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This is the deficit as a percent of 

GDP. I mentioned that, as to where we 
are in the United States, which is at 
that $1.4 trillion level that we just saw 
last year and at another even higher 
year this year, we are at about a 10.3 
deficit as a percent of GDP. Greece is 
at 9.4. So our deficit, as a percent of 
GDP, is worse than that of Greece. 
Spain and the United Kingdom seem to 
be worse off than we are, but we are the 
next worse on this chart with regard to 
the deficit. 

If you go to debt as a percent of GDP, 
you’ve got the United States here. 
Greece is ahead of us there, and Italy is 
ahead of us, but we’re ahead of the 
other European countries as well. So 
this isn’t exactly a cheery picture of 
the job we should be doing in terms of 
management. 

We are coming close on time here, 
and I have one other chart here, which 
is that of our corporate tax rates. The 
green one over on the right is the sec-
ond highest corporate tax of any na-
tion in the country. 

So what’s the solution? 
I promised we’d deal a little bit with 

solution. The solution is quite simply 
that you’ve got to cut spending and 
that you’ve got to cut taxes. If the 
Democrats could not learn from Ronald 
Reagan or from Bush when they cut 
taxes and restored the economy, they 
should learn from JFK, who did the 
very same thing. Here is an example of 
this. It’s called the ‘‘Laffer curve.’’ You 
can see that this red is the tax rate. As 
the tax rate comes down, the bar chart 
shows the total Federal savings in re-
ceipts, so we actually get more reve-
nues in. When you drop taxes, you get 
more revenue. 

So the solution has been dem-
onstrated by JFK, by Ronald Reagan, 
and by Bush. They turned economies 
around. Instead of doing what FDR did, 
which is what Henry Morgenthau told 
us would not work, you can simply do 
this: what you do is you’ve got to drop 
the tax rate and drop government 
spending. The trouble with dropping 
government spending is you can’t do 
giveaways to everybody and do bail-
outs to everybody. 

So what’s going to happen here? 
America is in the cross-hairs of a 

choice. We’re either going to choose to 
follow—because there are two U.S.s: 
one U.S. had the idea that government 
is going to provide health care and edu-
cation and jobs and food and housing. 
The other U.S. said that we believe the 
job of government is to provide life, 
liberty and the pursuit of happiness. 
That is a very narrow description of 
government—just national defense and 
a level playing field. Those are the two 
U.S.s. The one is, of course, the USSR, 
and that system didn’t work. The other 
is the one that has worked for hundreds 
of years. 

We need to get back to that idea of a 
limited government, doing just what it 

is supposed to do constitutionally and 
not try to be the bailout king of the 
entire world and of the entire country. 

b 2150 

I thank my good friend, Congressman 
GINGREY from Georgia, for your in-
sight, and not only your medical pro-
fessionalism but the way that you’ve 
run your office. And the same thing for 
my good friend from New Jersey, Con-
gressman GARRETT. Thank you so 
much for joining us tonight. 

Good night, and God bless all of 
America. 

f 

IMMIGRATION REFORM 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2009, the gentleman from Iowa 
(Mr. KING) is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Thank you, Mr. 
Speaker. 

It’s my privilege and honor to be rec-
ognized to address you here on the 
floor of the House tonight and to pick 
up on some subject matter. I think my 
colleagues that spoke on the previous 
hour covered that subject matter pret-
ty clearly and very well, the matter of 
global finances and the broader picture 
that we’re working with. For me, I 
come here tonight with a number of 
things on my mind and things that are 
fresh on my mind, Mr. Speaker. They 
have to do with the immigration situa-
tion here in the United States. 

Having had a long history with this 
subject matter, when I first came to 
this Congress, I recall listening to Con-
gressman Tom Tancredo here on the 
floor. I actually was in my office and 
watching on C–SPAN and I thought, 
Well, this is a piece of history in the 
making. And so I walked over here and 
into the Capitol Chamber and sat here 
to listen to him speak. Tom, knowing 
the rhythm of the place here, saw me 
in the Chamber and concluded I came 
over because I had some things to say. 
He recognized me to speak on the sub-
ject matter of immigration. I was not 
preparing to do so, although I happen 
to have been prepared because of the 
issues in mind. From those days on for-
ward, I have been active on this issue 
in my time here in Congress. 

I happen to have had the privilege of 
sharing the stage with Congressman 
Tancredo Saturday night in Phoenix. It 
was the same good man with a passion 
and a great heart; a man that under-
stands America, the need to have a sov-
ereign Nation, a need to control our 
borders, a need to have a network 
across this country of all levels of law 
enforcement working together to en-
force the law, the rule of law—I should 
say, reestablish the rule of law here in 
the United States—and build a greater 
country than we are today, Mr. Speak-
er. 

It was a refreshing thing for me to 
hear those words again come out of the 

mouth of my good friend Congressman 
Tom Tancredo and to share some time 
on that microphone with Sheriff Joe 
Arpaio of Maricopa County in Arizona, 
who has a national reputation for en-
forcing immigration law, for estab-
lishing and building Tent City. And 
when Sheriff Joe, when he asked me if 
I had been to visit—and actually I had. 
He had sent a guide to take me to Tent 
City last year and presented me with a 
pair of his autographed underwear. 
When he found out I have that in my 
office in safekeeping, I was his good 
friend, Mr. Speaker. That tent city was 
built because a judge ordered that the 
prisons provide more space; and the 
choice was, apparently, to turn some 
people loose, spend a lot of millions of 
dollars to put up a structure, or set up 
a tent city. They did what they needed 
to do to enforce the law, especially 
down in that climate, Mr. Speaker. 

I also was able to share a microphone 
with State Senator Russell Pearce, 
who is the principal author of Arizona 
immigration law S. 1070, and to spend 
several hours probing his intellect, his 
sense of history, and his patriotism 
that runs so deep for America, and his 
dedication to the United States of 
America, the rule of law, the State of 
Arizona. Put those pieces together, and 
I looked across at the faces that filled 
the park grounds there next to the 
State Capitol in Phoenix, Arizona. A 
lot of red, white, and blue. A lot of the 
yellow Gadsden flags; the Don’t Tread 
on Me flags, flying in the light breeze 
that we had there. 

It was an event to remember, with 
people just clear out to the outside 
edges of the park; a good, respectable 
crowd that was there. People came 
from many of the States of the Union. 
This time, I don’t know that it’s all the 
States but many of the States. A lot 
from Florida came all the way to Ari-
zona to express their support for S. 
1070, for the law that was principally 
drafted and pushed through into legis-
lation by State Senator Russell Pearce. 
And he went out to bounce his legisla-
tion off of the best experts he could 
find in America. 

And I do give great credit to Gov-
ernor Jan Brewer for signing and sup-
porting Arizona’s immigration law. It 
is a law that has been misinterpreted, 
I think willfully, by people on the 
other side of the aisle. But here’s what 
it is. It is a mirror of Federal legisla-
tion. It doesn’t go beyond the limits of 
Federal legislation. It’s written within 
the limits that are there. And it simply 
says that Arizona law enforcement is 
going to enforce Federal immigration 
law. 

Now, if you remember, Mr. Speaker, 
there seemed to have been a grudge 
match or something going on between 
now Secretary of Homeland Security 
Janet Napolitano, former Governor of 
Arizona, and Sheriff Joe Arpaio, the 
sheriff of Maricopa County. But when 
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Janet Napolitano became the Sec-
retary of the Department of Homeland 
Security, shortly after that she an-
nounced an initiative to look at how 
they were going to make some changes 
in the 287(g) law. The 287(g) law is the 
Federal law that provides Federal as-
sistance to train local law enforcement 
officers so that they are well trained 
and certified to enforce Federal immi-
gration law. And then it makes a com-
mitment for ICE, Immigration and 
Customs Enforcement, to work in co-
operation with the local law enforce-
ment that has a memorandum of un-
derstanding that is the 287(g)—that’s 
the section in the Federal code—that is 
an understanding that they now have 
reached an agreement where they’re 
going to work and cooperate together. 

There are a lot of jurisdictions in 
America that had 287(g) agreements. 
What it is, it’s a commitment for the 
local law enforcement to enforce and 
support Federal immigration law. It’s 
that simple. 

Now, you don’t have to have a 287(g) 
agreement in order to have local law 
enforcement enforce Federal immigra-
tion law. In fact, there’s an Attorney 
General’s opinion that was written 
under John Ashcroft that makes it 
clear that local law enforcement can 
enforce Federal immigration law. 
There are a number of pieces of Federal 
case law out there that address this. 
One of them would be a 2001 case, the 
10th Circuit, and it’s U.S. v. Santana- 
Garcia. 

In case you want to look that up to-
night, Mr. Speaker, if you’re having 
trouble sleeping, I just will tell you 
simply what that says is that the Fed-
eral court, the 10th Circuit, has con-
cluded that it is implicit that local law 
enforcement has the authority to en-
force Federal immigration law, that it 
wasn’t contemplated otherwise. And I 
would go further and say that if there’s 
something implicit that local law en-
forcement can’t enforce Federal law, 
does that mean then that if there is a 
Federal officer that’s being assaulted 
or that is murdered by someone that 
we can’t have local law enforcement 
pick them up, that it’s a Federal crime 
so, therefore, only Federal officers can 
enforce Federal crime? If it’s a na-
tional bank that would be robbed, 
could the county sheriffs pick up those 
bank robbers and support the violation 
of the Federal law against robbing Fed-
eral banks or would you have to wait 
until the FBI showed up to be able to 
pick up the robbers of the Federal 
banks? 

By the same token, if it’s a city ordi-
nance that’s being violated, can the 
State highway patrol enforce a city or-
dinance? I will suggest that yes, they 
should do that. They should do that 
when that becomes an obligation of 
their job. When there’s a law being bro-
ken in front of them, they should en-
force that law. If the speed limits are 

written by either the State or the city 
or perhaps county on county roads, if 
those are the speed limits set, does 
that mean the county sheriffs and dep-
uties and people can enforce speed 
limit laws only on county highways 
but they can’t do so on city streets or 
State highways? 

I mean, it borders on ludicrous to 
make the argument that immigration 
law has been, up until this time, Fed-
eral. Therefore, the only people that 
can enforce it are Federal officials, and 
they only would be the ones who were 
trained within ICE and Border Patrol 
and Customs and border protection to 
enforce immigration law. It’s ludicrous 
to believe that. There has to be a net-
work of law enforcement working in 
conjunction, from city police to county 
sheriffs to highway patrol, depart-
ments of criminal investigation, all of 
our Federal officers working in co-
operation with each other with great 
profound respect for the Constitution 
of the United States, for the laws that 
are duly passed here in the United 
States Congress and those laws that 
are passed in the State legislatures, 
the ordinances that come from the cit-
ies, and the list goes on. 

b 2200 

So it is a cooperative effort. It al-
ways has been a cooperative effort for 
law enforcement to work together, and 
it cannot be such a thing as we are 
going to separate statutes by the juris-
diction of the entity that passed the 
law. If we do that, then we will have 
law enforcement officers who watch 
crimes before their very eyes but don’t 
enforce the law. 

Mr. Speaker, that would be the cir-
cumstances that take place in sanc-
tuary cities now, sanctuary cities 
across the country that number by 
name, places like Houston or Denver or 
San Francisco. Many other cities have 
established sanctuary city ordinances 
that would tell their local law enforce-
ment, Do not work or cooperate in the 
Federal immigration law. And even 
though the 1996 Immigration Reform 
Act that was passed into law, and much 
of that work was done by now the 
ranking member of the Judiciary Com-
mittee, the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
SMITH), who deserves a lot of credit for 
language that is there, there is lan-
guage in that 1996 Immigration Reform 
Act that prohibits the cities from es-
tablishing sanctuary cities. 

I don’t have the language in front of 
me, Mr. Speaker, but it is language 
that says to the effect that you cannot 
prohibit your officers from enforcing 
Federal immigration law or working in 
cooperation with. But the problem is 
that those cities got together that 
wanted to have a sanctuary policy, and 
apparently, they found out the same 
lawyer or lawyers, or sent out a memo 
to the League of Cities or whatever ties 
these larger cities together. And they 

found a way to write an ordinance 
around the Federal language, and they 
prohibited their officers from gath-
ering information. And because they 
were prohibited from gathering, they 
didn’t have any information to pass on 
and share with ICE and the other law 
enforcement officers when it came to 
immigration. 

It created this thing called sanctuary 
cities. And so they have said that they 
are not going to enforce the immigra-
tion law within these cities. And what 
would happen? Of course, you create a 
magnet for illegals to go to those cities 
where they are sheltered by the sanc-
tuary city language. 

And we have, out of the House of 
Representatives, several times passed 
amendments on appropriations bills 
that prohibited any of those dollars 
coming out of those bills from being 
distributed to the cities that have ju-
risdictions where they passed sanc-
tuary language and made sanctuary 
cities. But it never made it through the 
Senate, and it never made it into law. 

So we have city after city that pro-
tects illegals within them because 
there is a political base already there 
for illegals. And in Arizona, what they 
have done is, S. 1070, in effect, it invali-
dates any city that wants to provide a 
sanctuary city, and simply requires 
them to enforce immigration law by 
their local law enforcement. And if 
they refuse or fail to do so, it allows a 
citizen to have standing to bring a law-
suit against that entity, against that 
city or county that is not enforcing the 
immigration law, not inquiring as to 
the legal status of the people that they 
encounter in the course of their normal 
law enforcement duties. I think that is 
a good thing. 

Once 1070 is implemented into law, 
which I think will be on the last day of 
July of this year, then you will see the 
sanctuary cities that happen to exist in 
Arizona, that will shut down, and they 
will be compelled to enforce the law, or 
they are going to be brought into court 
by the people of Arizona. 

But the uproar, the objection hasn’t 
been about shutting off sanctuary cit-
ies in Arizona; it has been about 
whether there would be a boycott of 
Arizona because some claim that the 
Arizona law will bring about racial dis-
crimination profiling. 

Well, first, let me say, Mr. Speaker, 
that profiling has always been an im-
portant component of legitimate law 
enforcement. If you can’t profile some-
one, you can’t use those commonsense 
indicators that are before your very 
eyes. 

Now, I think it is wrong to use racial 
profiling for the reasons of discrimi-
nating against people, but it is not 
wrong to use race or other indicators 
for the sake of identifying people that 
are violating the law. 

Now we all get profiled. I had a mo-
ment of irony this morning when I 
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stepped out of the USDA building down 
here several blocks west of the Capitol. 
I was wearing a suit, and I had just 
stepped out to the sidewalk. I hadn’t 
even looked for a cab. I started to walk 
down the street thinking I would go to 
the corner. There was a cab going the 
other direction on the opposite side of 
the street. He tapped his horn. I looked 
up, and he swung around the street and 
picked me up. I asked, How did you 
identify me as someone who needed a 
cab ride? I hadn’t indicated I wanted 
one. I was walking down the street. 

He said, Well, you were wearing a 
suit and you stepped out the USDA of-
fice. There wasn’t a car there to pick 
you up; I knew you needed a cab. He 
profiled me. He said, I don’t stop for 
people wearing shorts and sneakers be-
cause they are not looking for a ride. 
People in suits coming out of that 
building are. There I was, profiled be-
cause I was a guy in a suit at a time of 
day when it would be logical I would be 
looking for a ride somewhere. 

It is just a commonsense thing. Law 
enforcement needs to use commonsense 
indicators. Those commonsense indica-
tors are all kinds of things, from what 
kind of clothes people wear, the suit in 
my case, what kind of shoes people 
wear, what kind of accent they have, 
the type of grooming that they might 
have. There are all kinds of indicators 
there, and sometimes it is just a sixth 
sense, and they can’t put their finger 
on it. 

But these law enforcement officers, if 
they were going to be discriminating 
against people on the sole basis of race, 
singling people out, that would be 
going on already. And we would have 
already the files of the objections that 
are taking place. 

But this is about a political argu-
ment. It is not about Arizona’s law 
being unconstitutional or preempted 
by Federal law or somehow had 
stretched the bounds that have been 
set by case law that is out there. It is 
not about any of that. They would like 
to say it is; in fact, they have said that 
it is. 

But what it is about, Mr. Speaker, is 
about making a political argument 
that would like to brand Republicans 
as being anti-people because of race. 

Now, could this happen? Could any-
one start an agenda here to try to 
brand people and try to scare the 
American people on the subject of race 
or the subject of immigration? My an-
swer to that is, You bet. I have seen it 
happen. It started here on this floor 
right over here, in 2006, when in the 
early summer, if I remember my dates 
correctly, we passed immigration re-
form legislation out of here headed up 
by at that time chairman of the Judici-
ary Committee JIM SENSENBRENNER of 
Wisconsin. Of the things that it did, it 
was enforcement of immigration law. 
In the original bill, it made it a felony 
to cross into the United States ille-

gally. To sneak into the United States, 
it made it a felony. The gentleman 
from Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) 
sensed that that would be a highly con-
tested issue if it became law, and so he 
offered an amendment to strike the 
language that made it a felony to enter 
the United States illegally. 

Now, had Mr. SENSENBRENNER’s 
amendment passed, then it would have 
eliminated the language that made it a 
felony to enter the United States ille-
gally. JIM SENSENBRENNER argued vo-
ciferously in favor of his amendment. 
He didn’t actually convince me, by the 
way, but he understood what was going 
on. And when the vote went up on the 
board, 194 Democrats voted ‘‘no’’ on the 
Sensenbrenner amendment, which can 
only be concluded that they wanted it 
to be a felony to enter the United 
States illegally. And it is a crime, but 
it is not a felony. So 194 Democrats 
voted to make it a felony when they 
voted ‘‘no’’ on the Sensenbrenner 
amendment. And that Sensenbrenner 
amendment failed. And when it failed, 
brought down by Democrats, the 
streets filled up with protesters pro-
testing that Republicans wanted to 
make it a felony to enter the United 
States illegally; 194 Democrats wanted 
to, and almost all of them demagogued 
Republicans for the language that was 
in the bill when they had voted to keep 
the language in the bill. 

It was completely cynical. They 
knew it. You all knew it, and there 
isn’t anybody in this Congress that can 
challenge this statement. And I would 
be happy to yield to anybody who has 
a different perspective on this. I 
watched it happen. I was in the middle 
of it. And I watched the streets fill up 
with people that were storming in the 
streets, first with Mexican flags and 
then with white T-shirts and carrying 
American flags. And as they lined up 
for the protest, the organizers were 
taking their Mexican flags out of their 
hands, handing them an American flag, 
saying put on this white T-shirt, come 
out here and protest against these evil 
Republicans that want to make it a fel-
ony to enter the United States ille-
gally. 

b 2210 

It doesn’t bother me that there is a 
little upset and turmoil in the streets 
if that’s the case. We need tighter im-
migration laws. We need more tools to 
work with, not less. But my point, Mr. 
Speaker, is the very cynicism of voting 
one way and arguing the other way: 194 
Democrats, and they turned and point-
ed their fingers at Republicans and 
said, You wanted to make it a felony. 
They brought down the amendment. It 
is a fact. It’s a fact in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD, Mr. Speaker. 

So here we are now in 2010. No legis-
lation of significance on immigration 
has been passed since then. It didn’t 
happen in 2006 or 2007. The switch-

boards of the United States Senate 
were shut down at two different times 
during those years because the Amer-
ican people reject the idea of amnesty. 

And I have watched immigration at 
the Federal level be enforced less with 
each administration since Ronald 
Reagan signed the 1986 amnesty act. 
But he was straight up and honest 
enough to declare it to be an amnesty 
act, Mr. Speaker. The 1986 amnesty act 
was the last amnesty. It was the am-
nesty to end all amnesties, and Presi-
dent Reagan signed it because he be-
lieved that there wouldn’t be another 
amnesty. 

It was supposed to be amnesty for 
about a million people. Turned out to 
be amnesty for about 3 million people 
by the time the system was gamed and 
the fraudulent documents and the peo-
ple came out of the shadows. And 3 mil-
lion people went through to receive the 
amnesty in ’86, three times the number 
that they anticipated. 

And we have had six lesser amnesties 
since then that aren’t published very 
much. So we have had a continuous se-
ries of amnesties. And it’s going to 
continue until such time as either no-
body wants to come to the United 
States, or until such time as we simply 
give up on the idea that we can control 
our borders, or until we establish that 
we are going to enforce immigration 
law and we are going to stand by the 
rule of law and we are not going to 
equivocate and we are not going to 
compromise. 

And that, Mr. Speaker, is where I 
stand. I refuse to equivocate, I refuse 
to compromise on the rule of law, I 
refuse to grant amnesty. And we 
should talk about what amnesty is. To 
grant amnesty is to pardon immigra-
tion law-breakers and reward them 
with the objective of their crimes. 

Now, I don’t know necessarily what 
their objectives are. It may be a path 
to citizenship. It might be a job. They 
might want to have access to the 
United States to do philanthropic good 
things. Or they might want to have ac-
cess to the United States so they can 
travel back and forth into the United 
States hauling illegal drugs into Amer-
ica. And that happens a lot. 

A couple of nights ago on Sean 
Hannity’s program you could see the 
video that he ran, and you could see 
the backpackers coming into the 
United States with roughly 50 pounds 
of marijuana bound in a burlap bundle 
on their back with straps that might 
be woolen scarves used for straps, 
makeshift backpacks. And you might 
see 10 or 15 or 20 or more all in a row 
each carrying their 50 or more pounds 
of marijuana on their back. And this 
goes on night after night after night, 
Mr. Speaker. It goes on every night. 

And I have gone down and sat on the 
border in the dark, sat there quietly, 
didn’t have night vision equipment, 
and just listened, and just listened as 
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the vehicles came down, they let peo-
ple off, they would set their pack out 
on the ground. You could hear the 
packs thump when they set them on 
the ground. They would get out of the 
vehicle. They would talk a little bit. 
Somebody would hush them up. They 
would close the doors on the vehicle. 
You could hear that. They would hoist 
their packs up, put them on their back, 
and they would march through the 
mesquite, come across the border. 

And when you sit by a barbed wire 
fence that’s got four or five barbs on it 
and a steel post, you can listen to the 
posts and you can hear the wire when 
it stretches. And you can tell each 
time somebody crosses the fence, and 
you can count them. And at night I 
never trust my eyes to be able to actu-
ally give an accurate count. I see the 
shadows, but shadows are not clear 
enough for me to tell you how many. I 
can tell you I have heard the noise, I 
have seen the shadows, I have listened 
to the same rhythm come over and 
over again. 

I have gone up through the stream 
beds that are in the desert and there 
seen where they have dropped off many 
of their clothes that are unnecessary, 
empty water jugs. When they unload 
the packs, the burlap bags that they 
are in will be dropped there. There will 
be food that’s dropped off, some that’s 
been eaten, some that’s been left par-
tially eaten, and some of it left. The 
desert is full of smugglers’ litter. 

And if one would go down to the 
Organ Pipe Cactus National Monument 
down there where Kris Eggle was killed 
by an illegal, and he was a National 
Park Officer ranger, there is a monu-
ment to him at the headquarters at 
Organ Pipe Cactus, but there is a large 
percentage of Organ Pipe Cactus Na-
tional Monument, and that’s a national 
park called a monument that’s off lim-
its to Americans. And I am guessing at 
the area. I know it’s the southern side 
of it. And it seems to me that as I 
looked at the map, about 40 percent of 
Organ Pipe Cactus is off limits to 
Americans because it’s full of litter, 
it’s full of drug smugglers’ litter. It’s 
drug smugglers gulch there. And it is 
too dangerous for people that are out 
just enjoying the desert to walk down 
into. And it’s too full of litter. And we 
don’t have the labor to go pick up the 
mess. And if we did, the mess is accu-
mulating day by day, every day, every 
night. 

And the numbers of people that have 
been crossing the border illegally, we 
could take the information that comes 
from Secretary Napolitano, I suppose, 
and accept it at face value. They would 
argue that their interdictions on the 
border have gone down significantly 
over the last year. And they claim that 
because they are arresting fewer people 
on the border that there is fewer border 
crossings. Now, that may be true. I 
don’t know what’s true. 

But to use the data that shows that 
there are fewer interdictions of illegal 
border crossers to conclude that there 
are fewer crossing attempts isn’t nec-
essarily a logical or rational approach. 
It could also be that they are just sim-
ply not enforcing the law as aggres-
sively as they were a couple of years 
ago when the numbers were higher. I 
don’t know the answer to that ques-
tion. 

But when the Bush administration 
used the same argument, I had the 
same questions. Just because you ar-
rest fewer people doesn’t mean there 
are fewer people crossing. It might 
mean you are just not arresting as 
many people. But here are the numbers 
that came before the Immigration Sub-
committee in testimony from wit-
nesses that had represented our Fed-
eral Government. And I am including 
Border Patrol officers. The number of 
interdictions they believed turned out 
to be they were stopping about one out 
of four. Twenty-five percent of border 
crossing attempts were being stopped. 

If you do the math on the stops that 
they had, that means that there were 
11,000 a night on average every night. 
Not during the day so much. At night 
11,000. And that turns out to be four 
million illegal border crossings a year. 
And when I go to the border and talk to 
the people that are enforcing the bor-
der and I tell them, so you are stopping 
about one out of four, you are getting 
25 percent of those that attempt. And 
they look at me and laugh. It’s not 25 
percent. The most consistent number I 
get from the people that are hands-on 
is maybe they stop 10 percent. 

If you go to some of the other officers 
there that are not quite as optimistic, 
they will take that number down to 2 
to 3 percent. But I have never heard an 
officer that works the border regularly 
tell me that they stopped 25 percent. 
And I don’t believe I have heard a num-
ber higher than 10. So I will tell you I 
think it’s 10 percent that get stopped, 
not 25. That’s still a whole lot that get 
through. 

If it’s 4 million attempts and we stop 
25 percent, that means 3 million actu-
ally get through into the United 
States. And, yes, a lot of them go back 
to Mexico and flow back and forth. A 
lot of them are drug smugglers. They 
do that for a living. 

The people that are working our law 
enforcement in the desert tell me that 
they will catch some of these drug 
smugglers and maybe they will have 
somebody that only weighs—young 
men, 15, 16, 18, and they get older— 
weighing 100 pounds, 105 pounds, not 
very big people, wiry, tough, with great 
big calves on them carrying half their 
body weight or more in marijuana on 
their back through the desert 70 or 100 
miles. Tough people that can cover a 
lot of territory with a lot of weight on 
them. And this goes on night after 
night after night every night. 

And does America know, Mr. Speak-
er, that in some of the sectors on our 
southern border the policy is that if we 
catch somebody that has less than 500 
pounds of marijuana on them we just 
simply take the marijuana off their 
hands and turn them loose? That there 
is not a prosecution for the drug pos-
session in many of the sectors on the 
southern border because they argue 
that they don’t have the jail space, 
they don’t have the prosecutorial time, 
and they don’t have the judges to deal 
with this? And I am convinced that 
this is true, Mr. Speaker. 

I hear this as not necessarily testi-
mony before the committee, but I hear 
it come out of the people that have to 
live underneath it. And I was down 
there and watched an interdiction take 
place. And I helped unload the bundles 
of marijuana from underneath the false 
bed of a pickup truck, and this was 
down near Sells, Arizona. It was rough-
ly 240 pounds of marijuana in there. 
And that would have been under the 
amount that they would be prosecuted 
for at the time. They have since raised 
that threshold. It was 250 at the time I 
was there. Now the threshold in some 
of those sectors has been raised to 500 
pounds. 

Now, where I come from, if it’s an 
ounce or a half an ounce or any little 
particle, that’s something to prosecute 
for. That’s the rule of law. But the rule 
of law has been stretched to the point 
of ridiculous on our southern border, 
and the lawlessness from across the 
border in Mexico is flowing over into 
the United States. 

b 2220 

The murders, the intimidation, the 
deaths are taking it out in the lives of 
our law enforcement officers, innocent 
American people who are being mur-
dered, who are being raped, who are 
being targeted as victims to crime that 
makes Phoenix, Arizona, the No. 2 cap-
ital of kidnapping in the world. Phoe-
nix, Arizona, the No. 2 capital of kid-
napping in the world. Does anybody be-
lieve that if we could enforce our im-
migration at the border that Phoenix 
would be the No. 2 capital of kidnap-
ping in the world? 

Mr. Speaker, it’s important to note 
that 90 percent of the illegal drugs con-
sumed in America come from or 
through Mexico. That means across our 
southern border, 90 percent of the ille-
gal drugs. 

I pointed out that we have 4 mil-
lion—the number is probably down a 
little bit from that, but I don’t have 
any other data—4 million illegal border 
crossing attempts a year, and maybe 
we stop 10 percent. So that means that 
we still have a number that is about 3.6 
million successful border crossings a 
year, a 10 percent interdiction rate, 3.6 
million. Now, just the attempts, I did 
the math and I said it was 11,000 a 
night every night. One might take a 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 10:44 Jul 11, 2013 Jkt 089102 PO 00000 Frm 00032 Fmt 0688 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR10\H14JN0.001 H14JN0pm
an

gr
um

 o
n 

D
S

K
3V

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 B
O

U
N

D
 R

E
C

O
R

D



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 156, Pt. 8 10603 June 14, 2010 
look, what was the size of Santa Anna’s 
army? Well, 4,000 to 6,000. So we’re 
looking at a number every single night 
that I will say is probably twice the 
size of Santa Anna’s army, every single 
night pouring across our southern bor-
der, bringing in 90 percent of the illegal 
drugs in America. We are importing 
the violence and the death that goes 
with the illegal drug trade, and still, 
this President’s heart is hardened. 

So the President scares the American 
people by telling us that a mother and 
her daughter could be going out to get 
some ice cream and be pulled over and 
stopped and asked to produce their pa-
pers based upon a presumption of their 
skin color. Where is that in the Ari-
zona law? It specifically prohibits such 
a thing, specifically prohibits. 

Then, as the President of the United 
States had his shot or two shots at Ari-
zona, he ordered the Attorney General 
of the United States to use the re-
sources of the Department of Justice to 
seek to invalidate Arizona’s immigra-
tion law. So when Attorney General 
Eric Holder came before the Judiciary 
Committee a couple of weeks ago, just 
before the Memorial Day break, to tes-
tify before the committee, he knew 
that Arizona’s immigration law would 
come up before the committee, that 
that would be a subject matter that he 
would be questioned about. It was his 
job to be briefed on the subject matter 
so he could answer in an informed, in-
telligent way. 

So as the subject came up, I asked 
the Attorney General if the President 
had ordered that he use the Justice De-
partment to seek to invalidate Arizo-
na’s immigration law. I can’t quote 
back into this RECORD his exact quote 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. I can 
tell you he didn’t dispute that. So it 
was at least by assent that twice the 
Attorney General acknowledged that 
the President had directed him. 

Now, this is supposed to be a Justice 
Department that’s independent from 
politics, a Justice Department that 
makes its decisions based upon the law, 
an objective evaluation of the law, and, 
by the way, a Justice Department that 
has an obligation to enforce the law. 
These are not policy setters. The Presi-
dent of the United States, Mr. Speaker, 
is not to be a policy setter when it 
comes to areas where the Congress has 
legislated. That’s what we do here. We 
set policy. We set policy here in the 
United States Congress. That’s part of 
the separation of powers. 

Just at the risk of being redundant, 
everybody in this Chamber, Mr. Speak-
er, should know this. I think it’s get-
ting harder and harder to teach govern-
ment class in our schools today be-
cause of the conduct of especially our 
executive branch of government. The 
separation of powers, the judicial 
branch of government will take care of 
things that have to do with the courts. 
The legislative branch of government, 

the House, down that hall, the Senate, 
we pass the legislation. We set the pol-
icy. We write the laws. The executive 
branch of government’s job is to see 
that those laws are faithfully upheld, 
enforce the law, carry out the policy, 
the will of the people of the United 
States of America as expressed to the 
Republic, the constitutional Republic, 
the representatives that are elected by 
the people. 

Yet, we have Members of the execu-
tive branch of government as high as 
the President, himself, who seem to 
not understand that simple concept. A 
President who taught Constitution law 
at the University of Chicago is still a 
President that would tell America that 
a mother taking her daughter to get 
some ice cream could have a problem 
and have to produce their papers. This 
is misinforming the American people. 
Is it willful? In his case, I don’t know. 
I think when he said that he had not 
read the bill, and a week or so later he 
uttered a mitigating statement that 
indicated to me that either he was 
briefed or he might have read the bill. 

But Eric Holder, the Attorney Gen-
eral, to come before the Judiciary 
Committee, and when I asked him the 
question, So you have directed the Jus-
tice Department to seek to invalidate 
the Arizona immigration law and to 
test it constitutionally or statutorily 
or by case law, could you point to me, 
General Holder, a place in the Con-
stitution that gives you concern that 
Arizona’s immigration law might be 
unconstitutional? No, he could not. 

Could you, General Holder, point to a 
Federal statute that would preempt 
Arizona’s immigration law? He could 
not. 

Could you then, General, point to 
some case law that would be control-
ling and limit Arizona’s ability to pass 
immigration enforcement law at the 
State level? He could not. The Attor-
ney General of the United States could 
not point to even a potential constitu-
tional violation or a statute that could 
preempt Arizona’s immigration law or 
any case law that would control, none 
of it whatsoever. Yet he was still com-
mitted and still taking the resources of 
the taxpayers of the United States of 
America to seek to invalidate Arizo-
na’s immigration law and bring suit 
against Arizona. And that’s what he 
seems to be doing. 

There is a draft memo out there—it’s 
not the exact word for it. It’s a draft 
something, Mr. Speaker, that is a prod-
uct of the Justice Department now 
that apparently lays out the param-
eters by which the Justice Department 
would bring suit against Arizona to in-
validate their immigration law, and 
here’s what I believe happened, and I 
don’t think it can be proven otherwise. 

The ACLU has already brought a law-
suit against Arizona, and the ACLU 
along with the SEIU, and just name 
your leftist organization in America. 

They all joined in common cause. They 
have made these arguments. This is a 
lawsuit filed May 17, 2010. Here’s what 
the ACLU and the Muslim group here 
in America and the SEIU and others 
have brought suit on, against Arizona’s 
immigration law 1070. 

It says that it violates the Suprem-
acy Clause. That’s the preemption 
component of this. I don’t know where 
and the suit doesn’t say where, not 
that I have found. 

It says it also violates the Equal Pro-
tection Clause. It argues that plaintiffs 
who are racially and national origin 
minorities, including Latinos residing 
or traveling in Arizona, might be tar-
geted. It does make targets out of them 
is what it says. I would argue that the 
bill says that you can’t use racial 
profiling, and so if the targets are 
breaking the law, you have to enforce 
the law no matter what their skin 
color is, Mr. Speaker. That’s the 
ACLU’s argument. 

Another is it violates the First 
Amendment. I don’t know what the 
logic is on that, and I won’t trouble 
this Congress with that part. 

But this goes on and says that it vio-
lates the Fourth Amendment against 
unreasonable search and seizure. Well, 
on what basis? I don’t think it goes 
very deep into that. 

b 2230 
And then due process, privileges and 

immunities, right to travel—people 
breaking the law don’t have a right to 
travel in the United States, and it vio-
lates 42 U.S.C. 1981, which is, prohibits 
discrimination under color of State law 
on the basis of alienage, national ori-
gin, or race. Well, no, the law prohibits 
such a thing. 

But here’s what I’ll predict to you, 
Mr. Speaker: When we finally see the 
litigation that the Department of Jus-
tice is seeking to bring against Ari-
zona, we will see that it has been cop-
ied and pasted right off of the ACLU’s 
lawsuit. That’s the work that I believe 
is being done. The outside groups, the 
left-wing groups play the tune—the 
tune is right here in this lawsuit from 
the ACLU—and then the Justice De-
partment dances at the direction of the 
President of the United States, at the 
direction of the ACLU, the SEIU, and 
the rest of the left-wing organizations 
that have filed this lawsuit. 

But this is not a rational approach. If 
the President can’t articulate a prob-
lem, a constitutional violation—even 
though he taught constitutional law at 
the University of Chicago—the Attor-
ney General, under oath, couldn’t ar-
ticulate a constitutional Federal stat-
ute or a case law violation by Arizona’s 
immigration law, S. 1070, but yet, this 
radical case that I think is irrational 
and illogical that’s brought by the 
ACLU—and this is just a summary, it’s 
about that thick, and I’ve read a lot of 
it, actually—this will make sole theo-
ries of specious arguments, and I be-
lieve that the Justice Department—if 
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they come forward, and I think they 
will—will be making those same irra-
tional speeches, arguments. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I’m concerned about 
an unbiased Justice Department. It’s 
hard for me to buy the idea that they 
are unbiased. When I look at this case, 
this all-out effort to focus on Arizona’s 
immigration law and to invalidate it 
without a basis or a rationale, when I 
look at the many faces of the adminis-
tration that have spoken against it 
that hadn’t read the bill—Attorney 
General Holder, of course, would be the 
lead person that had admitted he 
hadn’t read the bill. When Judge POE 
asked him that question shortly after 
my questions of the Attorney General 
that day, he admitted he hadn’t read 
the bill. Seventeen pages, he hadn’t 
read the bill. 

He clearly had not been briefed by 
any objective person that had read the 
bill. He may have taken the 
MoveOn.org or the Huffington Post 
talking points and read them. It sound-
ed to me like he had. It sounded to me 
like the President had as well. And 
then Janet Napolitano, the Secretary 
of the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity, who is charged with heading up 
the office that enforces immigration 
law, the former Governor of Arizona, 
who should have focused on that bill— 
well, Governor Jan Brewer should have 
focused on that bill more; I know she 
did. Senator Russell Pearce focused on 
1070 a lot more; I know he did. But 
Janet Napolitano, a former Arizona 
Governor and now Secretary of the De-
partment of Homeland Security, had 
not read the bill, but still made public 
statements that implied, at a min-
imum, that it would bring about 
profiling of people in Arizona and dis-
agreed with the law. And when JOHN 
MCCAIN point-blanked her before the 
Senate hearing, she had to admit she 
hadn’t read the bill either. 

The President didn’t read the bill 
when he talked about the mother and 
her daughter going for ice cream; ei-
ther that, or he willfully misinformed 
the American people. We know that 
Eric Holder didn’t read the bill. He ad-
mitted to that under oath. We know 
that Janet Napolitano didn’t read the 
bill. She admitted that under oath. We 
go further down the line. 

Michael Posner, the Assistant Sec-
retary of State, he was so outraged by 
Arizona copying Federal’s immigration 
law that he took the argument to the 
Chinese. We brought it up early and 
often, he said, apparently to compare 
Arizona’s immigration law with the 
brutality that goes on in that brutal 
regime in China. 

I don’t think I’m done yet, Mr. 
Speaker. Let’s see, who am I forget-
ting? Assistant Secretary John Mor-
ton, who heads up ICE, Immigration 
and Customs Enforcement, who made 
the public statement that he wouldn’t 
commit to cooperation with Arizona 

when it came to picking up the illegals 
that would be arrested by Arizona 
under S. 1070. 

Now, John Morton doesn’t get to set 
policy, neither does Janet Napolitano, 
nor does Eric Holder, nor does Assist-
ant Secretary of State Michael Posner, 
nor the President of the United States; 
they have to work within the laws that 
they get. Now, there are other policies 
that they do get to set within the 
framework, but they don’t get to 
amend the policy. Congress sets that. 
The voice of the American people sets 
it. 

If John Morton, the head of ICE, 
doesn’t want to enforce the law, if he 
doesn’t want to pick up the illegals 
that are arrested by Arizona’s law en-
forcement officers, then John Morton 
should just simply find himself a job 
that his heart was in. He should go do 
something that he could do that he be-
lieved was right if he disagrees with 
the policy. You know, a general that 
thinks we’re off on the wrong mission 
will just resign their commission if 
they don’t think they’re getting the 
support from the political people, and 
that’s happened a number of times 
throughout our history. When they get 
an order that they can’t carry out, gen-
erals have just resigned. At least they 
maintain their integrity that way. 

Well, there is an order out there, and 
it is, Enforce the law. Cooperate, by 
the way, with Arizona, who has uttered 
this almost a primal scream of despair 
and frustration that they’ve had to 
take their resources in their State and 
pass an immigration law that, by the 
way, I hope and plead goes to every 
State in the Union. If they can find 
ways to toughen it up, tighten it up 
and make it more effective, do that, 
but start with that foundation of Ari-
zona’s law. It’s rare when a State takes 
an initiative that it begins to set the 
policy for America. I would be very 
happy to see this happen, Mr. Speaker, 
when it comes to the case of Arizona. 

So our Federal officials that got this 
wrong, that are trying to mirror, by 
the way, the President of the United 
States, but the President misinformed 
the American people. He hadn’t read 
the bill. Janet Napolitano misinformed 
the American people. She hadn’t read 
the bill. Eric Holder misinformed the 
American people. He hadn’t read the 
bill. I don’t know if John Morton read 
the bill, but he didn’t want to enforce 
the law, you could tell that. Now I ac-
tually think he has made some miti-
gating statements, and he will be bet-
ter to get along with. Michael Posner 
had no business sticking his nose in 
this whatsoever, and he carried it all 
the way to negotiations with the Chi-
nese under the State Department. 

And by the way, I can’t stand here in 
this place on the floor of the House of 
Representatives, Mr. Speaker, without 
raising an issue of Felipe Calderon, 
back behind where I’m standing now 

and before Memorial Day, spoke to a 
Joint Session of Congress, and he had 
to lecture us on how he strongly dis-
agrees with Arizona’s immigration law. 
Well, if he does, he also disagrees with 
the United States Federal Govern-
ment’s immigration law because that’s 
what Arizona’s law does; it mirrors it. 
It mirrors the Federal immigration 
law. 

And so we’re in an era where the ad-
ministration, the highest ranking offi-
cials within the administration aren’t 
compelled to check the facts before 
they misinform the American people. 
They might check a left-wing Web site, 
but they’re not checking the facts. And 
the American people, who are they 
going to trust? Shouldn’t they be able 
to trust the voice of the President of 
the United States? Who’s briefing him? 
Who’s telling him what’s in the bill? 
Did they all decline to read the bill? 
Couldn’t anyone have given him an ob-
jective analysis? What kind of a shop is 
being run at the White House in that 
regard? I think we’re getting an indica-
tion. 

And so, furthermore, while I talk 
about the immigration subject matter, 
there is another one out here that 
causes me reason to be concerned. It 
was reported in the news that Presi-
dent Obama’s aunt was granted asy-
lum—and I always have to check her 
name to make sure that I get it exactly 
right. Zeituni Onyango is President 
Obama’s aunt, and she has lived in pub-
lic housing—reported by the news, at 
least—in Boston for some time. I be-
lieve she came to the United States in 
the year 2000. We don’t know nec-
essarily how she got into the United 
States, whether it was on some type of 
a visa, whether it was a tourist or what 
it might have been, but she stayed. 
And along about the year 2002, she be-
came the focus of the immigration law 
enforcement personnel. By 2004, his 
aunt, Zeituni Onyango, had been adju-
dicated for deportation by an immigra-
tion judge. 

b 2240 
Well, she defied the deportation 

order. She stayed in the United States, 
purportedly on public benefits of a se-
ries of kinds. I don’t know how she ac-
tually did that, but that’s what the 
news has reported. Then not that long 
ago, after her nephew became Presi-
dent, she received asylum. Now, ‘‘asy-
lum,’’ in this case, is the equivalent of 
amnesty for an individual, Mr. Speak-
er. So Zeituni Onyango, who, if she had 
honored the deportation order, would 
have left the United States and would 
have gone back to Kenya, stuck around 
here, and couldn’t be deported or was 
not forcibly taken out of the United 
States. She defied the order, and now 
she is rewarded with the objective of 
her crime. 

Remember when I said that the defi-
nition of ‘‘amnesty’’ is to pardon immi-
gration lawbreakers and to reward 
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them with the objectives of their 
crimes? 

Well, it is a crime to come into the 
United States illegally. She may have 
overstayed a visa, in which case it puts 
her onto the civil side of this, but if her 
objective were to be able to stay in the 
United States, the asylum that she has 
been granted has come from a judge to 
whom she has argued that it is too dan-
gerous for her to go back to Kenya be-
cause, now, the notoriety of being re-
lated to the President makes it too 
dangerous for her to go back and live 
there. 

Well, if that’s the case, if the Presi-
dent’s aunt who lives in Kenya can’t go 
back to Kenya because there is too 
much focus on her there, then I think 
there are a lot of the other relations of 
the President who are in Kenya who 
would be living under the same kind of 
fear. Wouldn’t they get the same asy-
lum if they came here to the United 
States? Is that something that the 
President is for, her getting asylum 
after the court had said ‘‘no,’’ based on 
the fact that her nephew was elected 
President? Would that be a reason? 

As I read that law, I have a lot of 
questions that come up, but one of 
them is: If his aunt gets asylum, then 
wouldn’t all of the Obama relations get 
asylum if they just snuck into the 
United States? Maybe they can move 
onto the White House grounds. Then 
none of them can go back to Kenya 
anymore. I don’t know. I think we 
should be concerned about whether 
there was favoritism involved. If a 
court would grant asylum with no 
greater basis than what I read here, 
then I think it is one that should be 
questioned. 

Robert Gibbs said, no, there was 
nothing out of the ordinary, and there 
was no impropriety. No one from the 
White House had anything to say about 
that. They just let the court do what 
they did. Really? I would wonder if the 
administration would say the same 
thing about the bankruptcy court for 
General Motors and Chrysler. Yes, they 
have. 

I happen to have thought about this 
to the point where I reached in, and I 
wanted to look at some of the testi-
mony before the Judiciary Committee 
on hearings that took place some time 
back. I, actually, don’t have this date 
in my record, but it is a matter of the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. This would be 
testimony of the Indiana State Treas-
urer, Treasurer Mourdock, who gave 
some compelling testimony before the 
Judiciary Committee. I listened to a 
number of the witnesses testify on this 
similar theme. The theme was that the 
White House had dictated the terms of 
bankruptcy to the automakers. So I 
asked the question of Treasurer 
Mourdock: 

Did any of that testimony that came 
before the bankruptcy court—‘‘did any 
of that testimony alter the anticipated 

result of chapter 11?’’ Well, this was for 
both Chrysler and General Motors. Did 
it alter it? In other words, did the evi-
dence that was presented to the bank-
ruptcy court change the terms that 
had been offered to it by the White 
House? 

Here is what Treasurer Mourdock 
said: ‘‘No, it did not.’’ Now, that’s a 
quote. ‘‘No, it did not.’’ 

I’ll just embellish that a little bit 
and say his answer was this—and this 
is how I interpret the answer, is more 
accurate: the White House dictated the 
terms of bankruptcy to the bankruptcy 
court. Now, whenever in the history of 
America has the President of the 
United States determined the terms of 
bankruptcy and told a bankruptcy 
court this is how it will be? 

Furthermore, to go on with Treas-
urer Mourdock’s testimony—and being 
from Indiana, he was in the middle of 
this, and he was speaking only of the 
Chrysler industry, I should make it 
clear. He said this: ‘‘You had the situa-
tion where one party was negotiating, 
setting values, determining which 
creditors would be in, which ones 
would be out, what they would be 
given, what would be liquidated, all to 
be set up for an auction sale for which 
there was only one bidder—the United 
States Government. It was on both 
sides of the table simultaneously. The 
impropriety of that in trying to estab-
lish value for a sale goes beyond plau-
sible.’’ 

That entire string comes out of his 
testimony. It says to me, and my con-
clusion is that he was a witness of this, 
that the Federal Government set the 
terms of bankruptcy, and when the tes-
timony went before the chapter 11 
bankruptcy court, the court had to 
make a determination. The determina-
tion was already made and offered to 
them. He said there was only one party 
negotiating, only one party setting val-
ues, determining which creditors got 
paid, which ones were the winners and 
the losers. There was one party that 
was offering shares over to the 
unions—that didn’t have an interest in 
but they walked out of there with an 
interest in General Motors at least—of 
17.5 percent of the shares. Yet this 
quote is about Chrysler, determining 
what they would be given, what would 
be liquidated, all to be set up for an 
auction sale for which there was only 
one bidder. That means the Federal 
Government, the United States Gov-
ernment, on both sides of the table si-
multaneously, bidding and receiving 
and dictating the terms to the bank-
ruptcy court. 

An administration that could do this 
we are to believe wouldn’t find a way 
to provide amnesty and asylum for the 
aunt, Aunt Zeituni Onyango, who lives 
still in the United States and whom 
I’ve invited to testify before the Judi-
ciary Committee? 

This is not an obscure aunt of Presi-
dent Obama’s. I’ve read his book, 

‘‘Dreams from My Father,’’ and this is 
the aunt who was his guide when he 
visited Kenya. I believe the year was 
1988. President Obama writes exten-
sively about his trip to Kenya. It was a 
transformative or at least it was a very 
enlightening experience for him, ac-
cording to his book, which I take at 
face value. I know that it was fiction, 
at least in part, but it was based upon 
fact. 

So I went through it the other night 
and searched to take a look as to when 
this subject matter came up. I thought, 
well, maybe he made just a light ref-
erence to his aunt in the book. So I 
went through and counted the ref-
erences to his aunt, who now has re-
ceived asylum in the United States 
after defying a deportation order. 
President Obama mentions Aunt 
Onyango 66 times in his book ‘‘Dreams 
from My Father’’—66 times. She took 
him to place after place. Almost every-
where he went in Kenya, she was the 
one who took him there. His impres-
sions of Kenya were delivered to him 
through her. 

It is not conceivable to me that an 
aunt who is that close to him would 
have come to the United States with-
out his knowledge, nor is it conceivable 
to me that an aunt who lived in the 
United States in public housing, pre-
sumably under public benefits—and I 
don’t know how those terms were 
reached and how that could have hap-
pened—nor is it conceivable to me that 
an aunt could have gone to an immi-
gration court and could have been ad-
judicated for deportation and could 
have escaped the knowledge or the 
awareness of Barack Obama. It’s not 
conceivable. 

It is not conceivable to me that a 
President can dictate the terms of 
bankruptcy to General Motors and to 
Chrysler and can take the shares away 
from the secured creditors, who are the 
people who should be first in line to re-
ceive the benefits or to receive any liq-
uidation or any purchase or settlement 
of the automakers General Motors and 
Chrysler, and can ice them out, box 
them out, and give them nothing and 
hand shares of the automakers over to 
the unions that had no investment in 
and no collateral hold on those compa-
nies. It has mirrored the language ex-
actly out of the Democratic Socialists 
of America, off the Socialist Web site. 

If all of that can happen—and it has 
happened, and some of the evidence 
I’ve read into the RECORD here tonight, 
Mr. Speaker—it is not conceivable to 
me that this amnesty/asylum for Presi-
dent Obama’s aunt happened inde-
pendent from the influence of the 
White House. Perhaps show us the 
records. Let’s open up the case. Let’s 
see. 

By the way, Attorney General Hold-
er, let’s see your draft complaint that 
you’ve prepared now to bring the suit 
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against Arizona. When that draft com-
plaint is released—and I formally re-
quested that as a document—I will 
take it myself and go into the ACLU’s 
lawsuit, and I’ll show you where the 
Attorney General’s office copied and 
pasted right of the ACLU’s lawsuit into 
their own. It will be what comes from 
that draft complaint. 

I know it’s coming. That’s how 
they’re operating. They’re not oper-
ating independently within that oper-
ation. They’ve been politicized. They 
have canceled the most open-and-shut 
voter intimidation case in the history 
of America, which is the New Black 
Panthers’ case in Philadelphia. It is on 
videotape. They had a conviction. All 
they needed to do was to follow 
through. They canceled the case. Lo-
retta King did so inside the Justice De-
partment. Her name rings back to me 
because she is the one who canceled the 
will of the people in Kinston, North 
Carolina, who voted that they wanted 
no more partisan elections in local 
elections. They wanted to take the ‘‘R’’ 
and the ‘‘D’’ off the names of the can-
didates; and with a 70 percent vote, Lo-
retta King invalidated that because she 
said, Well, black people won’t know to 
vote for another black person unless 
there is a ‘‘D’’ beside his name. 

That is not equal protection. It is 
contempt for people’s judgment. I 
think we need to have equal protection 
under the law. We need to uphold the 
Constitution, the rule of law and the 
separation of powers. 

I am going to stand with the people 
of Arizona, who have done a great 
thing for America; and we are eventu-
ally going to get to the point where we 
establish this rule of law and enforce 
our immigration laws. When that be-
comes a practice in the United States 
of America, then we can talk about 
some of the other solutions when it 
comes to immigration. 

Mr. Speaker, I appreciate your atten-
tion this evening, your indulgence and 
the opportunity to address you here on 
the floor of the House. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

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

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois (at the request 
of Mr. HOYER) for today. 

Mr. FATTAH (at the request of Mr. 
HOYER) for today. 

Mr. HILL (at the request of Mr. 
HOYER) for today on account of family 
business. 

Mr. HONDA (at the request of Mr. 
HOYER) for today and until 5 p.m. on 
June 15 on account of illness. 

Mr. INSLEE (at the request of Mr. 
HOYER) for today. 

Ms. KILPATRICK of Michigan (at the 
request of Mr. HOYER) for today. 

Mrs. NAPOLITANO (at the request of 
Mr. HOYER) for today. 

Mr. GERLACH (at the request of Mr. 
BOEHNER) for today on account of at-
tending his daughter’s high school 
graduation. 

f 

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 Ms. WOOLSEY) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Mr. SCOTT of Georgia, for 5 minutes, 
today. 

Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MCDERMOTT, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. POE of Texas) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:) 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes, 
June 18. 

Mr. POE of Texas, for 5 minutes, June 
18 and 21. 

Mr. JONES, for 5 minutes, June 18 and 
21. 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, for 5 minutes, 
June 15 and 17. 

(The following Member (at his re-
quest) to revise and extend his remarks 
and include extraneous material:) 

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia, for 5 min-
utes, today. 

f 

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

The Speaker announced her signa-
ture to an enrolled bill of the Senate of 
the following title: 

S. 3473. An act to amend the Oil Pollution 
Act of 1990 to authorize advances from Oil 
Spill Liability Trust Fund for the Deepwater 
Horizon oil spill. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

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

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 10 o’clock and 50 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues-
day, June 15, 2010, at 9 a.m., for morn-
ing-hour debate. 

f 

OATH OF OFFICE MEMBERS, RESI-
DENT COMMISSIONER, AND DEL-
EGATES 

The oath of office required by the 
sixth article of the Constitution of the 
United States, and as provided by sec-
tion 2 of the act of May 13, 1884 (23 
Stat. 22), to be administered to Mem-
bers, Resident Commissioner, and Dele-
gates of the House of Representatives, 
the text of which is carried in 5 U.S.C. 
3331: 

‘‘I, AB, do solemnly swear (or af-
firm) that I will support and defend 
the Constitution of the United 
States against all enemies, foreign 
and domestic; that I will bear true 
faith and allegiance to the same; 
that I take this obligation freely, 
without any mental reservation or 
purpose of evasion; and that I will 
well and faithfully discharge the 
duties of the office on which I am 
about to enter. So help me God.’’ 

has been subscribed to in person and 
filed in duplicate with the Clerk of the 
House of Representatives by the fol-
lowing Member of the 111th Congress, 
pursuant to the provisions of 2 U.S.C. 
25: 

TOM GRAVES, Georgia, Ninth. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

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

7861. A letter from the Lead Regulatory 
Analyst, Department of Agriculture, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Swine 
Contract Library (RIN: 0580-AB06) received 
May 20, 2010, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture. 

7862. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Sodium 1,4-Dialkyl 
Sulfosuccinates; Exemption from the Re-
quirement of a Tolerance [EPA-HQ-OPP- 
2008-0739; FRL-8825-2] received June 9, 2010, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture. 

7863. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Management and Budget, transmitting a let-
ter regarding the clean energy goals of the 
administration; to the Committee on Appro-
priations. 

7864. A letter from the Chair, Federal Re-
serve System, transmitting the System’s 
96th Annual Report covering operations for 
calendar year 2009; to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services. 

7865. A letter from the Assistant General 
Counsel for Legislation, Regulation and En-
ergy Efficiency, Department of Energy, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Energy Conservation Program: Web-Based 
Compliance and Certification Management 
System [Docket No.: EERE-2010-BT-CRT- 
0017] (RIN: 1904-AC10) received May 19, 2010, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

7866. A letter from the Assistant General 
Counsel for Legislation, Regulation and En-
ergy Efficiency, Department of Energy, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Energy Conservation Program for Consumer 
Products: Determination Concerning the Po-
tential for Energy Conservation Standards 
for Non-Class A External Power Supplies 
[Docket No.: EERE-2009-BT-DET-0005] (RIN: 
1904-AB80) received May 19, 2010, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

7867. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule—Withdrawal of the Emission- 
Comparable Fuel Exclusion under RCRA 
[EPA-HQ-RCRA-2005-0017; FRL-9160-9] (RIN: 
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