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I am proud that I was one of the co-
founders of the Congressional India
Caucus over a dozen years ago. It has
grown into a large bipartisan body.
When it comes to India today, there
really is no political divide in this
House. We are very saddened by what
has happened, but we are united in of-
fering our support to a nation I am so
very proud of.

India, we stand with you.

——————

THE 10TH AMENDMENT TO THE
CONSTITUTION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Idaho (Mr. OTTER) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. OTTER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to talk about one of my favorite
subjects, and that is the Constitution
of the United States. But I want to
focus a little bit more today than I
generally do and specifically on the
10th amendment to the Constitution.

The 10th amendment to the Constitu-
tion, affectionately referred to by most
everyone who really reveres the Con-
stitution, would recognize it as the so-
called ‘‘States’ rights amendment.”
Actually, Mr. Speaker, I have always
felt that it was the contract between
the States and the creation of the
States that we know today as the Fed-
eral Government.

Many folks today I believe have it
wrong. They think that the Federal
Government created the States, where-
as, in fact, it was the original 13 States
that, in union together, created the
Federal Government. And it has always
been my long-held belief and opinion
that the created can never be greater
than the creator in any sense.

And so in my opportunity today, I
want to remind the people of that con-
tract between the Federal Government
and the States. And it is a simple con-
tract; so perhaps one might suggest
that it was never written by a lawyer
because it is only 28 words, and it says
the powers not delegated to the United
States by the Constitution are reserved
to the States respectively, or to the
people.

Now, I may have gotten that a little
confused in my enthusiasm, Mr. Speak-
er; but my enthusiasm for the spirit
and the heart of the 10th amendment is
undiminished because it was in 1760,
when King George III took over for
King George II and decided to put even
more restraints on the young and up-
coming colonies, even more laws and
even more regulations, even more taxes
and confiscation of their property, it
was then only some 16 years later that
the 13 colonies finally said we have had
enough and we are not going to absorb
any more of this abuse from any king,
let alone King George III. So history
now pretty well has set forth in the
agenda the circumstances that took
place and finally, of course, after the
Declaration of Independence, then after
the War of Independence and the cre-
ation of the Constitution.
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In fact, few people realize today that
the Constitution did not include what
we know as the Bill of Rights, the first
10 amendments to the Constitution.
And it was only as a promise by the
States and the Continental Congress
that they would at a later time include
the Bill of Rights or something to the
effect of the Bill of Rights that many
of the States then adopted. In fact,
during the Continental Congress it was
Patrick Henry that said that he re-
fused and would refuse, and he eventu-
ally did, to sign the Constitution be-
cause he said, I smell a rat. But Lord
only knows here was a gentleman that
had an olfactory memory that could
reach over 200 years out into the future
and here we are today.

But I would tell you that Patrick
Henry did say that he would not sign
the Constitution or agree to it unless it
included a Bill of Rights, an enumera-
tion of all the rights of man. And sev-
eral folks, including one James Wilson,
took that under advisement. And they
came back several days later, and to
the presiding officer at that time,
George Washington, they said, Mr.
President, we have found it unwise to
enumerate all the rights of man for if
in our effort to do so we should leave
one out, it will have thought to be the
property of government; so leave us in-
stead, direct our labors to enumerating
the powers and the authorities of gov-
ernment, and if it is not stated, the
power and the authority does not be-
long then to the government.

How wise that was and how wise and
respectful we should be and would be
today should we honor those kinds of
thoughts, should we honor those kinds
of limitations, because as we know, in-
cluding the 10th amendment, each and
every amendment of the first 10 amend-
ments was, in fact, a limitation on gov-
ernment. And if you read it time and
time again, it always says the Congress
shall not, the government cannot, the
government will not be allowed.

So I commend to all those who are
listening today to get the Constitution
out, read those 28 words, and recognize
that that is the true contract between
this Federal Government in Wash-
ington, D.C. and the governments of
the 50 States.

————

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MCHENRY). Under a previous order of
the House, the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. MCHENRY) is recognized
for 5 minutes.

(Mr. MCHENRY addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

—————

THE BALANCE OF POWER BE-
TWEEN THE STATES AND THE
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent to claim the
unused time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the gentleman from Utah is
recognized for 5 minutes.
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There was no objection.

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, 1
appreciate my good friend from Idaho’s
having started this process in talking
about this particular issue. And I am
also looking forward to hearing from
my good friend and colleague from New
Jersey who will be talking about the
10th amendment in a moment as well.
For, indeed, it is one of those central
issues that we need to remind ourselves
at all times.

In the Federalist No. 32, Hamilton
tried to persuade people to ratify the
Constitution, and the question was,
Would this new government with which
we now function have too much power?
Hamilton wrote that “I am persuaded
that the sense of people, the extreme
hazard of provoking the resentments of
the State governments, and a convic-
tion of the utility and necessity of
local administrations for local pur-
poses would be a complete barrier
against the oppressive use of such a
power’”’ by the national government. He
went on to say that “I affirm that
under the plan of the convention,”
which he was referring to the Constitu-
tion of the United States, the States
“would retain that authority in the
most absolute and unqualified sense
and that an attempt on the part of the
national government to abridge them
in the exercise of it would be a violent
assumption of power, unwarranted by
any article or clause of”’ the proposed
“Constitution.”

Now, in recent times we have strayed
slightly from that philosophy. We have
in this country today the idea that fed-
eralism is not when the central govern-
ment simply graciously allows the
States to do this or that, that it is not
that the States are simply another
form of administration or level of gov-
ernment. Federalism is when the peo-
ple of the States set limits on the cen-
tral government.

It is true that in the name of States’
rights that sometimes harm has been
done to individuals. One must remem-
ber that the idea of the Constitution,
of balancing power between the na-
tional and State governments, had one
purpose and one purpose only, and that
was to ensure individual liberties. And
when any branch of government,
whether it be States or the Federal
Government, harms those individual
liberties, they are doing an assumption
and they are moving boldly from the
concept and the process that was origi-
nally intended to be there.

Sometimes we forget that back then
when the Constitution was established
the idea of States’ rights or federalism
was a given to our Founding Fathers,
that those people who wanted to cen-
tralize powers were the ones on the de-
fensive at all times and that it was
clearly understood that the Bill of
Rights, when it was passed, was the
way of the States to bind the Federal
Government to stay out of certain
areas as in ‘‘Congress shall make no
law,” et cetera, et cetera.

The only way to preserve civil lib-
erty, then, is for government to check
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its own power, government counter-
acting government. And the only way
of checking power is to disperse that
power and to divide it. The Federal
Government will, even though it is
against their basic interest, always
have to learn to check itself. That is
the purpose of federalism. That is the
reason there are States and national
government. That is why we are here
week after week, speech after speech,
in some ways trying to pick on issues
and prod a conscience to realize the
real purpose of federalism has the goal
of preserving individual liberty and
that when we do that, we are doing
good, and that for some reason for the
national government, the Federal Gov-
ernment, we here in Washington, if we
really want to do well for people, if we
want to protect people and their rights,
we have to learn to try to limit our
OwWn power.

That was the goal of the 10th amend-
ment, and it is the goal of this caucus
to try to reemphasize all the time that
for the rights of people and to preserve
people and to help people, the national
government has to lose power and
share and balance that power with the
States.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I will be
looking forward to the comments of
my good colleague from New Jersey.

————
O 1615

THE MINIMUM WAGE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Maine (Mr. ALLEN) is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, hard work
and perseverance are supposed to be
the key to success in America; yet
many people who work full time are
barely scraping by, earning just $10,712
per year on the Federal minimum
wage, which is now $5.15 an hour and
has been at that level for nearly 10
years.

That is an income, $10,700, that is
$6,000 below the Federal poverty line
for a family of three. That number
cheats millions of American families
and children out of the chance for basic
financial stability every year. It di-
rectly contradicts what we often de-
scribe as the promise of America, that
if you work hard and play by the rules,
you have a reasonable chance for a life
of some prosperity.

Families are struggling because the
buying power of the minimum wage is
now at its lowest level in the last 50
years, the last 50 years. But if you look
at the changes that families are under-
going just in the last 10 years, here is
what you find.

Americans pay 136 percent more to
heat their homes and drive their cars
than they did 10 years ago when the
last minimum wage increase was
passed. Health insurance costs have
gone up 97 percent during that same
period. The cost of a 4-year public uni-
versity has gone up 77 percent as well.
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Families who once lived comfortably
on their incomes have been steadily
falling out of the middle class and into
poverty.

We need to raise the minimum wage
from $5.15 an hour to $7.25 an hour, a
level that will really mean something
to the parents who are struggling to
provide for their children. An increase
would boost the wages of 6.6 million
workers directly. Another 8.2 million
workers earning up to $1 above the
minimum wage would also get a boost
due to the so-called ‘‘spillover’’ effects,
and that influence would affect the
lives of 54,000 people in my home State
of Maine.

Despite what some opponents of a
wage hike may claim, wages have not
risen significantly on their own. They
have been eaten away by inflation.
Even though the American workforce
has increased its productivity by 14
percent over the last 5 years, real
wages have gone up by only 2 percent
for nonmanagerial workers.

Meanwhile, the average CEO in
America makes more than 1,000 times
the minimum wage. Americans CEOs
earn in one day what most workers
earn in a year.

America prides itself on providing
opportunity for all. Yet it is clear that
the wealth being generated in our econ-
omy is only lifting a few. We need an
economic plan that allows our citizens,
especially our families and our chil-
dren, to support themselves, educate
themselves and continue to achieve
and move forward in their lives.

Now, it frankly is an embarrassment
that Congress has not addressed the
minimum wage issue in almost 10
years, especially in light of the issues
that we have found time to address
here. Last week, this body gave an es-
tate tax break worth $280 billion to a
few thousand wealthy individuals. For
the past year, the Republican leader-
ship has been intent on giving more tax
breaks for the wealthiest 1 percent and
paying for it with cuts in education,
Medicare, and other programs on which
Americans depend to maintain their
quality of life.

What does it mean to the average
American that Congress has raised its
own salary over and over again since
1997, but not the minimum wage? In-
come inequality in this country is a
scandal, and this Congress is contrib-
uting to making it greater. This is not
only bad for the middle class and
lower-income Americans in this coun-
try, it is bad for our democracy.

Twenty States, including my home
State of Maine, and the District of Co-
lumbia have already passed increases
in the minimum wage. They under-
stand that this is fundamentally an
issue of fairness and good economic
sense. We need to see this kind of eco-
nomic leadership at the Federal level
as well. We need economic policies that
do not leave the majority of our citi-
zens behind.

The Republican leadership does not
want a minimum wage increase to
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come to a vote here, but eight in 10
Americans do. They support it. Frank-
ly, I wish this Congress would do as
much for the average American as it
does for corporations and the wealthi-
est 1 percent.

The minimum wage must allow
workers to earn enough to support
themselves and their families. $5.15 is
not enough to live on. I hope we can fi-
nally start to work together on this
issue and enact a long, long overdue in-
crease in the minimum wage.

——

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. BURTON) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana addressed
the House. His remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

———

CONGRESSIONAL CONSTITUTION
CAUCUS FOCUS ON TENTH
AMENDMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. GARRETT)
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, I thank my colleagues who
came before me this evening to join
with us, as we do each Tuesday evening
as members of the Congressional Con-
stitution Caucus, to come to the floor
to discuss constitutional issues; and
this evening to discuss the philosophy,
the intent, the foundations of the 10th
amendment.

As we discussed, and you have heard
already, this amendment really could
be said to be the most important
amendment in defining what the
Founding Fathers’ vision of the role of
the Federal Government should be.

As stated earlier, the 10th amend-
ment states clearly: ‘“‘The powers not
delegated to the United States by the
Constitution, nor prohibited by it to
the States, are reserved to the States
respectively, or to the people.”

These historic words, penned by the
Founding Fathers, some of the most in-
genious political minds of their time or
anytime in the world’s history, set
forth an important principle: that the
Federal Government may exercise spe-
cific powers that are listed in the Con-
stitution. All you need to do is simply
look to it, for example, article I, sec-
tion 8, and they enumerate the powers
that the Federal Government has. It
really does not even go on for more
than one-and-a-half pages. These are
specific powers that the Federal Gov-
ernment has. The others are the re-
maining powers that are reserved to
the States and the people respectively.

Unfortunately, just as the authors of
the Constitution have long passed, so
too have many of their foundation
principles for our government here. Be-
tween an ever-expanding Federal Gov-
ernment that for decades now has crept
into many other facets of areas once
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