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country, other than Japan, in that re-
gion. I believe that a free-trade agree-
ment will help build on that construc-
tive partnership in fighting terrorism
and ensuring other security issues.

Despite all this, I saw a disturbing
trend while I was there; that is, the
possibility that some of the more rad-
ical views of extremism and intoler-
ance in religion may be raising their
ugly head in religion in Malaysia.

Most recently, a Malaysian woman
who was born Azalina Jailani, changed
her name to Linda Joy, and has been
waiting for the federal courts to ap-
prove her conversion from Islam to
Christianity. It was reported that when
her application came to change her re-
ligion, it was rejected, and she was sent
back to the Sharia or religious courts.
Her lawyer has been arguing before Ma-
laysia’s highest court that Joy’s con-
version be considered a right under the
constitution and not a religious mat-
ter.

We are watching this case with great
interest. There are reports that prov-
inces in Malaysia are going to change
their law to implement the Sharia, or
harsh religious law, as law of the prov-
ince.

Sixty percent of Malaysia’s people
are Muslim, and Christians of various
denominations make up about 8 per-
cent. The rest are Buddhist, Taoist,
and Hindu. We look forward to seeing a
decision reasserting Malaysia’s com-
mitment to democratic principles and
a rejection of intolerant religious laws.

Malaysia Prime Minister Abdullah
Badawi has been an outspoken cham-
pion of tolerance. He has pointed out
the obvious political dangers of taking
that road, but I hope he will not suc-
cumb to the pressures that appear to
be increasing to move down a path to-
ward less tolerant and potentially
more extremist forms of religion.

The pressures for adopting harsh reli-
gious laws are also being applied to In-
donesia where President Susilo
Bambang Yudhoyono has been another
strong advocate of tolerance, freedom,
and democracy.

The Muslim countries in that region,
we hope, will continue on a path of sec-
ular, pluralistic, democratic societies
or the choice is to see them turn from
that path to a potential breeding
ground for terror and instability.

Speaking of terror and instability,
one country where I am not fearful of
that occurring is Cambodia, which I
also visited in August. I was stunned to
see the World Bank put out a list of
“failed states” with the danger of be-
coming harbors for terrorism, and they
listed Cambodia.

To me, Cambodia is definitely head-
ing in the right direction in terms of
fighting terrorism. They are making
great economic progress. We have been
cooperating with them. They have con-
tributed to counterterrorism efforts in
the region.

Prime Minister Hun Sen said:

If we aren’t active enough in fighting ter-
ror, we risk becoming the hostage.
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They set up a national committee to
fight terrorism. After the attacks on
the United States on 9/11, Cambodia of-
fered overflight rights to support our
operations.

Cambodia has contributed peace-
keepers to Sudan. The United States
has provided international military
education and training funds for the
first time, and we are planning mili-
tary exercises with Cambodia later this
year.

The IMET contribution of $45,000 is
small, but it shows we are willing to
work with them and ensure their mili-
tary has civilian control, appropriate
rules of engagement, and other means
of conducting themselves in this very
difficult time.

There is an economic issue that I
hope we can resolve successfully with
respect to Cambodia because they are
moving on the path toward what we
would want to see, and that is democ-
racy and human rights in this part of
the world and free markets.

The economy of Cambodia has been
growing since 1999, boosted by a bilat-
eral textile agreement, and we believe
that has been a reason for the strong
economic growth.

Mr. President, I don’t see any other
Senators wishing to take the floor. I
ask for 2 additional minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, Cambodia
has adopted international labor rights
and standards touted by the Inter-
national Labor Organization as a
model for other developing countries,
and they are beginning to flourish.
This is a country that has half its pop-
ulation under the age of 20 because of
the unbelievable depredations of the
Khmer Rouge in the late seventies and
widespread murder and genocide. But it
is on the right track.

However, with the expiration of the
bilateral textile agreement, countries
such as Cambodia are now losing out in
the competition with economies such
as China and India. I strongly support
and hope we can pass a measure to en-
hance economic opportunities such as
the Tariff Relief Assistance for Devel-
oping Economies, or TRADE Act, that
will allow least developed countries,
such as Cambodia, to remain competi-
tive by enhancing economic growth.
They need to create a better invest-
ment environment.

They are clearly not a Thomas Jef-
ferson democracy yet. They have had a
very colorful and very deadly past, but
we think that with our help and sup-
port, they can redevelop what was once
Southeast Asia’s rice basket—prior to
the Khmer Rouge’s destruction of
small irrigation infrastructure and the
execution of anyone with agricultural
expertise—again to a strong contrib-
uting economy.

We must adopt initiatives such as
these for Cambodia and for other coun-
tries in the Southeast Asia region. We
have to work to continue improving
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education, emancipation, economic de-
velopment, and promoting democracy
in Southeast Asia, as around the rest of
the world.

Doing so is not only good neighborly,
it will not only help the Southeast
Asian nations move toward economic
and political reform, but it will be the
most important thing we can do
against the war that radical Islam has
declared upon our world and keep these
countries from turning to the extrem-
ist violence, the terrorism we now see
primarily in the Middle East and have
seen too frequently, as noted in ‘“The
Second Front,” in Southeast Asia.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
VITTER). Morning business is closed.

SECURE FENCE ACT OF 2006—
MOTION TO PROCEED

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of the motion to
proceed to H.R. 6061, which the clerk
will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

Motion to proceed to H.R. 6061, an act to
establish operational control over the inter-
national land and maritime borders of the
United States.

The majority leader is recognized.

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, in May of
this year, this body passed comprehen-
sive immigration reform. We are a na-
tion of immigrants, but we are also a
nation of laws. We must honor both of
those heritages. Accordingly, we pur-
sued in this body a four-pronged ap-
proach to reform: first, fortify our bor-
ders; second, strengthen worksite en-
forcement; third, develop a strong tem-
porary worker program; fourth, de-
velop a fair and realistic way to ad-
dress the 12 million people here already
who entered our country illegally, but
under no circumstances would we offer
amnesty.

Unfortunately, at this point it is
pretty clear to everyone that we will
not reach a conference agreement on
comprehensive immigration reform be-
fore we break in September. While I
have made it clear that I prefer a com-
prehensive solution, I have always said
that we need an enforcement-first ap-
proach to immigration reform—not en-
forcement only but enforcement first.

We share a 1,951-mile border with
Mexico, and it doesn’t take too much
creativity to imagine how terrorists
might plot to exploit that border. It is
time to secure that border with Mex-
ico. As a national security challenge,
that is absolutely critical to fighting a
strong war on terror. That is the ap-
proach of this bill, the Secure Fence
Act of 2006, a bill on which we will
shortly vote.

Earlier this year, with passage of the
supplemental appropriations, we pro-
vided almost $2 billion to repair fences
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in high-traffic areas, to replace broken
Border Patrol aircraft for lower traffic
areas, and to support training for addi-
tional Customs and Border Patrol
agents. In addition, we deployed more
than 6,000 National Guard troops to our
southwest border, and subsequently—
and this is tremendous news—we saw a
45-percent drop in border apprehen-
sions.

But we have to do more. The Secure
Fence Act picks up where that supple-
mental left off. It lays the groundwork
for complete operational control over
our border with Mexico, and it will go
a long way toward stopping illegal im-
migration altogether. Customs and
Border Protection will take responsi-
bility for securing every inch of our
border with Mexico. Engineers and con-
struction workers will erect two-layer
reinforced fencing along the border.
Hundreds of new cameras and sensors
will be installed. Unmanned aircraft
will supplement existing air and
ground patrols.

We are enhancing and fortifying our
borders to entry so we will have better
control over who enters the country,
how they come, and what they bring.
We know this approach to enforcement
works. We saw a drastic downturn in il-
legal immigration when Congress man-
dated a 14-mile stretch of fence in San
Diego, from 200,000 border violations in
1992 to 9,000 last year.

The Secure Fence Act is a critical
component of national security. It is
an essential first step toward com-
prehensive immigration reform. So we
can’t afford to demean it with partisan
political stunts.

Mr. President, very shortly we will
have a vote to bring this bill to the
floor. But the vote isn’t just about this
bill. It is about bolstering national se-
curity. It is about keeping America
strong. It is about ensuring the safety
of each and every American. With ac-
tion here to secure our border, Con-
gress and the Nation can turn to re-
solving the challenges of worksite en-
forcement, of a strong temporary
worker program, and the challenges of
the 12 million illegal aliens who live
among us, with respect and care and
dignity.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama is recognized.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I
would like to make some comments on
this legislation and ask that I be noti-
fied after 8 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator suspend? Under the previous
order, there will be 1 hour for debate
equally divided between the two lead-
ers or their designees.

The Senator is recognized.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, we are
indeed a nation of immigrants. We will
always have immigrants coming to our
country, and they have enriched our
Nation in so many different ways. It is
time for us, however, to recognize that
the policies we have adopted as a Na-
tion are not working; that the law that
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we as Americans respect so greatly is
being made a mockery of; the system is
in shambles, and the American people
are very concerned about it—as they
rightly should be. I believe public offi-
cials are coming to understand the
gravity of the problem after the Amer-
ican people have led them at last to
that event.

For the last 30 or 40 years, the Amer-
ican people have been right on this sub-
ject. They have asked for a lawful sys-
tem of immigration. They have asked
for a system of immigration that
serves the interests of the United
States of America. And they have ex-
pressed continual concern about the il-
legality that is ongoing. Frankly, the
politicians and Government officials
have not been worthy of the good and
decent instincts and desires of the
American people.

Finally, I think those voices are
being heard today.

We want to talk about the House bill
that is on the floor of the Senate
today. We are asking that this legisla-
tion be considered by the Senate. The
majority leader has had to file for clo-
ture because apparently some in this
body do not even want to consider this
legislation. They do not want to talk
about it, push it away through surrep-
titious legerdemain. They want to fig-
ure out a way to undermine whatever
legislation has been passed and make
sure nothing ever gets done. That has
been the problem. I hate to say it. We
have gone again and again, and we
have promised we are going to do some-
thing and we tell the American people
we are going to do this and we are
going to do that. But they are not igno-
rant, they know we have not done any-
thing, except for the last few months
we began to take a few steps that had
some significance. But for the last 40
years we have basically had a system
driven by illegality that is not worthy
of the American people, not worthy of
our heritage of law, and it must end.

Let me tell you what happened in the
Senate about the fencing issue. Five
months ago, May 17, my colleagues, by
a vote of 83 to 16, after talking to their
constituents, I submit, approved my
amendment to mandate the construc-
tion of at least 370 miles of fencing and
500 miles of vehicle barriers along the
southwest border. That totals 870 miles
of physical barriers, either a fence or a
vehicle barrier. Admittedly, that was a
strong vote in this body, indicating
that fencing on the southern border is
and should be a part of our plan to re-
capture a legal system of immigration
in America. It remains one of our im-
portant priorities.

On August 2, my colleagues, this
time, by a vote of 93 to 3, voted to fund
the construction of those miles of fenc-
ing and barriers on the DOD appropria-
tions bill as part of the National Guard
effort at the border. Today we will vote
again. I expect and hope that the Sen-
ate will have the votes for cloture so
we can move forward with this bill and
not have it obstructed from even being
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debated in the Senate. The miles of
fencing contained in this bill are not
that different from what the Senate
had already voted for, 93 to 3 to fund
this year.

The Senate has already voted to fund
them, and we are moving forward. This
bill simply requires—the House bill
that has been passed by the other
body—that more of those miles be fenc-
ing in designated areas.

I will make this point: We are not
there yet. Just because we have had
these votes, just because the House has
voted for fencing, just because the Sen-
ate, by an overwhelming vote, has au-
thorized fencing, we have not begun to
construct that yet. We have to get the
money, and we have to get a final bill.
The amendment I offered—that passed
83 to 16—was part of the comprehensive
immigration bill. That bill is not going
to become law. That whole bill is not
going to become law. So if we are going
to commence now to build a barrier on
the border, we need to pass this legisla-
tion that actually authorizes it. So
don’t go back home and say I voted for
it, but I didn’t vote for this bill. This
bill is going to determine whether we
actually do something and we author-
ize it and direct how it is to be done,
not your previous vote.

That is what has been happening. We
have always said we have had these
votes, but when the dust settled we
never made it law and never made it
reality. I urge my colleagues to under-
stand that. Without this legislation we
are not going to get there in the way
you previously voted, and everybody
needs to understand that.

Let me tell you a little bit about
what is in the legislation. The majority
leader summed it up correctly. I appre-
ciate his leadership and his strong sup-
port from the beginning for sufficient
border barriers. Majority Leader FRIST
is committed to a good and just solu-
tion of the immigration problem in
America, but he has come to under-
stand that we have to take steps and do
some things, and one of them is fenc-
ing.

This is what this bill will do. It will
establish operational control of the
border. Most people think we ought to
have that now but we do not. We do not
have operational control of the border.
So not less than 18 months after the
enactment of this bill, the Department
of Homeland Security must take all ac-
tions mnecessary and appropriate to
achieve and maintain operational con-
trol of the border. Isn’t that what we
want? Isn’t that what we have been
asking for, for 30 years?

Within 1 year of enactment, and an-
nually thereafter, the Secretary must
report to Congress and to the American
people on the progress made toward
achieving operational control of the
border. We are not going to just pass a
bill this time and forget it. We are
going to have some reports and some
analysis so we can monitor whether we
are being successful.

Operational control under the legis-
lation includes systematic surveillance
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of the international land and maritime
borders through the use of personnel
and technology such as unmanned aer-
ial vehicles, ground-based sensors, sat-
ellites, radar, and cameras. Those are
all going to be part of any effective
system. We know that. We are not op-
posed to that. But don’t let anybody
tell you only those things will make
the system work. They will not.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used 8 minutes.

Mr. SESSIONS. Thank you, Mr.
President.
Physical infrastructure enhance-

ments to prevent illegal entry of aliens
and to facilitate access to inter-
national land and maritime borders by
the Customs and Border Protection
Agency are important. The bill further
defines operational control as the pre-
vention of unlawful entry into the
United States, including entry by ter-
rorists, unlawful aliens, instruments of
terrorism, narcotics, and contraband.
Second, the bill extends the current re-
quirement for border fencing in San
Diego, requiring that fencing be in-
stalled by 2008 through several urban
areas. It mentions those. All the fenc-
ing in the bill is focused on the heavily
trafficked areas on the southwest bor-
der. None of the fencing extends fur-
ther than 15 miles outside high traf-
ficking areas.

Let me just say this: The system that
we have today is failing so badly that
last year we apprehended 1.1 million
people entering into this country ille-
gally. Tell me that is a functional sys-
tem.

By sending in the National Guard, by
building these barriers, by adding to
the number of agents, each one of those
steps will help send a message through-
out the world that we are not wide
open, that our borders are going to be
enforced. You should not come ille-
gally. You should wait in line and come
legally.

Those are facts that I think all of us
need to consider as we evaluate this
legislation.

Mr. President, I see the Democratic
leader here, Senator REID. I know his
day is busy. I will be pleased to yield
the floor and reserve the remainder of
my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi-
nority leader is recognized.

Mr. REID. I so appreciate the cour-
tesy that is so normal and usual from
my friend from Alabama.

Mr. President, it is so interesting
that here it is 5 days before we are set
to adjourn, 6 weeks before an election,
and this border fence bill has been
brought forward. The majority and the
President have had 5 years since 9/11 to
secure our borders, but they basically
ignored, for 5 years, this issue of na-
tional security. Now, with the elec-
tions looming, suddenly they want to
get serious about protecting America.
If they want to have this debate, I am
happy to join in it.

First of all, we can build the tallest
fence in the world, and it will not fix
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our broken immigration system. To do
that we need the kind of comprehen-
sive reform that the Senate passed ear-
lier this year. We have been waiting for
months for the majority to appoint
conferees so we can move forward on
this bill, but they have not done that.

Mr. President, I direct your attention
and that of my distinguished friend
from Alabama to this document called
“Immigration and America’s Future.”
I just completed a meeting with Sen-
ator SPENCER ABRAHAM and Congress-
man LEE HAMILTON, who are cochairs
of this Task Force on Immigration and
America’s Future. Twenty-five of the
most prominent people in America
have met to recognize that our system
is in bad shape. This document will be
made public in a matter of hours. It
will be made public today. I so much
appreciate their coming and talking
about what they believe is good and
bad about our system. I think it is
without any exaggeration that they
think the House suggestion that we
can do it through just security will not
work.

Our bill, our Senate bill—I am sure
they are not going to endorse it but, of
course, they think it is better than the
House bill by a far measure.

Because it appears very clear to me
that the President and the majority
leader are not going to help us get this
conference appointed—we have waited
weeks and weeks for a conference—I
hope that we can, when we come back
next year, do something about immi-
gration, something serious and sub-
stantial.

I have not read this document. I have
the greatest respect for the people who
have come up with this document, and
I think we can find a lot of substance
in it. We need a bill that combines
strong and effective enforcement of our
borders, tough sanctions against em-
ployers who hire undocumented immi-
grants, a temporary worker program,
and an opportunity for undocumented
immigrants currently in this country
to have a pathway to legal immigra-
tion. They need to work hard, pay their
taxes, learn English, and stay out of
trouble. Only a combination of these
elements will work to get our broken
immigration under control.

President Bush says he supports com-
prehensive reform, but he has a strange
way of showing it. I heard my friend,
who is one of the Senate’s lawyers.
Rarely does he come to the Senate
floor unless he has an element of the
law on which to speak. One of the
things he talked about, last year they
apprehended a little over a million peo-
ple coming across the borders. How-
ever, that is down 30 percent from the
time President Bush took office until
now. Prior to that, we were picking up
close to 2 million. We have a system
that just does not work.

It is not just people coming across
our border; it is what they are bringing
across the border. The General Ac-
counting Office reported that they
were able to bring nuclear materials
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across our border. Now, 6 months after
we received that report from the Gen-
eral Accounting Office, the Repub-
licans want to get serious about border
security. What has taken so long?

For years, we have had procedures
and laws in place to secure our bor-
ders—not well but certainly better—
and they have been virtually ignored.
The September 11 Commission told the
President he should work with other
countries to develop a terrorist watch
list that our Border Patrol agents
could use to check people coming in.
Did he do that? No. The September 11
Commission gave him a failing grade.

In the 9/11 Act—we all remember
that—Congress provided for 2,000 new
Border Patrol agents. Guess what. Like
so many things, they are authorized
but not paid for. We have been unable
to get the President and the Repub-
lican Congress to pay for these new
Border Patrol agents. We authorized
them and do not pay for them.

We did not oppose the sensible fence
on the border. Almost all of us voted
for a 370-mile fence as part of the com-
prehensive bill. If I am not mistaken, it
is the Senator from Alabama who
moved forward to have the fence paid
for. That is good. Now we have an
amendment to build 700 miles of ex-
tremely expensive fencing—some esti-
mate it will cost as much as $7 bil-
lion—with no plan to fix our broken
immigration system.

The majority has made very clear
they have no interest in negotiating
with the Senate to enact legislation.
What we are doing today is about No-
vember 7th. In addition, we now hear
the majority may try to include the
entire House enforcement package in
the Homeland Security appropriations
conference report. This is the package
that the House Republicans put to-
gether after their unprecedented sum-
mer of sham hearings about the Sen-
ate’s comprehensive immigration re-
form bill.

Among the measures included in the
package is a provision making the 12
million undocumented immigrants sub-
ject to arrest and detention. This pro-
vision has long been opposed by State
and local law enforcement authorities
who already are stretched thin and do
not want to jeopardize the policing ef-
forts in immigrant communities.

This is clearly an effort to sneak the
controversial criminalization provi-
sions of the House enforcement-only
bill through the back door. I strongly
oppose this illegitimate maneuver. If
the Republicans want to move forward
on these provisions, they should have
agreed to a conference on immigration
bills that each Chamber passed.

Enforcement measures alone will not
secure our border. It is crucial we get
control of our border. That is without
any question. But, like many of my
colleagues on the other side of the
aisle, and like President Bush, I believe
we can only secure our border through
comprehensive reform. No amount of
grandstanding will change that.



S9742

This is a rehash of a battle we al-
ready have fought. The Senate has spo-
ken and profoundly disagrees with the
House. The Senate is ready to sit down
with the House and work out a real so-
lution. We need the President and the
majority leader to help find the solu-
tion. We have offered practical, work-
able, fair solutions to solve our immi-
gration systems. The President and the
majority leader said they supported
what we were trying to do, but it does
not appear they are interested in real
solutions, just political posturing at
this stage.

On the motion to proceed to this bill,
I will vote aye in the hope that the ma-
jority leader will allow Members to
amend it to reflect the Senate’s bipar-
tisan support for comprehensive immi-
gration reform. At the very least, there
are certain key things we need to do.
The fruits and vegetables in our coun-
try are being thrown away at harvest
time because we do not have the people
to pick the fruit and vegetables and
work at the processing plants. I hope
that amendment would be allowed—at
least the farm workers provision.

I wish we were in a different position.
I, again, direct my colleagues’ atten-
tion to this work done by Senator
ABRAHAM, Congressman HAMILTON and
23 others. It is a bipartisan group. As I
have indicated, I have not read this—I
have gotten a briefing on it—but we
need to have a new direction in immi-
gration in this country. Hopefully, this
document will allow that new direc-
tion.

Again, I so appreciate my friend al-
lowing me to speak. I appreciate it so
very much.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama is recognized.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I
thank the Democrat leader and his cit-
ing of that report. I look forward to
reading it.

The reason that is important, this so-
called comprehensive reform bill that
actually passed the Senate, with a sub-
stantial number of no votes, is nothing
more than an extension of the current
failed system. It is not a comprehen-
sive reform of immigration at all.

We had a hearing last week at my re-
quest. We had some of the best minds
in America on immigration. They said
our present system is completely inef-
fectual. I think that is fair way to sum-
marize what they said.

They all spoke favorably of the Cana-
dian plan, the Australian plan, and
other plans being developed by devel-
oping nations around the world. It
makes every sense that we do that. I
am looking forward to analyzing that
report. I am confident it will be further
evidence that business as usual in im-
migration must end.

Next year we need to come forward—
and I will commit to working with my
colleagues—and have a real dialog on
what immigration should be for Amer-
ica. The seminal expert in America,
Professor George Borjas, himself an
immigrant, at the John F. Kennedy
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School at Harvard, has written the
most authoritative and best-known
book on immigration, ‘““Heaven’s
Door.” He just testified at our hearing
last week. He has said in his book and
in his testimony, fundamentally,
America needs to ask this question:
Are you crafting an immigration policy
that serves your national interests?

If that is what we are doing, then he
has some ideas that help us do that.
But that is not what we have been
doing. We have never had a discussion
of the Canadian plan that gives pref-
erence to people with education. We
have never discussed the Canadian plan
that gives preference to people who al-
ready speak English. We have not dis-
cussed the system in Canada that gives
preferences to people who bring busi-
ness investment or have skills that are
important in the workplace.

Isn’t that what a rational nation
would do? This bill that passed the
Senate is fatally flawed. We need to
start over completely. I believe, that
report will validate the things I just
mentioned.

Of course, let me say to all of our col-
leagues, no one suggests that building
a fence is the end to the problem. Mr.
T.J. Bonner, head of the Border Patrol
Agents Association, testified at our
committee. He said there are two
things we need to do: We need to
strengthen the border and eliminate
the magnet of the workplace by crack-
ing down on illegal hiring in the work-
place.

The Senator from Nevada, the Demo-
cratic leader, is correct. We have seen
some reduction in the numbers being
apprehended. I hope that indicates we
are seeing a reduction in those at-
tempting to enter the country. I be-
lieve it does.

What should that tell us? That
should tell us that if we continue to
take strong steps, we can end this
worldwide perception that our border is
wide open, that anyone can come
through our country legally or ille-
gally and end that whole perception
and shift toward that magic tipping
point where people realize they are not
going to be successful getting in our
country illegally, and they are not
going to be able to get a job once they
get here. We can do both of those.

The American people need to know,
our Members of Congress need to know,
if we continue the course we are on and
actually follow through on the things
we have discussed, we can create a law-
ful border. It is not impossible. Don’t
have anyone say that is impossible. It
is part of the steps. To say we should
not do border fencing because that is
just one step and that is not the whole
thing is silly. If we have to take 20
steps to get to the goal, why say it is
worthless to take 2 of those steps? Cer-
tainly we ought to take the steps we
know we can do right now.

The American people are a bit cyn-
ical about what we are doing. The lead-
er asks, Why do we want to bring it up
now? We are about to finish the ses-
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sion, and we still haven’t gotten it
done. I don’t want to go home without
having done some things to improve
the legal system of our border. I don’t
think most Members do. We have to
get it done. We should have already
had it done. I agree with that.

I was sharing some thoughts before
the minority leader, the Democratic
leader arrived, about what is in this
bill, how it actually is effective and
will actually work and will actually re-
duce the immigration in our country
from illegal sources by a significant
amount.

I was able to travel with Senator
SPECTER, chairman of the Judiciary
Committee, to South America re-
cently. We were in a number of coun-
tries. We saw a report on polling data
in Nicaragua that said 60 percent of the
people of Nicaragua would come to the
United States if they could. I men-
tioned that to the State Department
personnel in Peru. They told me that 70
percent of the people in Peru would
come to the United States if they
could, according to a recently pub-
lished poll. This is a wonderful place.
America is a great country. All over
the world, millions and millions and
millions would like to come here. We
cannot accept everyone that would like
to come. I wish we could, but it is just
not possible.

We need to set standards and appro-
priate behaviors to create a system
that is lawful, No. 1; also, a system
that lets people come in on the basis of
merit and what is in the best interests
of our country.

The House bill we are now consid-
ering has some important and valuable
things in it. It calls for interlocking
surveillance camera systems that must
be installed by May of next year. They
are going to keep waiting. How much
longer can this go on? We need Home-
land Security to get moving. It says all
of the fencing must be installed by May
of 2008. That is a good step. That says
we are going to get serious and we are
going to do something.

Laredo-Brownsville would be given
until December of 2008. The bill pro-
vides the Secretary of Homeland Secu-
rity the flexibility to substitute fenc-
ing with other surveillance and barrier
tools if the topography of a specific
area has an elevation or hillside of
greater than 10 percent.

I ask what the balance is on both
sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority side has 11 minutes remaining
and the minority side has 20 minutes
remaining.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, the
bill that is before us today requires the
Secretary, not later than 30 days after
passage, to evaluate the authority of
our Customs and Border Protection
agents to stop vehicles that enter the
United States illegally and that refuse
to stop when ordered to stop. Compare
that authority with the authority
given to the Coast Guard to stop ves-
sels on the high seas that don’t stop
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when they are ordered to stop, and to
make an assessment about whether the
Border Patrol authority needs to be ex-
panded. We have a real problem with
people just riding by and placing people
at risk by not stopping. That situation
needs to end.

We need to give our agents authority
sufficient for their own personal safety
and the protection of the laws of this
country.

The Secretary would be required to
report his decision within 60 days.

The bill further calls for a northern
border study to assess the feasibility of
a state-of-the-art infrastructure secu-
rity system. The report will assess the
necessity for such a system, the feasi-
bility of implementing a system, and
the economic impact of the system.

We need to look at the northern bor-
der. We are not arresting 1 million peo-
ple-plus a year on the northern border.
It does not have anything like the im-
pact of the movement of people ille-
gally such as we have on the southern
border, but we need to watch that, too.

Fencing is proven. In San Diego,
where they built a fence a number of
years ago, crime has fallen dramati-
cally. According to the FBI Crime
Index, crime in San Diego County—the
whole county—dropped 56 percent be-
tween 1989 and 2000. Can you imagine
that? Just by ending the open border
that existed, vehicle drive-throughs
where they do not stop—and the reason
they have fallen from between 6 and 10
a day before the construction of the
fence, to only 4 drive-throughs in 2004,
the whole year.

This is a mockery of law when 6 to 10
people are just driving through the bor-
der ignoring the Border Patrol officers
who are there. What kind of mockery
of law is that?

Fencing has reduced illegal entries in
San Diego.

According to the numbers we have,
apprehensions decreased from 531,000 in
1993 to 111,000 in 2003. That is by four-
fifths. That is only one-fifth the num-
ber being arrested today as there were
10 years ago as a direct result of seri-
ous enforcement bolstered by physical
barriers.

Fencing has also reduced drug traffic
in San Diego. In 1993, authorities ap-
prehended over 58,000 pounds of mari-
juana coming across the border. In
2003, only 36,000 pounds were appre-
hended. In addition, cocaine smuggling
decreased from 1,200 pounds to 150
pounds.

I am glad to hear that the majority
leader—and the Democratic leader—in-
dicated he would move to have this bill
come forward on the Senate floor. If
there is some tweaking which needs to
be done, that will give us an oppor-
tunity to do that.

I think the bill is fundamentally
sound in all respects. I urge my col-
leagues to look at it. I think they will
feel comfortable that it is consistent
with their previous votes in this body
for a fencing measure.

But the Members of our body need to
understand that our first vote on fenc-
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ing, which we authorized on the immi-
gration bill, is not going to be effective
because that bill is not going to pass.
It was an amendment to that bill. If we
are going to do anything before we
leave this year—and the American peo-
ple should be watching us carefully—
this is what we need to do. We have an
opportunity now to stand up and make
real what we have talked about and
what we voted for. If we don’t do it, we
will not make that reality come into
effect, and we will not be faithful to
the promises we made to our constitu-
ents. And, once again, we will see this
kind of cynicism and disrespect for
Congress because of our inconsistency
in what we say and what we do.

Too often I have observed in this
body when we come up with an idea
about immigration that does not work,
it will pass. If you come up with some-
thing that actually does work, for
some reason or another, even if it is
voted and passed in one body or other,
it never seems to really become law.
This time we need to make our legal
system work.

I thank the Chair.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, how
much time do I have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
4 minutes 10 seconds.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I am
convinced that physical barriers at our
borders—fencing in particular—are an
important and central cost-effective
solution to border security.

My colleague, the Democratic leader,
has used a figure of $7 billion. We think
that is greatly exaggerated. We believe
it can be done for much less than that,
although that money has been floated.
A private contractor has indicated he
could do it for about $1.8 billion, and
that is the money we put into the bill.
And with the help of the National
Guard, I think we ought to be able to
build fencing at a rate far less than
that.

I note that this is a one-time expend-
iture. This expenditure is going to re-
duce the 1 million apprehensions a year
dramatically. A barrier like this will
enhance the ability of each and every
single Border Patrol officer to do his or
her job. It will enable them to be far
more effective. It is going to enable us
to not have to hire nearly as many peo-
ple. It will send a signal to the world
that our border is not open. That
means we will need fewer bed spaces.

We are going to be moving toward
reaching that tipping point where the
border is perceived as being closed,
where the legal system is being hon-
ored in America again, and where we
can make a difference in this whole
system. Manpower alone cannot work.

Are they going to have to stand every
500 yards on the border and try to
catch people? When you apprehend
somebody, you have to pay to take
them to a facility and then take them
back across the border; or if there is
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some distant country, pay for a plane
ticket and send them back home and
put them in a detention place until
that occurs. We think we need a catch-
and-release program. But even if we do
this, it is still very costly.

A fence is going to save us billions of
dollars over the years. It is going to
allow us to be effective, with fewer
Border Patrol agents. It is going to
help us reach that tipping point where
we will need far fewer bed spaces and
far fewer planes to charter to take peo-
ple back home. We will have far fewer
efforts to move people back across the
border, at a great savings to this coun-
try. This is a cost-savings bill. It is a
statement bill, I submit. When you
count the costs of salaries and the time
and insurance for our Border Patrol,
the risk at which they are placed, a
fence is going to be a tremendous asset
to them. We will have a roadway so
they can move down in their vehicles
along the border to pick up people who
have entered. The word is going to get
out that it is not easy to do that any-
more.

There are a lot of other things we
need to do. We need to clarify the cur-
rent law as it exists.

Along with my staff person, Cindy
Hayden, a lawyer on the Judiciary
Committee, my chief counsel, we wrote
a Law Review article for the Stanford
Law Review. We talked about the au-
thority of the local law enforcement
officers. They have authority in most
instances, but it is blurred and con-
fused, and as a result most State and
local law enforcement officers are
afraid to do anything. We need legisla-
tion that will fix that. We need the
workplace enforcement.

All of these are steps that need to be
taken so that people can’t come into
the workplace fraudulently and get a
job as they are today. Those things can
be done, but a critical part of this en-
tire process is securing the border first.
The American people expect us to do
that.

This legislation gives us that capac-
ity. We can make that difference, and
the result will be that we are going to
see further improvements in the num-
ber of apprehensions.

Then, next year we need a good dia-
log. As Senator HARRY REID said, we
need to take Professor Borjas’s book,
‘““Heaven’s Door,” and take other testi-
mony that we have seen and reviewed
and build on that and develop a com-
prehensive program that we can be
proud of, that will allow talented im-
migrants to come here, people whom
we know scientifically from studies
and analyses will be successful in
America, who will pay more in taxes
than they take out. And the numbers
are really scary.

Large numbers of people coming in
today are high school dropouts, do not
have a high school diploma. According
to the National Academy of Sciences, a
person coming into our country with-
out a high school diploma, over a life-
time, will cost the U.S. Treasury al-
most $90,000. Think about that. They
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will have a low-wage job. They will not
be paying income tax. They will be re-
ceiving other benefits. That does not
include extra schools and highways
that will have to be built. It only in-
cludes what they will be getting in
terms of earned-income tax credit or
Food Stamps and other benefits such
as medical and the like.

We are moving now. The American
people’s voices are beginning to be
heard. But I think we are going to have
to study this issue. If the American
people will stay in tune, if they will in-
sist on the highest and best values, in-
cluding law and decency and generosity
and a positive view of immigration, we
will have all those values at play in our
decisionmaking process. We can come
up with legislation next year that ac-
tually could do more good than most
people realize.

I can’t tell you how exited I am
about it. But it is absolutely essential
that we take steps today to gain credit
with the American people; to have
them understand that we are listening,
that we are going to make the legal
system work. And then we can enter
into a dialog with them next year to
develop, as Professor Borjas’s book
says, policies that serve the legitimate
interests of our Nation.

Why shouldn’t we do that? Other
countries are doing that. Are we saying
that Canada is not an advanced and hu-
mane nation? Are we saying that the
policies that New Zealand adopted are
not humane and decent and effective?
Look at it. We will find that they are.
In fact, they allow quite a number of
people to come into their country
every year, but they try to allow those
to come who have the best chance of
being the most successful.

It has exciting possibilities for us. It
is important that the misguided legis-
lation that has come through this Sen-
ate has now ground to a halt, that the
House has flatly rejected it, and that
we in our own body are reevaluating
it—I think rightly—and we will be at a
point where we can start over, start
afresh and develop a comprehensive
plan.

Let’s get credibility with the Amer-
ican people.

Let’s make this border a lawful bor-
der again, and we will see a reduction
in crime. We will see increasing eco-
nomic and commercial development in
the areas where enforcement becomes a
reality. We can tell the world that you
have an opportunity to come to our
country, but you are going to have to
meet standards. You will have to
apply, and you will be objectively and
fairly evaluated. And if you meet those
criteria, you will rise up in the list. If
you do not, you may not be able to get
in. We are sorry, because everybody
cannot come in here. We wish it were
different, but it is just so. We cannot
accept more and more and more. We
have to decide what the right number
is, what skills and assets they bring
that we want for our country, and
make a selection process on that basis.
It is really exciting, that possibility.
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In our situation today—I say to my
colleagues, I would like to share this
one thought with you—and I am sure
the report that Senator REID men-
tioned probably has some discussion of
it because it is a defining event—only
20 percent of the green cards—that is
the card that gives one permanent resi-
dence in the United States—only 20
percent of those are given out based on
the skills of the applicant. Think about
that. How can that be in our national
interest? The experts we have heard
say it is not in our national interest.
Canada and other nations have ana-
lyzed this. They have decided that is
not where they want to go. So they are
trying to get to 60, to 70 percent based
on skills.

Yes, we will always have those sub-
ject to persecution around the world,
humanitarian cases, who we will allow
in our country. But the number and the
way we are doing it now is not a sen-
sible way to proceed.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
reserve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GRAHAM). The Senator from Alabama.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I no-
tice that none of my colleagues are
here. Senator REID, I am pleased to
say, indicates he will be supporting
moving forward to the bill and cloture.
I will take time, as we are heading up
to the hour to vote, to share a few ad-
ditional thoughts.

The only way we are going to get an
authorization of the fencing is to pass
this amendment. The authorization for
border barriers I offered as an amend-
ment, which was adopted as part of the
comprehensive so-called immigration
bill, will not become law because that
bill will not become law. This is the
way we have now to do it.

The House has passed a bill that is
thoughtful, that makes sure we are not
playing a shell game with the Amer-
ican voters but that we actually create
a mechanism to ensure that the fenc-
ing gets built on a timetable. It in-
cludes a number of other things, such
as technology and sensors and the like.

The second aspect of the legislation
is very, very important. We voted in
this body 93 to 3—and the majority
leader and the Democratic leader both
made reference to it—to fund it at $1.8
billion. That was a commitment we
made. We said we were for that. This
budget that we passed has $20 billion
set aside for emergency funding as part
of our budgetary expectations for this
year. How much of that will go to
homeland security? We have to be care-
ful to watch. And even though we au-
thorized these barriers at the border,
which are going to make a huge, huge
difference in reducing illegal entry into
America—it is going to be so positive—
but if we do not fund it so we can actu-
ally build it, it cannot be built. That
requires an appropriations.

So I am getting worried about that. I
am hearing some things—that the $1.8
billion we passed with such an over-
whelming vote may not be funded. So
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isn’t that the shell game we are talk-
ing about now? Isn’t that the deal? We
thought we had done it on the Defense
bill. It would be built through the Na-
tional Guard who is already on the bor-
der. And the money would go to them
to supervise, to contract out, or utilize
their own personnel to construct this
fencing.

That is what we thought we had
done. But as often happens around
here, subtle things happen. You think
you have something in your hand and
like a will-o’-the-wisp it just dis-
appears. I hate to use the words ‘‘shell
game’’ because it is not always planned
out that way, but the effect can be the
same. First you think you have it, and
then it disappears. You think it is
under that shell, you think you have it,
and it is not there.

So I am going to have to tell our
leadership on both sides of the aisle I
am pleased to see we have a commit-
ment to building the fences. We voted
twice now, and the House has over-
whelmingly voted for this. But we need
to make sure we don’t play a shell
game where we don’t have the money
at the end to build it because somebody
wants to spend it on a pet project they
have.

This is a matter of national interest.
It is a matter of national security. It is
a matter we cannot fumble the ball on.
It is a matter we are committed to by
our previous votes. So let’s make sure
we do it. And setting priorities is what
we do. That is what we are paid to do.
We cannot do everything. So we will
have a bit of a test as the session winds
down to see if the appropriations proc-
ess—the actual appropriating of the
money to do the things that are needed
to be done—is carried out and the fund-
ing is there and the barriers are built.

Again, I repeat, this would be a one-
time expenditure. I believe the num-
bers we are hearing are too high. We
felt like $1.7 billion, $1.8 billion would
do the 370 miles of fencing, including
500 miles of vehicle barriers. There is
enough money to fund that. But if we
are going to have to have that, we
can’t have no funding, a third of the
funding, or a half of the funding or we
are not going to be able to do this job.
And if it turns out we are wrong and
the cost is higher than we expected, we
are not going to come close to doing
what we are telling the American peo-
ple we intend to do. So we will have to
watch that.

I will just share, in conclusion, my
thoughts about the nature of the Amer-
ican Republic of which we are a part. It
is a good and decent nation. We have a
positive view of immigration. We have
been a nation of immigrants from our
founding. We believe in immigration.
But we are also a nation of laws.

I was a Federal prosecutor for 15
years, and it breaks my heart to see
the Federal United States law be made
a mockery along the border of our
country, that without fencing people
are driving by, and not even stopping
when the Border Patrol attempts to de-
tain them.
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We had a hearing yesterday on crime
in America. We had the Director of the
Bureau of Prisons. He told us that in
the Federal prison penitentiaries 27
percent of the people detained are not
American citizens. Can you imagine
that—27 percent?

Now, I am absolutely convinced that
overwhelmingly the people who come
to our country are law-abiding; even if
they come to our country illegally,
they are law-abiding, other than their
entry. But I have to tell you, if I were
in big trouble somewhere in some for-
eign country, and they were trying to
arrest me in my hometown, and the
chief of police knows my name, and I
am facing a big, serious crime, why
would I not want to scoot across the
border and go to the United States
where nobody would know me?

I think we are picking up an exces-
sive number of people who may even be
fleeing prosecution in their towns or
people who have come here to set up
drug distribution networks and things
of that nature. So somehow we are
picking up a larger number of the
criminal element than we ever have.
When I asked Mr. Lappin about the
prison system and the fact that he said
27 percent of the people in the Federal
penitentiaries are noncitizens, I asked
him: Does that include those we detain
at the border who are being held wait-
ing to be deported? He said, No, it does
not even include those.

So this Nation, in our own interest,
has every right—indeed, we have a
duty to our people—to make sure our
borders are not wide open, terrorists do
not come here, drug dealers do not
come here, people in trouble for sexual
offenses and child pornography and
those kinds of things, and child abuse,
who flee their own countries, do not
run across the border to safety in the
United States, where they are never
apprehended and live here.

So this is all part of it. If we are com-
ing through with the right funding, we
will be successful in taking the historic
step to creating a lawfulness in this
country.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
wish to say a few words before we move
to the cloture vote on H.R. 6061, the Se-
cure Fence Act of 2006. Colleagues, the
purpose of the fence is to prevent ille-
gal pedestrian and vehicular traffic
crossing the international border of the
United States with Mexico.

This bill does four main things. First,
it authorizes over 700 miles of two-lay-
ered reinforced fencing along the
southwest border with prioritized
placement at critical, highly populated
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areas. Second, the legislation man-
dates that the Department of Home-
land Security, DHS, achieve and main-
tain operational control over the entire
border through a ‘‘virtual fence’ that
deploys cameras, ground sensors, un-
manned aerial vehicles, UAVs, and in-
tegrated surveillance technology.
Third, it requires DHS to provide all
necessary authority to border per-
sonnel to disable fleeing vehicles, simi-
lar to the authority held by the U.S.
Coast Guard for maritime vessels. Fi-
nally, the bill requires DHS to assess
the vulnerability of the northern bor-
der.

Some of my colleagues ask why we
need these additional border control
tools. When combined with high-tech
detection devices, a secure fence should
make attempts to cross our border
more time-consuming so that the Bor-
der Patrol has time to respond and
catch those trying to breach the bor-
der. Having a state-of-the-art border
security fence system should ensure
that it cannot be easily compromised.
The business of apprehension is man-
power-intensive, slow, and legally com-
plex. If we only build a ‘‘virtual fence”’
without additional physical barriers,
we will spend millions on technology
that is subject to ordinary downtime
and then spend even more money to
chase down, apprehend, process, and
deport the illegal border-crossers.

I believe instead we should add these
tools to the toolbox of the Border Pa-
trol, as requested by DHS. An in-
creased manpower alone approach
would have the Border Patrol remain
vulnerable to decoys and other tactics
designed to draw our border agents
into one area so that another area is
left exposed. This fencing will help bor-
der control efforts and will not be an
inhibitor to legitimate entry to this
country.

More importantly, we Kknow that
fencing works. With the establishment
of the San Diego border fence, crime
rates in San Diego have fallen off dra-
matically. According to the FBI Crime
Index, crime in San Diego County
dropped 56.3 percent between 1989 to
2000. Vehicle drive-throughs in the re-
gion have fallen from between 6 to 10
per day before the fence to only 4 drive-
throughs in 2004, and those occurred
only where the secondary fence was not
complete. According to numbers pro-
vided by the San Diego Sector Border
Patrol in February 2004, apprehension
decreased from 531,689 in 1993 to 111,515
in 2003.

The Senate should take up and pass
the Secure Fence Act of 2006 and give
the Border Patrol all of the tools it
needs to do its job. The Senate should
send a clear message that we need this
fence and we need it now. Let’s send
this bill to the President before we
leave at the end of the month.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
rise today to again voice my strong
support for securing our Nation’s bor-
ders, which remain porous. We must
immediately address this threat to our
national security.
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I have consistently supported and
voted in favor of border security efforts
such as the installation of reinforced
fencing in strategic areas where high
trafficking of narcotics, unlawful bor-
der crossings, and other criminal activ-
ity exists. I have also supported in-
stalling physical barriers, roads, light-
ing, cameras, and sensors where nec-
essary.

However, I object to the Congress
making decisions about the location of
border fencing. These decisions should
be made by State and local law en-
forcement officials working with the
Department of Homeland Security, not
dictated by Congress. The border
States have borne a heavy financial
burden from illegal immigration; their
local officials are on the front lines.
They should be part of the solution.

Ours is a nation of laws and we must
be a nation of secure borders. I stand
resolved to work with my colleagues to
enact meaningful legislation in this
session of Congress that addresses bor-
der security first and enacts com-
prehensive immigration reform.

CLOTURE MOTION

Under the previous order, pursuant to
rule XXII, the clerk will report the
pending motion to invoke cloture.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on the mo-
tion to proceed to Calendar No. 615, H.R.
6061, a bill to establish operational control
over the international land and maritime
borders of the United States.

Bill Frist, Ted Stevens, Robert Bennett,
Lisa Murkowski, Mike Enzi, Pat Rob-
erts, Jeff Sessions, Orrin Hatch, Wayne
Allard, Thad Cochran, James Inhofe,
Trent Lott, John Ensign, Jon Kyl, Tom
Coburn, Mitch  McConnell, John
Cornyn.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the mandatory quorum
has been waived.

The question is, Is it the sense of the
Senate that the debate on the motion
to proceed to H.R. 6061, the Secure
Fence Act of 2006, shall be brought to a
close?

The yeas and nays are mandatory
under the rule.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Hawaii (Mr. AKAKA), the
Senator from Connecticut (Mr. DoODD),
the Senator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE),
the Senator from Massachusetts (Mr.
KENNEDY), the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KERRY), and the Senator
from New Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ) are
necessarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. KERRY) and the Senator
from New Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ)
would each vote ‘‘yea.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?
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The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 94,
nays 0, as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 252 Leg.]

YEAS—9%4

Alexander Domenici Mikulski
Allard Dorgan Murkowski
Allen Durbin Murray
Baucus Ensign Nelson (FL)
Bayh Enzi Nelson (NE)
Bennett Feingold Obama
B}den Fe}nstem Pryor
Bingaman Frist Reed
Bond Graham Rei

eid
Boxer Grassley Roberts
Brownback Gregg Rockefeller
Bunning Hagel
Burns Harkin Salazar
Burr Hatch Santorum
Byrd Hutchison Sarbanes
Cantwell Inhofe Schulmer
Carper Isakson Sessions
Chafee Jeffords Shelby
Chambliss Johnson Smith
Clinton Kohl Snowe
Coburn Kyl Specter
Cochran Landrieu Stabenow
Coleman Lautenberg Stevens
Collins Leahy Sununu
Conrad Levin Talent
Cornyn Lieberman Thomas
Craig Lincoln Th

une

Crapo Lott Vi

itter
Dayton Lugar Voinovich
DeMint Martinez W
DeWine McCain arner
Dole McConnell Wyden

NOT VOTING—6

Akaka Inouye Kerry
Dodd Kennedy Menendez

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote, the yeas are 94, the nays are 0.
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn having voted in the af-
firmative, the motion is agreed to.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to claim my 1 hour
at this point and ask to speak as in
morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

JOB LOSSES

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
rise today to talk about the most
pressing issue that I believe families
feel across this country and certainly
in my home State of Michigan, and
that relates to the squeeze that fami-
lies are feeling on all sides today. It
starts with the issue of jobs. We see
that almost 3 million jobs have been
lost in the manufacturing sector in the
last 6 years—almost 3 million jobs.
When we look at this chart, under this
administration we see that we have the
slowest job growth of any administra-
tion in over 70 years. We have to go
back to Herbert Hoover to see the kind
of job loss that we are now seeing—the
slowest job growth in over 70 years.

In my home State of Michigan it is
even worse than that, because what we
are seeing is the impact of a lack of a
21st century manufacturing strategy
on those in my State who have been
the global leaders—who are the global
leaders—in manufacturing. Almost 3
million jobs have been lost in manufac-
turing alone, and 260,000 of those jobs
have been in manufacturing in Michi-
gan.

Now, to add insult to injury, we see
expenses going up on all sides for fami-
lies. They are losing good-paying jobs.
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Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President,
would the Senator yield for a question
about the previous chart?

Ms. STABENOW. Absolutely. I yield
to my dear friend who is the ranking
member on the Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs Committee.

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, as I
understand it, this figure here reflects
the amount of annual growth rate of
employment under the Bush adminis-
tration.

Ms. STABENOW. That is correct.

Mr. SARBANES. At four-tenths of 1
percent.

Ms. STABENOW. That is correct.

Mr. SARBANES. We should compare
that with the job growth that has
taken place in all of these previous ad-
ministrations. This is the smallest
amount until we get back to Herbert
Hoover, is that correct?

Ms. STABENOW. Absolutely. Prior
to the Great Depression.

Mr. SARBANES. Right. It is a matter
of very great concern. This chart is a
dramatic demonstration that this so-
called economic recovery has not real-
ly produced jobs, which, after all, is
one of the main purposes that we seek
in terms of the workings of the econ-
omy.

Ms. STABENOW. Absolutely. In my
home State of Michigan, because we
are the global leaders in manufac-
turing, and I know in my good friend’s
home State of Maryland it is the same
way, in terms of manufacturing, that
number is even worse because of the
lack of effectiveness in enforcing trade-
offs, because of our inability to address
health care and being able to change
the way we fund health care, because of
the lack of investment in education
and innovation. That number does not
reflect the fact of the impact of the
loss of good-paying jobs, the kind of
jobs that have built the middle class of
this country.

Frankly, I am very proud to rep-
resent a State that has been at the
forefront in the auto industry, with an
industry that has created the middle
class in this country—middle class
jobs, not only in autos, in furniture
production, in other manufacturing.

The reality is that we have lost al-
most 3 million jobs that created the
middle class of this country. Even
though there has been just a tiny little
bit of an increase here over all, we see
it is the lowest, slowest job growth of
any administration. We have to go way
back to Herbert Hoover to find an ad-
ministration that has a worse jobs
record than this particular President.

I have to say it is particularly insult-
ing to those of us in Michigan who,
given this record and the fact that we
have almost 3 million jobs that have
been lost, and 260,000 manufacturing
jobs in Michigan alone, that when the
President of the United States came to
Michigan a couple of weeks ago to do
political fundraising, he didn’t have 30
minutes to meet with the auto indus-
try. He didn’t have 15 minutes to meet
with the executives of the largest em-
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ployers in the country. In fact, he has
postponed or canceled I believe three
different meetings with them and now
says he is prepared to meet with them
after the election.

This isn’t about elections. This isn’t
about politics. This is about a fight for
a way of life. This is a fight for a way
of life in this country. While he is wait-
ing until after the elections to meet
with the auto industry and to begin to
engage to do something about these
numbers, we have folks who are facing
layoffs today. We have headlines. We
have Ford Motor Company and their
latest headlines. We have struggles
going on throughout the industry.
Every day, somebody in Michigan gets
up in the morning and worries about
whether or not they are going to have
a job, worries about whether or not
they are going to be able to afford to
send their kids to college, whether or
not their health care is going to still be
there, and whether or not they are
going to be able to pay for it.

To add insult to injury, too many
people who have worked all their lives
and who have paid into a pension are
now finding themselves in a situation
where that pension won’t be there. I
think that is the ultimate outrage. In
the United States of America, I never
thought I would have to stand on the
floor of the U.S. Senate and say some-
body may be in a situation to lose a
pension they have paid for their whole
lives. We addressed this issue on a bi-
partisan basis, and I am very proud we
put in place efforts that are going to
save many of those pensions because of
the work that we did a few weeks ago.
But too many people still find them-
selves on the line as a result of that,
and that should not be an issue. Bank-
ruptcy or no bankruptcy, in this coun-
try you ought to get your pension, pe-
riod.

So we have a situation where more
and more families are on the edge,
more and more families who believe in
America, who believe in playing by the
rules, who get up every day and work
hard at one job, two jobs, three jobs,
and still find themselves falling more
and more behind.

On top of the job situation that they
are concerned about, they are being
squeezed on all sides by all of the other
costs that relate to their families. We
see, for instance, a 44 percent increase
in the cost of college tuition, room,
and board—a 44 percent increase. So
here we are, we are in a transition. We
hear that the economy is changing. We
need to be investing in education. We
need to be investing in opportunity for
the future, and in innovation and, at
the same time, we see the costs going
up, and the exact opposite policies are
being put in place in terms of cutting
opportunity for people.

We all want our children to have a
better opportunity than we have had. I
am very fortunate to have two children
who have worked their way through
school and a wonderful stepdaughter
who just graduated. I understand about
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