs Enforcement,
were to be required to deliver this in-
state tuition discount, let’s call it a
voucher, it’s not, it’s a discount, but if
they had to deliver it in the form of
check or a voucher and if ICE had to
deliver that, Immigration and Customs
Enforcement, they would be compelled
to pick up that prospective student and
send them back to the country from
which they came so that they could be
legally residing in their home country.

That’s the law, Mr. Speaker, and the
Dream Act turns this on its head. It
grants people who are here illegally,
all the way up to age 30, if they will
enter into a school and start their
studies on a 2-year study program or if
they will go into the uniform services,
not necessarily our armed services,
then they get conditional residency or
conditional legal status in the United
States. And then, if they keep their
nose clean, they get a green card which
is lawful, permanent residence, and it’s
about 5 years to citizenship. And the
formerly illegal immigrants have ac-
cess then to all the chain migration
tools that anyone else has who comes
here legally for those who have re-
spected our laws.

Now, that means they can bring in
their siblings. It means they can bring
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in their children. It means they can
bring in their parents, and that whole
chain migration can start over and
over again.

We had a chart that was put together
on the chain migration that comes
with the policy that’s there that’s
called family reunification, and it
looks like about one legal immigrant
can bring in about 277 family members
by the time you go out through the
chain of the family tree. That would
also be true for an illegal immigrant
who would be granted amnesty under
the DREAM Act.

So in-state tuition discounts, am-
nesty for illegal aliens, put this bill,
this bill that if the cloture as has been
filed and if it successfully passes to-
morrow, then the Senate will go to a
vote on the DREAM Act. If they do
that and the House should take up the
same bill and then the President
should sign it, you will have illegal
aliens who will be sitting in desks in
the institutions of higher learning
within our States studying, going to
college at the expense of the taxpayers
and at the expense of the Federal tax-
payers because we do appropriate funds
that go into these institutions.

As you know, Mr. Speaker, there are
only so many desks in a classroom.
There are only so many slots in our in-
stitutions of higher learning, and
that’s why we have admissions require-
ments. That’s why you apply and you
put in your grades and all of the other
qualifications that are there, and very
tough decisions are sometimes made by
these universities to allow people to
come in and study there or to cut them
out.

You will remember some high-profile
cases. For example, the affirmative ac-
tion cases at the University of Michi-
gan and at the University of Michigan
Law School. There are only so many
desks that are available. Imagine
granting an in-state tuition discount
to someone who came across the border
and into the United States illegally
and someone who is getting a $6,000
education, when the student sitting in
the desk right next to them is a United
States citizen, naturalized or born in
the United States, whose mother or fa-
ther has served perhaps in Iraq or Af-
ghanistan, who has perhaps been killed
over there to defend our freedom, and
that poor student without a father or a
mother has given their life for our free-
dom is paying out-of-state tuition
prices to go to school at their preferred
institution, sitting in a desk next to
someone who is unlawfully present in
the United States and would be de-
ported if it weren’t for this DREAM
Act that grants them amnesty.

Now, that sets up a friction in this
society, Mr. Speaker, that’s illogical.
It’s irrational. It rewards the wrong
thing, and in the end, it would not be
tolerated by the public if they begin to
understand what this really means.

The Department of Homeland Secu-
rity, Michael Chertoff’s DHS, under
this DREAM Act would not be able to
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go in and use any of the records; and so
if they want to protect this society, if
they want to go in and apply the law,
they can’t even look at the records
that are there that are part of the data
that’s compiled to grant this superciti-
zenship to people who are eligible for
deportation. And I say supercitizen-
ship, Mr. Speaker, because this super-
citizenship path, by the way, grants
more rights, special rights to illegal
aliens to go to school in our institu-
tions of higher learning at a tuition
discount.

For example, if you have a legal
alien, someone who has applied for a
student visa or has lawful, permanent
status, lawful permanent residency
here in the United States, a green card,
and they’re going to school at an out-
of-state institution, they have to pay
the out-of-state tuition rate. If some-
one comes in from Korea or Guatemala
or let’s say Russia, Poland, comes into
the United States legally, student visa
or under a green card, maybe even in a
path to citizenship, and they have a
residency in New Jersey, they can’t go
to school in New York with an in-state
tuition discount, and they sure in the
world can’t go to school in California
for $3,000 because they’ll be considered
an out-of-state resident and they will

e.

That’s the way it is for American
citizens, both naturally born and natu-
ralized. That’s the way it is for people
who have followed and respected and
honored our immigration laws, wheth-
er they’re on a student visa or whether
they’re here on lawful permanent resi-
dency, a green card. They all have to
follow the laws of this country, and
they all have to pay the going rate
that reflects their residency of their
State.

And consider, Mr. Speaker, if you
will, consider the children of military
families, whether or not they’ve lost a
parent in this global war on terror.
Those children move around a lot, and
some of them don’t qualify necessarily
for the in-state tuition discount maybe
anywhere, and they would be paying a
premium as a son or a daughter of our
military veterans, sitting next to a
desk of someone who before this act
would be passed today will be unlaw-
fully present in the United States, sub-
ject to deportation who would end up
getting a discount for the tuition.

This is the bill, Mr. Speaker, that the
Senate proposes to bring up tomorrow
with their cloture vote; and if they
vote cloture, and we’ll have this debate
on the floor of the United States Sen-
ate, and you’re going to be able to, Mr.
Speaker, look across over to the Sen-
ate and be able to evaluate the set of
values that the United States Senate
brings to the table and this set of val-
ues that produces supercitizenship,
superaccess to citizenship for illegals.

I recall some of the debates that
we’ve had here on the floor of this
House. Discussions and speeches, 1
should say, rather than debates; and I
recall how easy it is for some of the
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Members to look at this and conclude,
well, this is the DREAM Act, and why
would we want to punish kids who are
simply here unlawfully? Can’t we give
them an education, and isn’t that a
better thing? Yes, if your view is that
simplistic, Mr. Speaker, if that’s all
the view is, isn’t it better for the kids
that would be beneficiaries of this? The
answer is yes.

But we could grant in-state tuition
discount to every kid in this country,
and in my State it would cost several
hundred million dollars. The State leg-
islature is not willing to do that. The
current law is, if you grant that in-
state tuition discount to students who
are illegal, then you grant that same
discount to everyone in the TUnited
States, wherever their residency might
be. And so all of those students that
are paying out-of-state tuition, that
$16,000 in Iowa, would end up getting
the $6,000 annual education as opposed
to the $16,000 education. A $10,000 pre-
mium that’s there that’s levied against
all of those students that come from
other places around the country and
the world would all be level down to
$6,000.

They can do that today if they
choose, Mr. Speaker; but they will not
do that because the boards of regents
and the State legislatures across this
land don’t want to take the financial
hit. They don’t want to level the pre-
mium. They don’t want to give this
kind of benefit to all American citi-
zens. They don’t want to give this kind
of benefit to the sons and daughters of
our military. They don’t want to give
this benefit to those who are legally
emigrating here into the United
States. And they don’t want to give
this benefit to those who are on a path
to citizenship here in the United States
provided they’re not residents of the
institution in question.

No, sir, Mr. Speaker. This is all about
special right, special treatment for
people, for students that are unlaw-
fully here; and the numbers break out
to be something like this. A million,
more, we don’t know. There’s not a cap
on it, but the best estimates say more
than a million; and we know that when
you grant benefits, it attracts more
people. And there will be people that
will come into the United States ille-
gally and present themselves to go to
college at a tuition discount, and they
will say, oh, yes, I've been here that 5
years or so that the Senate bill re-
quires that I'm here; and by the way, I
have these falsified utility bills and
rent canceled checks and things of that
nature that say that I’ve been here so
I meet the minimum standards. Give
me that tuition discount, too.

That’s the view and the strategy, the
special extra citizenship rights that
come with it for more than a million
people. And we know also, Mr. Speaker,
that whenever you open the door up
and you count the numbers, the num-
bers get greater, not smaller. Ronald
Reagan said, what you tax you get less
of; what you subsidize you get more of.
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And we are here talking about open-
ing the door to subsidizing signifi-
cantly a two-thirds discount, a 66 or 67
percent discount, on college tuition for
people who are eligible for deportation.

O 2100

I think it’s breathtaking how far
they are seeking to reach over in the
United States Senate. I think the peo-
ple understand this. I think they un-
derstand that this is a super amnesty
plan. Whatever your heart says, can we
just please engage our brains for a lit-
tle bit and think about what this
means; what it means if we give in-
State tuition discounts to people who
are unlawfully present in the United
States, those who, as I said earlier, if
ICE, Immigrations and Customs En-
forcement, had to deliver the paper-
work that said here is your tuition dis-
count, they would be compelled to pick
these students up and send them home
again. Some of these students up to the
age of 30 are taking advantage of the
soft heart of Americans.

So extend this on out, what’s the mo-
tive? Some is driven by the churches, I
understand. I appreciate the ministry
that they provide. You know, I am a
strong proponent and adherent to the
values that come from our churches
and the good movements in America
that come from the pulpit. But if the
churches from America believe that we
should be providing in-State tuition
discounts for those people that the law
says need to be sent home, can you
please pass the collection plate. Don’t
come here to Congress and ask that we
squeeze that out of the sweat of the
taxpayers, because they are the ones in
the end that pay the price, and the
American citizens that won’t have a
desk in a classroom, because that desk
is already filled by somebody who gets
a cheaper rate than they can get.

There is only so much room. There
are only so many benefits. We can help
in the foreign countries better than we
can open our doors here for an unlim-
ited amount of people coming in. When
we undermine the integrity of our im-
migrations system, when we do so, we
take away the options that are con-
stitutionally bestowed upon this Con-
gress. The Constitution directs us to
set the immigration policy here.

I recognize that we have a legal and
appropriate right to deal with acts like
the DREAM Act. We ought to shoot it
down. We ought to vote it down. We
should defeat it. We should not let it
slide its insidious policy across the
halls here between the Senate and the
House of Representatives. It should not
be passed.

In fact, the Senate has three times
here in the 110th Congress, three times
just this year, voted to defeat the
DREAM Act because they understood
the political repercussions from the
American people who understood what
amnesty is. This bill grants amnesty.
This bill says, it says that if you are
here unlawfully, if you are subject to
deportation, but if you apply for this
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DREAM Act and apply to go to school,
under a super discount, we will give
you conditional lawful status here in
the United States. That’s amnesty. It’s
also a path to citizenship, and it opens
the door for family reunification, the
chain migration that we talk about. It
does all of those things. That’s am-
nesty.

Amnesty, to define it for the benefit
of those who have heard a lot of dif-
ferent definitions, the consistent defi-
nition of amnesty that addresses this is
the definition that we have used in the
Judiciary Committee over and over
again. In our debates as we mark up
immigration bills, in our hearings as
we cross-examine the witnesses on im-
migration, to grant amnesty is to par-
don immigration lawbreakers and re-
ward them with the objective of their
crimes, to pardon immigration
lawbreakers and reward them with the
objectives of their crimes. That’s am-
nesty. That’s what the DREAM Act
does. That’s what’s moving, that’s
what’s cooking, that’s what is shaking
over in the Senate.

By the way, the beneficiaries of this
act don’t have to finish their college
education. All they have to do is en-
gage in it for a couple of years. That
starts the ball rolling. As I said earlier,
they don’t have to serve in the mili-
tary; they just have to serve in the uni-
formed services. There are many holes
in this act.

Let me take this, if I can, back to an-
other subject matter that’s associated
with this, and that’s the subject matter
that also threatens to find its way into
legislation that we expect will be mov-
ing in the United States Senate, and
that’s AgJOBS. AgJOBS is a bill that
grants amnesty to people that are un-
lawfully here that are working in the
agriculture industry, people that are
picking lettuce, as Senator MCCAIN has
so well illustrated. And the AgJOBS
bill says if you have been here for 5
years and you apply under this
AgJOBS, we will grant you a lawful
status here in the United States. That
also is amnesty.

The AgJOBS bill that looks like it’s
most likely to emerge in the United
States Senate gives a path to citizen-
ship, provides immediate lawful pres-
ence here in the United States, a path
to citizenship, a reward to immigration
lawbreakers, a pardon to immigration
lawbreakers and the reward of the ob-
jective of their crime, which is, we pre-
sume, in most cases their objective was
to get jobs here in the United States.

I would point out that the low-skilled
jobs here in the United States have the
highest level of unemployment. It’s not
the other way around. There is no sta-
tistical data that supports that this
country is starved for low-skilled
workers.

When we look at the low-skilled
workers, the unemployment rates go
over 10 percent, well over 10 percent.
American citizens are being bumped
from jobs, those jobs. Low-skilled,
undereducated American citizens who
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were born here and naturalized here
are being bumped from those jobs by il-
legal aliens who are taking those jobs
cheaper.

Of course they can. In fact, they have
to, because some of the job market
they can’t compete in, in the legiti-
mate part of the job market. So they
all come in and work cheaper, but on
the other hand they don’t have the risk
of liabilities that go along with steady
employment like a citizen does with a
regular address who has the obligations
to make their contributions to the
Federal Government, to the State gov-
ernment and to the local government.

It’s not to say that many of the
illegals don’t pay taxes, but here is
where it comes to me this way. Some-
one who presents a Social Security
number, that’s often someone else’s,
and sometimes it’s just a made-up
number. They then have been consist-
ently hired to go to work through a
number of different professions; most, I
will say, many of the professions. They
will often record the maximum number
of dependents with the H.R. team
that’s there for the company so that
they get the highest amount of take-
home pay and the least amount taken
out for their Federal and their State
income tax in the States that have in-
come tax, and that’s almost all.

If you have someone come in, and
let’s just say they are making $10 an
hour, and let’s say it’s 40 hours a week,
and it’s simple math, and I am just
doing it as I stand here, so that’s $400
a week. The withholding that would be
there for the State taxes at $400 and for
the Federal tax at $400 a week, if you
would claim a number of dependents,
let’s just say six or seven or eight, you
are already in the category at that
kind of wage where you wouldn’t have
any withholding for Federal income
tax, you wouldn’t have any with-
holding for State income tax. You
would still have to pay the payroll tax,
Social Security, Medicare, Medicaid.

That gets sacrificed to the no-match
Social Security file, of which there are
hundreds of thousands of no-match So-
cial Security numbers on record. The
deposits that go in on those keep grow-
ing in the Social Security trust fund.
Now, that’s a whole different speech,
but the sacrifice is made on the part of
those illegals who are working on an
assumed Social Security number, not
their own, obviously. They sacrifice
the payroll taxes, Social Security,
Medicare and Medicaid because it’s
cheaper to do that and it’s possible to
do that.

Their take-home pay is their gross
earnings minus the payroll tax, Social
Security, Medicare and Medicaid, 15
percent of that, half of that, and the
employer matches the other half, but
no withholding for Federal and for
State.

I get from the parking lot of some
the companies that I represent the
check stubs from these workers. Amer-
icans will pick them up off the parking
lot where they get torn off and left in
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the wind to blow. I have manila enve-
lopes full of these that have been kind
of crinkled up, walked on, a little
muddy, a little dusty. They are like an
accordion in a manilla envelope.

I take those out and look through
them. Check stub after check stub, not
a dollar withheld for Federal income
tax, not a dollar withheld for State in-
come tax. Of course, the payroll tax
has been paid. At least the names are
not on those check stubs, and I don’t
recall if there are Social Security num-
bers on them. That’s the kind of thing
that’s going on all over the country.

The taxes that are paid from sales
tax, the contributions that go to prop-
erty tax, yes, there is a tax contribu-
tion, but there is a tax evasion that’s
there, and it’s obvious. To turn in no-
match Social Security numbers and go
to work under those standards is a
standard practice. The AgJOBS compo-
nent of this is amnesty. It does grant a
pardon to immigration lawbreakers,
and it does reward them with the ob-
jective of their crime, and it rewards
an industry that’s grown more and
more dependent upon illegal labor.

You know, I understand that when
you have got a crop in the field, you
need to get that crop out. When you
plan for this, you have to also plan for
the labor. I also recognize that there
has been a growth in the labor-inten-
sive agriculture in this country, be-
cause there has been an easy and a
steady and a ready supply of cheap, il-
legal labor to come in and do that work
in the fields. So it’s inhibited us from
developing the machinery that we
might otherwise develop to more me-
chanically plant the crop and harvest
the crop and maintain that crop during
the growing season and to transport it.

If the labor is cheap, you are not
going to develop those things, you are
not going to do the bioengineering that
has been done with the tomato plant
that makes it mechanically harvest-
able. I can make a more clear example
that would be something like this.

I have a constituent, whom I have
great respect for, that is a very modern
agriculture producer. I believe he has
at least a 16-row planter that he puts
the crop in with in my part of the
country. I also understand that he has
bought land in Brazil where they raise
cotton and soybeans. When I ask what
kinds of chemicals he uses to control
the weeds in the cotton, he says, ‘I
don’t use any.” I said, ‘“Well, how can
you raise cotton without herbicide?”’

Well, he says, ‘I have 96 people, each
with a hoe, that go down through the
rows of cotton that hoe that cotton.
When they get down to the other end,
they turn around and they come back
to the field in a different row.” Ninety-
six people paid $3 a day cultivate that
cotton with a hoe.

Now, the only thing that has changed
in that technique since the dawn of ag-
ricultural time was we have a metal
hoe instead of perhaps a bone or a
wooden hoe. That technology that has
been there has been there for hundreds

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

and hundreds of years. It hasn’t moved
an inch.

Same kind of thing down through
those rows of cotton, chopping cotton
with a hoe. That’s what’s going on
from the same operation where you
have a man who is a very modern per-
son with the most modern equipment
in the upper Midwest who markets his
grain and does his purchases, very,
very astute, on the Internet, profes-
sional in his field, very well respected,
active in the professions that had to do
with the ag industry. But when the ec-
onomics dictate that you can hire 96
people with a hoe for $3 to $4 a day and
it’s cheaper than putting a machine
out in the field where you put a man on
the machine and you buy the fuel and
provide the repairs and you have to
buy some spray in order to kill the
weeds in that cotton, when the math
works out that stoop labor is cheaper
than mechanized labor, that tells you
something about what happens when
labor is cheap. It slows the growth of
our society. It slows the development
of our society. It inhibits the develop-
ment of our technology and puts us in
a situation where we actually de-adopt
the technology. You park the 16-row
planter, that’s only figuratively speak-
ing, and you put the people in the field
with the hoe. That’s literally hap-
pening. It’s not just happening there;
it’s happening on thousands and thou-
sands of farms in the areas in the world
where labor is cheap.

Our idea here in the United States is
we don’t have enough cheap labor. I
would look back through history and
challenge anywhere over here on the
other side of the aisle to rise and ask if
I will yield, I would be happy to yield,
if you can give me an example, if you
can give me a single example of a soci-
ety, a culture or a nation that has
failed or collapsed due to a lack of
cheap labor. I would submit it’s the
other way around. Societies have been
undermined from within because they
didn’t have enough higher education or
technological background to keep up
the paces or keep up with the times.

If you look at the States that are
highly educated and highly skilled.
They have the highest income, the
highest average income. They have the
highest household income. They are
the most prosperous people. And this
Nation should be about raising the av-
erage annual productivity of its people.

So one might submit, what are we
going to do for the labor, how are we
going to harvest, how are we going to
harvest that lettuce if we don’t have
enough people who are willing to go
down and pick that lettuce? How are
we going to do the celery? How are we
doing to go into the peppers, the straw-
berries, the tomatoes? We have that a
little more mechanized now. How do we
do all of that?

If everyone woke up tomorrow morn-
ing in the country where they can le-
gally reside, not ICE doing their job,
but if just miraculously that magic
wand, poof, caused that to happen
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where Michael Chertoff didn’t have
that job any longer of providing the
transportation to send people to a legal
country, if that happened, what would
then happen to the economy of this Na-
tion?
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And I hear scare stories coming out
of the Wall Street Journal, out of Wall
Street, out of, I don’t know how to de-
scribe the words here, kind of a nou-
veau aristocracy in America that
seems to think somehow they have a
birthright to cheap labor and a birth-
right to somebody to take care of their
lawn and their garden and their man-
sions, and that they will raise their
children in a gated community and
send them off to an Ivy League school,
and so they’ll never really be burdened
by this growth of the lower class that
they are promoting, and they think
they have a birthright to that.

But I would submit this: that’s not
what America is about, Mr. Speaker.
The strength of America has been an
ever-broadening middle class, a middle
class that’s ever been more and more
prosperous. We don’t want to shrink
this middle class. We don’t want to
suppress their growth and their im-
provement. We want to broaden the
middle class and we want to lift it up.

And by the way, we don’t want to ex-
pand the middle class, Mr. Speaker,
from the ranks of the upper middle
class. We want to expand the middle
class from the ranks of the lower class.
But for the first time in the memories
of living Americans today, and maybe
for the first time in the history of this
country, we are seeing the lower class
expand, the middle class shrink and the
aspirations of middle-class Americans
diminish.

Now, if we look at young people that
grow up in Middle America that decide
a college education is not for me, I just
want to get my high school degree and
go to work at the plant, punch the
clock and earn a pretty good wage,
maybe earn a living wage, and go home
and take care of my family, my Kkids,
play ball with the kids, cut the grass,
go fishing, take time off on the week-
ends and live this life of this American
Dream, buy a modest house and pay for
it, send the kids to college if they want
to go. Does any child that gets that
high school degree and doesn’t aspire
to a higher education have a hope of
being able to do those things in today’s
economy, Mr. Speaker? And I'll argue,
it can be done. It’s unlikely that it will
happen, because the wages of the lower
skilled and lower educated have been
so suppressed by the ranks of illegals
and unskilled lower skilled illegals who
have come into this economy.

And I’'m hearing from the people on
Wall Street and in the Wall Street
Journal that this country can’t survive
economically if we don’t have that 12
to 20 million people to do this work
that ‘““‘Americans’ won’t do. All work
Americans will do, and there’s not a
job in this country you can’t find an
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American doing it. Americans are
doing all kinds of work in this country.

But here’s the magnitude, and that
is, there are 6.9 million working
illegals, by the statistics that are put
out by the people that do this analysis.
That’s 6.9 million out of about 12 mil-
lion. That’s the standard numbers
we’ve been working with. I think it’s
more than 20 million, but this propor-
tion works out in any case.

Out of the 6.9 million working
illegals, that’s part of, that’s 4.7 per-
cent of a work force that is 142 million.
So 4.7 percent of 142 million, and if you
do the math I think it comes out to 6.9
million. That’s how many working
illegals we have. Okay. That represents
4.7 percent of the work force. But
they’re only doing 2.2 percent of the
work, Mr. Speaker, because we meas-
ure the annual output under the gross
domestic product of our workers.

And because those who are here un-
lawfully working in this economy are,
on average, lower educated and lower
skilled, their production, even though
they’re 4.7 percent of the work force, is
only 2.2 percent of the work, Mr.
Speaker. And so if you have a work
force that’s doing 2.2 percent of the
work, and let’s just say it’s a factory
that has 1,000 people in it, everybody
working diligently, and that factory
does all their work in an 8-hour day,
and you went to work as the CEO at
7:30 in the morning, sat down at your
desk, and a memo hit your desk that
said you’re going to lose 2.2 percent of
your work force today, they’re not
showing up.

Now, say that’s at 7:30, and yet you
need to meet your production quota by
5:00 that night when everybody clocks
out. They clock in at 8. They clock out
at 5. They need to get 1,000 widgets
made that day, and you have to figure
out how you're going to solve that
problem as a CEO when 2.2 percent of
your work doesn’t show up. And I'll
submit, here’s the answer. Any CEO
can figure this out easily. They’d sit
down and do the math and say, well,
we’ve got to get our production up. So
people aren’t going to show up till 8:00,
that’s all right. When they get here at
8:00 we’re going to let them know that
we’re going to cut their coffee break in
the morning by 5% minutes. We're
going to cut their coffee break in the
afternoon by 5% minutes. That adds up
to 11 minutes out of the 8-hour day; 11
minutes out of an 8-hour day is 2.2 per-
cent of the overall day.

And so the illegal work force in
America, if you look at the United
States as one huge macrocompany, and
if that work force just stopped pro-
ducing for that day, you would be los-
ing 2.2 percent of that day’s produc-
tion. If we did all of our work in this
country in an 8-hour day instead of a
24-hour day, that’s 11 minutes out of 8
hours. And if it’s a 24-hour day, you’ve
got about a little over 3 minutes out of
each shift is all that it amounts to.

I can’t be convinced, Mr. Speaker,
that this economy would come to a
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screeching halt if that happened to
gradually drift away from us because
the administration began gradually en-
forcing the law. I can’t think that it’s
a cataclysmic event that would be,
that would come falling down on this
economy. I can’t think it would slow us
down. I believe, Mr. Speaker that we
would recover in a heartbeat from that
kind of a transition.

And that’s presuming, Mr. Speaker,
that that 2.2 percent of the work force
that’s being done by illegal labor is all
essential work. And if we look across
at some of that work, some people are
taking care of lawns. Some garden.
Some are cleaning the houses. There’s
work out there that we could find a
way to recover from. Like somebody
said to me, oh you want to enforce a
law, but who is going to flip your
steak? Who’s going to cut your grass?
Well, Mr. Speaker, I cut my own grass,
and I flip most of my own steaks, and
if T had to flip every one of my steaks
to preserve the rule of law in America,
I'd be very happy to do that.

That’s really the essential pillar here
that we’re talking about with the im-
migration issue in the United States,
and that is, what are you willing to do
to preserve the most essential pillar of
American exceptionalism, the rule of
law? Are you willing to cut your own
grass? Are you willing to flip your own
steaks? Are you willing to shorten your
coffee break up for a little while, by 5%
minutes, morning and afternoon, or 3
minutes a shift out of a 3-shift day if
you’re working 24/7? Are you willing to
do those things? Would you notice the
difference if you didn’t? Would the non-
essential work in the United States
shrink if we didn’t have economical il-
legal labor to do that work?

Mr. Speaker, if you bring me 100 peo-
ple that will work for a dollar an hour,
I guarantee you I can figure out a way
to make a living with that. I can find
a way to put them to work where
they’re going to return four, five or six
or seven or $8 an hour to me. And so
the cheaper labor gets, the more de-
mand there is. And yet we have people
that are considered otherwise to be
wise, economic gurus who seem to,
well, I will say just flat advocate that
we should set the immigration flow
into the United States, legalize all of
those who would want to come here, le-
galize every willing traveler, Mr.
Speaker, as long as there’s a demand
for their labor.

And I will submit that the more
labor there is, the lower the price will
be. The lower the price there is, the
more demand there will be. Labor, Mr.
Speaker, is a commodity like any other
commodity in that the value of it is de-
termined by supply and demand in the
marketplace. Labor is a commodity.
Corn, beans, gold, oats, crude oil, you
name it, Mr. Speaker, you name it,
they’re all commodities. And the value
of those commodities are determined
by supply and demand in the market-
place. Corn’s up, beans are up. Can’t
get the cotton out of the field, I heard
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in the previous Special Order. It’s not
worth bringing it out I guess if the
price is that low, according to Mr.
SPRATT. But the value of labor will be
determined by the supply and demand,
what the market will bear.

And so if we flood this economy with
low-skilled labor, as we have, we will
see unemployment rates in the lower-
skilled ranks, the lower-skilled jobs go
up, as we have. Unemployment rates of
over 10 percent in some of the lowest-
skilled jobs. Those rates go up. And
that shouldn’t be a surprise to any of
us.
But it might be a surprise to some of
the elitists who have a different view of
this country than I have. I grew up in
Middle America, small town and rural
America, a place where we understand
the value of hard work, a place where
our parents, our grandparents, our an-
cestors, if they were here in this coun-
try long enough, goes back always to
drive a stake out in the ground and
homestead the land and make your liv-
ing out of that and start your business
and grow your community and your
family and your churches and work
with your neighborhoods and make
this place a better place than it was
when you came, and earn that with the
sweat of your brow, and work hard, but
work smart and build for the future
generations.

That’s the roots that I represent
from the middle part of America. We
respect hard work. We respect honesty.
We respect integrity. We respect the
values of faith and family. And yet we
are sons and daughters of immigrants.
And, in fact, I remember walking into
a community building in one of the
small towns that I represent, and this
is a very German community. There
were about 400 to 450 people in there for
a benefit auction for a friend of mine.
And I began to ask the question, how
many people in here grew up in a Ger-
man-speaking home or else their par-
ents did? It was almost everyone in
that building, and yet they fly the flag,
they are some of the most self-sacri-
ficing patriots this country has pro-
duced. They understand these Amer-
ican values and they understand the
rule of law. They came here legally.
They have great pride that they have
adapted themselves to the American
society and culture and prospered and
handed to their children and their
grandchildren the things they dreamed
for their children and grandchildren,
but in a society that was not just in-
tact with the rule of law with respect
for the rule of law, but one that was ac-
tually strengthened by their adherence
and respect for the rules and for the
law.

And here we are, in my opinion, the
central pillar of American
exceptionalism is the rule of law. If we
don’t respect the laws of this country,
then what foundation have we?

And I will always make the argument
that our rights come from God, and
that they’re passed through the hands
and the minds of our Founding Fathers
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who, I believe, were guided, they were
guided by God to put down for us the
parameters of this free Nation to be a
guiding light for the freedom for the
world. And who are we to trail in the
dust the golden hopes of men if we
aren’t willing to defend this rule of
law, this rule of law that preserves our
property rights, our freedom of speech,
religion, press, assembly, all of the
freedom from double jeopardy and the
list of all of those rights that were in
the Bill of Rights. Who are we to trail
that all in the dust because what, be-
cause we have an emotion that over-
comes our intellect, because we’ve sev-
ered ourselves from the thing that
we’ve inherited from the Greeks, the
age of reason.

We’ve lost our reason and lost our
way if we believe that a good name for
a bad bill supersedes the rule of law.
The DREAM Act is a good name. I wish
I'd thought of that. I'd have stuck it on
something too, only it would have been
a good bill underneath the title. This is
not a good bill under the DREAM Act.
This is a bill that directly undermines
the rule of law. It rewards law break-
ers, Mr. Speaker, and when we do that,
we can’t hope to sustain the rule of law
in America any longer. If we have 12
million, 20 million people who are
granted amnesty, maybe under the
DREAM Act it’s only a million for
starters. That will grow, and the chain
migration will grow from that, and
your one million could conceivably and
I don’t think literally it could happen
but it could conceivably go out to more
than 200 million.

That’s how the stats map it out. And
we know that’s pretty unlikely that it
would go that far. But if it’s one mil-
lion people going to 2 million or 3 mil-
lion under the DREAM Act and we
grant amnesty there, and then we have
the AgJOBS component of this that
grants amnesty to people who are here
illegally, working illegally for about
1.5 million for starters, and then, we
work with this myopic idea that if
there’s a demand, that must indicate
how many we need, even though the
more cheap labor you have, the more
demand there will be for more cheap
and cheaper labor. And it makes a sim-
ple economic equation. The unions
used to understand this, Mr. Speaker.
They used to understand that they
wanted a tight labor supply. And so I'll
go back to that.

But the DREAM Act is a bad bill that
grants amnesty for a million or more
people that would do the chain migra-
tion for their families, attract more,
and more would be signed up.
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By the way, there is no cap on this.
There is no deadline. The way this bill
is written, applications for in-State
tuition discounts, special super citizen-
ship rights for illegal aliens goes on
and on. It never ends. It isn’t that just
the people that are here right now
today, but it’s the people that would
forever apply. So the number clearly is
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over a million. And 2 million, 3 million,
5 million, we know how these things
go. It always gets out of hand. It’s 114
million under AgJOBS, those who have
been working illegally in our fields.
But that 1%2 million is for starters and
it goes on and on. And when we get to
the full amnesty package that the Sen-
ate three times has voted down now
and now wants to give us the compo-
nents of their amnesty plan, their com-
prehensive amnesty bill, one bitter pill
at a time, things that have bad bills
with good names, slip them to us one
at a time, put them in a package into
the Senate and send them over there in
a must-pass bill. Plan that strategy,
and as this amnesty number grows
from a million under the DREAM Act,
1% million under the AgJOBS piece to
the next component and the next com-
ponent and the next component of am-
nesty, and we end up granting, as the
Senate advocated, a comprehensive
amnesty plan to not 6.9 million or 12
million, but everyone who is here ille-
gally right now. That number some say
is 12 million. I think it is more than 20
million. We grant amnesty to them,
and they will do as those recipients of
the 1986 amnesty bill did. They will be
the strongest advocates for another
amnesty plan.

And if you will notice, no one here in
the House of Representatives, Mr.
Speaker, and no one over across the
Rotunda to the United States Senate
has said, well, this comprehensive am-
nesty plan is an amnesty to end all am-
nesties. They haven’t said that. First,
they are still in denial about it being
amnesty, and yet not one of them will
define amnesty unless they have found
a way to define it around where their
bill is exempted, but it isn’t an objec-
tive definition. They won’t stand up
and tell you to grant amnesty is to
pardon immigration lawbreakers and
reward them with the objective of their
crimes. But those 12 or 20 million
would be advocating the same way that
the 1 million who were to be the recipi-
ents of the amnesty to end all amnes-
ties in 1986 that turned out to be more
like 3 million who were the recipients
of the 1986 amnesty. They were advo-
cates of more amnesty. They say, well,
that’s been good for me and it’s been
good for my family, so we need more of
that. And all of them who advocate for
more amnesty are undermining the
rule of law.

And they are a smaller number by
comparison. It started out by being 1
million. It turned out to be 3 million or
more. The 2 million difference was
mostly fraud, counterfeit documents,
people that came in here and took ad-
vantage of the sympathetic nature of
the American people. And so with 3
million advocates for amnesty, 2 mil-
lion of them beneficiaries of fraud, and
1 million were actually the target of
the 1986 amnesty bill that Ronald
Reagan at least had enough integrity
to declare it to be the amnesty bill to
end all amnesties, they have been advo-
cates for more amnesty.
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Imagine what 20 million beneficiaries
of an amnesty would be. A mass lob-
bying group for family reunification,
chain migration. Bring in your unlim-
ited number of family members di-
rectly in here under that path and then
have them all. Not just those who re-
ceived amnesty but those who were
beneficiaries of the chain migration
from those who received amnesty.
They turn into the tens of millions and
perhaps more, maybe more than 100
million and on up who have little re-
spect for the rule of law, who have been
rewarded for breaking the law, who
have now come to believe that if a law
is inconvenient and enough other peo-
ple don’t respect and honor that law,
eventually Congress will capitulate and
change the law to accommodate your
behavior.

That is no kind of a Nation to have;
not when you have a Nation like this
Nation, the unchallenged greatest Na-
tion in the world. We are beneficiaries
of the sacrifice and the vision of our
Founding Fathers, and we are charged
with defending those values and hand-
ing this country over to the next gen-
eration in better condition than when
we found it. Not worse. Not digressing
into anarchy where the law is
disrespected and where it has no value
and no teeth. Not turning us into a
class envy society. Not turning us into
a society where we are pitted against
each other, a society of victimology.
Not that. Not a society where we point
our finger at people and call them
names rather than make an empirical
argument. We need to be rational
human beings. We’re the beneficiaries
of the Age of Reason in Greece where
they actually built a culture around
the idea that they could think ration-
ally and connect their thoughts in a ra-
tional fashion and defend the conclu-
sions that they had drawn by the se-
quence of the deductive reasoning that
got them there. That is a foundation
for our science, the theorem, the
hypotheses, a number of other ap-
proaches to Western thought that was
founded in the Greek society 2 and 3,000
years ago that found its way across
through Europe and had a pretty good
stay in France during the Age of En-
lightenment. And as the Western civili-
zation, the core of it, the dynamic
moving force rolled out from France in
the Age of Enlightenment over into the
United States and arrived here at a
time when we had a continent that was
just begging to be settled, full of nat-
ural resources, and a free enterprise
economy with property rights and low
and sometimes no taxation and low and
often no regulation, and we had a peo-
ple that set about the manifest destiny
to settle this continent from the Atlan-
tic to the Pacific ocean and did so in
record time, in an historical blink of
an eye. We were able to do many of
those things because we had also
learned the talents and the skills and
had built within our culture that abil-
ity to deductively reason.
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And today we have people who
emote, people who feel. We have col-
lege professors who teach their stu-
dents never say anything except ‘I
feel”” or you can say ‘‘I believe,” but if
you say ‘I think this,” your thoughts
can be challenged, but your feelings
cannot. So I feel, and then someone
will tell you I feel we should pass the
DREAM Act. I feel we should pass
AgJOBS because I feel for the bene-
ficiaries of this program. And, by the
way, I feel that we need more cheap
labor in this country, and I feel that
food would be more expensive, and I
feel that there is work Americans
won’t do, and I feel we ought to bring
people in here or those who came here
in here and legalize them because they
will do the work that Americans won’t
do. So in the end, even though there
isn’t any data out here that supports
my irrational feelings, I just feel this,
and therefore you ought to follow my
feelings.

How can a Nation, Mr. Speaker, how
can a Nation meet the challenges of
this global, modern 21st Century if we
are going to be guided by these feelings
that trump rational thought and em-
pirical data?

I will submit, Mr. Speaker, that one
of the foundations, one of the pillars of
American exceptionalism, the central
pillar is the rule of law, but one of the
pillars is this culture, this unique
American culture was the recipient of
the work of the Age of Reason from the
Greeks and a recipient of the enlight-
enment from Western Europe and pri-
marily from France that came here at
the dawn of the Industrial Revolution
with all the natural resources. And we
grew this Nation, yes, on a Christian-
Judeo foundation, a work ethic, called
a Protestant work ethic until they
found out that Catholics did pretty
well with that work ethic too. We un-
derstand some of the things that made
this a great Nation. But letting our
feelings rule our thoughts is not one of
those pillars of American
exceptionalism. That is an example of
American intellectual weakness, that
we can’t confront these issues with our
minds, with our reason, with our data,
because with that data we can see
where this can take us.

The DREAM Act, the act that grants
in-State tuition discount to people who
are eligible for deportation. Now, I just
cannot rationally get to a conclusion
that that is the best way that we can
spend taxpayers’ money or send a mes-
sage to the broader society. I believe
we need to adhere to the rule of law. I
believe we need to stand on the rule of
law, and we need to enforce the rule of
law. And it needs to be respected by
the States, the States like California
and Kansas and about eight others who
have decided to defy the Federal law
and grant in-State tuition discounts to
illegals within their State institutions
but charge out-of-State tuition pre-
miums to the residents of other States
who might want to go to UC Berkeley
or the University of Kansas or a num-
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ber of other schools within those two
States and eight other States that are
defying Federal law. And we are still
taking this through the courts. And
the DREAM Act, Mr. Speaker, invali-
dates all lawsuits that have been
brought forward to enforce the Federal
law which establishes the requirement
that these States grant the same tui-
tion discount to residents of other
States that they might to illegal aliens
in the desks in their own schools in
their own States.

AgJOBS, another amnesty plan.
AgJOBS says if you worked in this
country and worked in agriculture,
worked for the preponderance of, and
that is my word, not the bill’s word, 5
years, we are going to grant you provi-
sional legal status here in the United
States. Legal status under the DREAM
Act, legal status under the AgJOBS
act. You add them up, and by their
numbers, that’s 2% million who get
amnesty. They won’t call it amnesty,
obviously, Mr. Speaker. But we know
those numbers would be significantly
larger.

And then when one grants the special
status, the special conditional legal
residence in the United States to these
people, what’s the argument to deny it
to anyone else? What’s the argument
to deny a reward of the objective of
their crimes to all who have broken
immigration laws except perhaps those
who are convicted felons and those who
have conducted themselves in other-
wise abhorrent fashion?

This is irrational, Mr. Speaker. The
American people often don’t under-
stand what this legislation is. That’s
why there is such a concerted effort to
strategize on how we name a bill here
in this Congress, how this bill is
named, because that is all that people
hear is the name of the bill. They don’t
get to read it. Most Members don’t
read the legislation that comes
through this place. But the public
doesn’t read the bill, and if they did,
they don’t really have the opportunity
to examine the components of it. So to
critique the legislation, they have to
rely on somebody else. So the practice
is give it a nice sounding name, and
then when I do my press conferences
and talk to the press, they will ask me,
Here’s a list of one, two, three, four,
five really nice sounding pieces of leg-
islation. You voted against all five of
them, Mr. KING. Why did you do that?
And my answer is it is a nice sounding
title, but it is a horrible bill. And you
will see that happen often, especially
since the gavels have changed hands in
here in the 110th Congress, Mr. Speak-
er.

So I reiterate to you and to the peo-
ple that are overhearing this conversa-
tion that we must draw the line. We
need to pick up the phones and call the
United States Senate again. We need to
shut down their telephones in the
switchboards in the United States Sen-
ate and tell them we don’t want a
DREAM Act. We need that killed in the
United States Senate. We need to cease
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this amnesty. We need to preserve the

central pillar of American
exceptionalism, the rule of law.
———

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

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

Mr. REYES (at the request of Mr.
HOYER) for today and October 22 on ac-
count of a death in the family.

Mr. POE (at the request of Mr.
BOEHNER) for today until 2 p.m. on ac-
count of official business.

Mr. YOUNG of Florida (at the request
of Mr. BOEHNER) for today until 4 p.m.
on account of family illness.

——————

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. SARBANES) to revise and
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:)

Mr. CUMMINGS, for 56 minutes, today.

Ms. KILPATRICK, for 56 minutes, today.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, for 5 min-
utes, today.

Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, for 5
minutes, today.

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas, for 5 min-
utes, today.

Ms. WATERS, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. HINCHEY, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. BLUMENAUER, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today.

Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida, for 5
minutes, today.

Mr. WEINER, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. SARBANES, for 5 minutes, today.

Mrs. MALONEY of New York, for 5
minutes, today.

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. WALDEN of Oregon) to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material:)

Mr. FLAKE, for 5 minutes, today.

Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. POE, for 5 minutes, October 30.

Mr. DAVIS of Kentucky, for 5 min-
utes, October 25.

Mr. JoNES of North Carolina, for 5
minutes, October 30.

Mr. BILIRAKIS, for 5 minutes, October
24.

——————

BILL PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Lorraine C. Miller, Clerk of the
House reports that on October 23, 2007,
she presented to the President of the
United States, for his approval, the fol-
lowing bill.

H.R. 1495. Water Resources Development
Act of 2007.

————
ADJOURNMENT

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