Walt and Raul have a weird debate going
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By Marty Trillhaase of the Tribune 

For the better part of a month, Congressman Walt Minnick, D-Idaho, and his Republican rival, state Rep. Raul Labrador, have been fighting about immigration. 

More to the point, they've been arguing over Minnick's advertising campaign about immigration. The latest, airing throughout Idaho's 1st Congressional District, has former Idaho U.S. Marshal Mike Johnson questioning Labrador's anti-illegal immigration credentials because the Eagle attorney represents immigrants. 

What a strange debate this is. 

That is, when you consider they're in tandem. 

On everything. 

Take your pick. Give Minnick a second term. Or send Labrador to Washington. 

Either way, your next congressman isn't going to merely take a hard line on illegal immigration. 

He's going after legal immigration, too. 

So says the survey both candidates completed for NumbersUSA, a group the Southern Poverty Law Center calls anti-immigration, albeit among the more reasonable of these groups. 

Surveys have an inherent flaw: They lock candidates into hard categories. There's no room for nuance. Nobody has to fill them out. In fact, more than three-quarters of the people seeking House seats passed on answering the NumbersUSA survey. Both Minnick and Labrador - who bypassed the more mainstream Project Vote Smart questionnaire - did respond, however, and they rated "true reformer" status. 

NumbersUSA quibbles a little with each. Minnick hasn't been forceful enough on some issues, so he rates a "B." Labrador's profession makes him suspect. Neither is willing to strip citizenship from children born in this country even if their parents aren't here legally. 

But if you want someone who opposes long-term work permits or a path to citizenship for the 11 million people working and living in this country illegally, Minnick and Labrador agree with you. 

Have no problem with creating a U.S. environment so hostile to illegal workers that they return home on their own? Neither do Minnick and Labrador. 

Support U.S. Rep. Heath Shuler, D-N.C. in his efforts to make the federal e-verify system mandatory? 

So do Minnick and Labrador. 

Think the federal government should be mandated to pick up any illegal immigrant detained by local law enforcement? 

Want cities that refuse to cooperate with U.S. Immigration and Custom's enforcement to lose federal funds, such as assistance for police? 

Believe it would be a good idea if the people admitted into this country - tourists, students and temporary workers - check in electronically? If they remain longer than permitted, this entry-exit system would target them as fugitives. 

Want more resources and personnel assigned to the nation's southern border? 

Then you've got no argument with Minnick and Labrador. 

They told NumbersUSA they'd support all of those ideas. 

But they don't stop there. The two candidates would: 

[image: image1.jpg]


End "chain migration." - This would reverse a half-century of immigration law by making it more difficult for adult relatives of American citizens to enter the country. 
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Eliminate the "visa lotteries." - For two decades, the U.S. allowed a few people to escape some of the sorriest places on earth, such as Islamic countries, Africa and the former Soviet republics through a lottery. U.S. Rep. Bob Goodlatte, R-Va., wants that stopped. 
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Limit the importation of workers. - Before a business could bring a skilled immigrant to the U.S, it would have to certify the employee doesn't undermine American workers or their wages. 
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Reduce legal immigration from the current 1.25 million a year to something approaching half or even a quarter of that amount. 

That's hard to swallow if you're a member of Idaho's growing Hispanic community. 

Or, if you believe, as former U.S. Sen. Larry Craig proposed, that Idaho's agriculture depends on a rational path to citizenship for farm workers, you're also out in the cold. 

Ditto if you happen to believe the nation's prosperity depends on attracting the world's best and brightest. 

These two are so intent on leaving no daylight between them on this issue they've careened to the extreme right. 

So that's settled. 

Isn't there something else they could discuss in the next three weeks? - M.T. 

