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we are doing a lot of damage to this
process. As long as the working people
of this country want to be heard in this
institution legally through their orga-
nizations that they pay dues to, we
ought to listen to them and we ought
to accommodate them. We ought not to
single them out and take vengeance on
them simply because they have an-
other point of view that is unpopular
with the majority.
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Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, for pur-
poses of debate only, | yield 4 minutes
to the gentleman from California [Mr.
THOMAS].

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the majority leader for yielding me
this time, and | want to thank my col-
league from California for once again
letting the chairman know of his inter-
est in making sure that there is no
hearing in which labor unions have to
present any testimony about anything
at all. Today’s hearing was, in fact, the
fourth hearing in a series of hearings,
which are the most extensive in the
history of this Congress on the cam-
paign finance bills that were passed in
the 1970’s.

Our hearings started off in a biparti-
san way. We had the Speaker of the
House and the minority leader of the
House talk about their vision of where
they wanted to go. We also had all of
the Members who have introduced leg-
islation who want to see change in
campaign finance laws. In fact, there
were so many Members, we had to
carry some over to the second hearing.

In the second hearing we heard from
corporations, we heard from people
who believe constitutionally they have
a right to form political action com-
mittees, we heard from labor unions
about the narrow segment of union po-
litical activity under the Federal Elec-
tion Commission.

In our third hearing we had national
chairmen of both the Democratic and
Republican Parties talking about how
the law unnecessarily hamstrings po-
litical parties, in their opinion, vis-a-
vis labor unions and other groups who
are able to participate in the process
far beyond political parties, and on a
bipartisan basis those leaders urged us
to look at changing the law affecting
political parties.

This is the fourth hearing in our se-
ries of hearings. It seemed entirely ap-
propriate since less than 1 week from
now labor unions are meeting here in
Washington to discuss increasing their
dues to put more than $35 million into
the political arena, which they have,
and | will not yield at this time be-
cause | would like to finish my state-
ment, in which the workers who are
paying for this have no knowledge
under the law, either under the FEC, or
the Labor Department, or the NLRB,
National Labor Relations Board, as to
where and how much money is spent in
the political process. The people who
participate in elections, the voters, do
not under the law have any under-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

standing, or idea, of how much money
because it simply is not required under
current law to be reported. We invited
the president of the AFL-CIO, the
president of the Teamsters, and the
secretary-treasurer of the AFL-CIO to
provide us with some understanding of
this involvement in the political proc-
ess. We fully intend to go forward with
additional hearings to hear from other
groups.

What was the response of the minor-
ity to yet one more hearing to get a
full, complete understanding of partici-
pation in this process? Either within or
outside the law? Either through sheer
arrogance or fear the union leaders de-
cided they would not show up and the
Democrats would not participate in the
hearing.

Who did we have testifying that
made it so slanted, so misrepresenta-
tive? We had two individuals from the
Congressional Research Service, indi-
viduals who are pledged in their testi-
mony to be fair and bipartisan; in fact,
so much so that every opening state-
ment of a witness from the Congres-
sional Research Service has to state as
much. We had professors of economics
and labor to help us to understand that
under the law, in an incomparable way,
labor unions can participate in the po-
litical process without any, without
any, requirement to disclose to the
public when and how that money is
spent, but, even more fundamentally,
to the people who -contribute the
money themselves. That information is
so shocking, so important to the Demo-
crats, that they have to walk out of a
committee and refuse to have people
come to the committee so that the
American people can understand when
and how labor unions influence elec-
tions.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the two gentlemen from California for
that scintillating debate, and, if |
might, | would like to thank the gen-
tleman from Missouri for having made
it possible.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. (Mr.
LAHOOD). Without objection, the pre-
vious question is ordered.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
ARMEY].

The motion was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

IMMIGRATION IN THE NATIONAL
INTEREST ACT OF 1995

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 384 and rule
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 2202.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
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on the State of the Union for the fur-
ther consideration of the bill (H.R.
2202) to amend the Immigration and
Nationality Act to improve deterrence
of illegal immigration to the United
States by increasing Border Patrol and
investigative personnel, by increasing
penalties for alien smuggling and for
document fraud, by reforming exclu-
sion and deportation law and proce-
dures, by improving the verification
system for eligibility for employment,
and through other measures, to reform
the legal immigration system and fa-
cilitate legal entries into the United
States, and for other purposes with Mr.
BONILLA in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee of the Whole rose on Wednesday,
March 20, 1996, amendment No. 18
printed in part 2 of House Report 104-
483, offered by the gentleman from
California [Mr. DREIER] had been dis-
posed of.

It is now in order to consider amend-
ment No. 19 printed in part 2 of House
Report 104-483, as modified by the order
of the House of March 19, 1996.

AMENDMENT, AS MODIFIED, OFFERED BY MR.

CHRYSLER

Mr. CHRYSLER. Mr. Chairman, |
offer an amendment, as modified, made
in order by the rule.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment, as modified.

The text of the amendment, as modi-
fied, is as follows:

Amendment, as modified, offered by Mr.
CHRYSLER: Strike from title V all except sec-
tion 522 and subtitle D.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. CHRYS-
LER] and a Member opposed, the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. SMITH], each
will be recognized for 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. CHRYSLER].

Mr. CHRYSLER. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 15 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. BERMAN], and | ask
unanimous consent that he be able to
control that time.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Michigan?

There was no objection.

Mr. CHRYSLER. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, let me first start out
by addressing some unfortunate distor-
tions concerning our amendment. Our
amendment does not increase immigra-
tion levels, and it does not touch the
welfare restrictions in the bill. It does
keep families together. Our amend-
ment will simply restore the legal im-
migration categories that are defined
under current law, strike the cuts in
permanent employer-sponsored immi-
gration, and keep refugees’ admission
at the current annual limit.

It is simply wrong that this immigra-
tion reform bill prohibits adult chil-
dren, brothers, sisters, and parents
from immigrating to the United
States. That is right. Under this bill,
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no American citizen will be able to
apply for a visa for their close family
members. The excuse being used for the
closing the door on the families of
American citizens is that we need to
give more family visas to former ille-
gal aliens who were granted amnesty in
1986. Mr. Chairman, slamming the door
on immediate family members of U.S.
citizens in order to give former illegal
immigrants more visas for their fami-
lies is unconscionable.

I also have a difficult time with the
bill’s definition of family as only
spouses, minor children, and parents
with health insurance coverage. | be-
lieve that brothers, sisters, parents
without long-term health care cov-
erage, and children over the age of 21
are all part of the nuclear family. In
the interests of families and keeping
families together, our amendment will
restore the current definition of ‘“‘fam-
ily”” to include spouses, children, par-
ents, and siblings.

Mr. Chairman, in a country of 260
million people, 700,000 legal immi-
grants is not an exorbitant amount.
There is simply no need to cut legal
immigration, people who play by the
rules and wait their turn, to 500,000. We
are all immigrants and descendants of
immigrants. In fact, 12 percent of the
Fortune 500 companies were started by
immigrants.

There are numerical caps on family
immigration, per-country limits, and
income requirements placed on spon-
sors. My amendment does not change
any of these requirements.

In addition, title 6 in this bill will
place restrictions on immigrants from
receiving welfare benefits as well as in-
crease the income requirement on
sponsors to 200 percent of the poverty
level. 1 fully support these require-
ments, and my amendment does not
change these provisions in the bill.

Immigrants who go through all of the
legal channels to come into this coun-
try should not be lumped into the same
category as those who choose to ignore
our laws and come into our country il-
legally. | agree with most of the illegal
immigration reforms that are included
in the bill, and I would like to vote for
an immigration reform bill that cracks
down on illegal immigration. But |
cannot justify voting for drastic cuts
in legal immigration because of the
problems of illegal immigration. These
are clearly two distinct issues that
must be kept separate.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, |
rise in opposition to the amendment,
and | yield 5 minutes of my time to the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. BRYANT],
and | ask unanimous consent that he
may be permitted to yield blocks of
time to other Members.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Texas?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Texas [Mr. BRYANT] will be recog-
nized for 5 minutes.
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. SMITH].

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, there are many rea-
sons why over 80 percent of the Amer-
ican people want legal immigration re-
form, and there are many reasons why
this legislation has attracted such
widespread support, such as from orga-
nizations like the National Federation
of Independent Business, the Hispanic
Business Roundtable, the Traditional
Values Coalition, United We Stand
America, and, as of today, our endorse-
ment by the United States Chamber of
Commerce.

The reasons to support immigration
reform and oppose this killer amend-
ment are these: First, now is the time
to reform legal immigration. Four
times in the past 30 years Congress has
acted to substantially increase legal
immigration. There was the Immigra-
tion Act of 1965, the Refugee Act of
1980, the Immigration Reform and Con-
trol Act of 1986, and the Immigration
Act of 1990.

The Commission on Immigration Re-
form has recommended a permanent
legal immigration system of 550 admis-
sions per year plus an additional 150,000
per year for 5 years to reunify close
families. This bill is very close to those
recommendations. In fact, it actually
exceeds those recommendations and,
for that reason, is very generous.

Second, this amendment hurts Amer-
ican families and workers. A fun-
damental problem in our current immi-
gration system is that more than 80
percent of all illegal immigrants are
now admitted without reference to
their skills or education. Thirty-seven
percent of recent immigrants lack a
high school education, compared to
just 11 percent of those who are native
born. Experts agree that this surplus of
unskilled immigrants hurts those
Americans who can least afford it,
those at the lowest end of the economic
ladder.

The Commission on Immigration Re-
form said, “Immigrants with relatively
low education skills compete directly
for jobs and public benefits with the
most vulnerable of Americans particu-
larly those who are unemployed and
under employed, and they total 17 mil-
lion today.”’
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The Bureau of Labor Statistics esti-
mates that low-skilled immigration ac-
counted for up to 50 percent of the de-
cline in real wages among those Ameri-
cans who dropped out of high school.
The bill addresses this problem by re-
ducing the primary source of unskilled
immigration, eliminating the unskilled
worker category in employment-based
immigration, but the bill actually in-
creases the number of visas available
for high-skilled and educated immi-
grants. Mr. Chairman, this amendment
eliminates these reforms. This is the
last thing we need to do, hurt Ameri-
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cans who work with their hands and
are struggling in today’s economy.

Third, this amendment will continue
the crisis in illegal immigration. This
status quo amendment will continue to
drive illegal immigration. The myth is
that millions of people are waiting pa-
tiently for their visas outside of the
United States. The reality is very dif-
ferent. Large numbers of aliens waiting
in line for visas are actually present in
the United States illegally. This
amendment will do absolutely nothing
to solve this problem. The backlogs
will increase, as will the numbers of
those backlogged applicants who de-
cide not to wait and instead choose to
enter the United States illegally.
Meanwhile, we can expect the backlogs
to continue to grow.

Setting priorities means making
choices. The elimination of the cat-
egory for siblings was proposed as early
as 1981 by the Hessburgh Commission
on Immigration Policy, and the elimi-
nation of all categories for adult chil-
dren and siblings was recommended by
the Jordan Commission.

Today, a 3-year-old little girl and her
mother could be separated, a continent
away, from the father living in the
United States as a legal immigrant.
Meanwhile, in the same city, in the
same country, we would be admitting a
50-year-old adult brother of a U.S. citi-
zen.

The amendment is immigration pol-
icy as usual. It is a decision not to
make a decision, not to set priorities,
and not to have a real debate over what
level of immigration is in the national
interest. These extended family mem-
bers, more than any other, contribute
to the phenomenon of chain migration,
under which the admission of a single
immigrant over time can result in the
admissions of dozens of increasingly
distant family members. Without re-
form of the immigration system, chain
migration of relatives who are dis-
tantly related to the original immi-
grant will continue on and on and on.

We need to remember that immigra-
tion is not an entitlement, it is a privi-
lege. An adult immigrant who decides
to leave his or her homeland to mi-
grate to the United States is the one
who has made a decision to separate
from their family. It is not the obliga-
tion of U.S. immigration policy to less-
en the consequences of that decision by
giving the immigrant’s adult family
members an entitlement to immigrate
to the United States.

One point raised by the gentleman
from Michigan | want to respond to.
That is in regard to the question, Does
the bill favor the families of former il-
legal aliens over the families of citi-
zens. The answer is no. The backlog
clearance provisions of the bill give
first preference to those who are not
relatives of legalized aliens. These will
be the first family members under the
backlog clearance.

Last, this amendment allows contin-
ued abuse of the diversity program.
Currently, diversity visas are often
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given to illegal aliens, those who delib-
erately have chosen not to wait in line,
but to break our immigration law. The
diversity program has turned into a
permanent form of amnesty for illegal
aliens.

The bill eliminates the eligibility for
illegal aliens and reserves diversity
visas to those who have obeyed our
laws. It also raises the educational and
skills standards for diversity immi-
grants so we are not admitting still
more unskilled and uneducated immi-
grants.

Mr. Chairman, | want to close by say-
ing to an overwhelming majority of
Americans, we hear you. We under-
stand why we need to put the interests
of families and workers and taxpayers
first. To the National Federation of
Independent Business, the Hispanic
Business Round Table, the United We
Stand America, the Traditional Values
Coalition, and the United Chamber of
Commerce, thank you for our endorse-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, today we have the op-
portunity of a generation. We have the
opportunity to reform a legal immigra-
tion system, but to do so we must vote
no on this status quo amendment, we
must vote no to kill legal immigration
reform.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. CHRYSLER. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, I would like to just
say that the report that the gentleman
referred to on the Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics was done by a graduate student
and it had a BLS disclaimer on it, and
also the comment was made that “‘I
think we made a mistake on this one.”

Mr. Chairman, | yield 30 seconds to
the gentlewoman from Connecticut
[Mrs. JoHNsoN], the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on Stand-
ards of Official Conduct.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, 1 rise in strong support of
the Chrysler-Berman amendment. The
case has not been made for reform of
our legal immigration system. The
backlog is the result of the past immi-
gration reform effort and will be taken
care of by the system. Any abuse of the
welfare system by legal aliens will be
taken care of by the strengthening of
the sponsors obligations in this bill and
the provision in the welfare reform
bill.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong sup-
port of the Chrysler-Berman amend-
ment, and | urge my colleagues to vote
likewise.

Mr. Chairman, | appreciate the hard work
and leadership of my colleague from Texas,
LAMAR SMITH, and strongly support the provi-
sions in the bill that would stem the flow of il-
legal aliens that now impose unfair financial
burdens on many States.

Increasing the number of border patrol
agents, improving border barriers, and crack-
ing down on document fraud are all forceful
steps in the right direction. In addition, limiting
the number of public benefits available to ille-
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gal aliens—while still allowing emergency
medical care and school lunches for chil-
dren—should help States reduce the now truly
overwhelming costs of providing public bene-
fits for illegal aliens.

But while | agree that illegal immigration is
a problem that must be addressed by Con-
gress, | am not convinced that our legal immi-
gration program needs reform, and | am con-
cerned that our hard working legal immigrants
have been unfairly criticized during debate on
this issue. Most immigrants come to this coun-
try in search of a better life for themselves and
their families, not to receive a welfare check.
The strong work ethic of immigrants has
fueled American economic strength throughout
our history and will continue to do so. These
immigrants deeply cherish the freedoms and
opportunities of their adopted country, having
left behind family, friends, and the familiarity of
their native land to come here.

H.R. 2202 would significantly restrict the ad-
mission of parents of U.S. citizens, admit only
a small number of adult children, and elimi-
nate the current preference categories for
adult children and brothers and sisters of U.S.
citizens. Some say we need to do this be-
cause immigrants are more prone to use wel-
fare benefits. Though there are areas of con-
cern, particularly in regard to the elderly immi-
grant and the refugee populations, welfare use
among working age immigrants is about the
same as in the nonimmigrant population. It's
especially illogical to reduce legal immigration
on the grounds of welfare use, when other
parts of the bill will address the matter by
strengthening the obligation of sponsors to
support immigrants and when our welfare re-
form bill will reduce access to benefits by limit-
ing the eligibility for benefits of legal aliens
and illegal immigrants.

You will also hear supporters of restricting
legal immigration say that people enter the
country legally with tourist and student visas
and then overstay them. This is true and a le-
gitimate problem—however, it has nothing to
do with our family based immigration system.
Those who overstay their visas are
nonimmigrants, not family sponsored immi-
grants. Do we punish family members over-
seas who are patiently waiting to enter the
country through legal methods because this
country is not able to adequately track tem-
porary visitors and students who have over-
stayed their time here? Of course we
shouldn’t. The provision that pilots a new
tracking program to make sure that visitors re-
turn to their country of origin is far more ap-
propriate.

Finally, you will hear that we must limit legal
immigration in order to reduce the backlog of
family-sponsored immigrants now waiting to
enter this country. This backlog does exist and
does need to be addressed but we do not
need to eliminate the visas for the adult chil-
dren and siblings of U.S. citizens in order to
do so. The backlog is due to our one-time Am-
nesty Program in the 1980's overtime is will
be cleared. We do not have to give out extra
visas in the name of backlog reduction at the
expense of the family-sponsored immigrants
now on the waiting lists. These are people
who have chosen to wait patiently for years in
order to come to America through the proper
and legal methods. Do we punish them by de-
nying them admittance when their persever-
ance and values prove that they are just the
kind of people who would thrive given the op-
portunities America has to offer?
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| met with legal immigrants in my district
who have been the best citizens a country
could hope for—bright, hard working, and rais-
ing children who will continue in their foot-
steps. It pains and angers them to know that
legal immigrants like themselves might not be
able to reunite their families, see their siblings,
their parents, or their adult children as their
neighbors.

Finally, 1 want to acknowledge a teach in
Connecticut named Jean Hill who was recog-
nized in the 1995 Connecticut Celebration of
Excellence Program for a lesson she taught in
her elementary school class. It's a lesson from
which we all could learn. Titled “We Came To
America, Too” foreign students study the Pil-
grim’s voyage to America and then compare
that experience to their own voyage to the
United States and Connecticut. They learn
that they are no different from our Nation’s
first immigrants—immigrants who went on to
create the country we know today. We are a
nation of immigrants, each with the potential to
make this country a better place. So | ask my
colleagues, when you find yourself swept up in
the tide of antilegal immigration fervor this
week—stop—remember your own heritage—
and that we came to America, too.

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 1 minute.

Mr. Chairman, this debate is really
about one’s vision of America. | think
it is fundamentally wrong to take the
justifiable anger about our failure to
deal with the issue of illegal immigra-
tion and piggyback on top of that
anger a drastic, in 5 years, 40 percent
cut in permanent legal immigration, a
cause and a force that has been good
for this country; 8 out of 10 Americans
polled say, ‘“‘Deal with the problem of
illegal immigration before you touch
legal immigration.”

I hereby reaffirm my commitment to
participate when the Senate, as they
will, sends us over a legal reform mech-
anism, to participate and support legal
reforms; not these drastic and draco-
nian reforms, but reforms that deal
with situations in the legal immigra-
tion system that can be changed. But
do not make it part of this bill. Build
a base for this. Legal immigration has
been good for this country. Preserve
that existing system. Do not tear it
apart. Do not tear family unification
apart.

Mr. BRYANT of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield myself 1%> minutes.

Mr. Chairman, what is really at
stake in the consideration of the
Chrysler-Berman amendment is wheth-
er we are going to do anything mean-
ingful with regard to numbers in this
whole debate.

The fact of the matter is that legal
immigration accounts for about 1 mil-
lion people a year coming into the
country. lllegal immigration, which we
all want to stop, accounts for about
300,000 a year. If Members are con-
cerned, as | am, about the fact that in
about 4 years we are going to have
twice as many people in this country
as we had at the end of World War Il,
and by the year 2050 we are going to
have 400 million people, it is conserv-
atively estimated to be that, and we do
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not want to see our country have that
many people in it, and | do not, then
we have to stand up and face the need
to deal with the question of legal im-
migration, because that is where the
numbers are.

If we do not, we will have skipped
that opportunity to really deal with
the problem, and we will then have a
situation where there will be a bunch
of Members going around there beating
their breasts, talking about how tough
they got on illegal immigrants, but
they avoided the tough question where
the interest groups are putting the
pressure on everybody; that is, the
question of legal immigration.

Mr. Chairman, | submit to the Mem-
bers, that is not in the national inter-
est. We will have made the decision, if
we vote for the Chrysler-Berman
amendment, not to set priorities, not
to set levels of immigration in the na-
tional interest, and not to address the
problem of chain migration, all of
which were addressed in the Jordan
Commission, which recommended sig-
nificant cuts, bringing us back below
the 1991 levels of legal immigration.

I would point out once again, from
1981 to 1985 we had about 2.8 million
legal immigrants coming to the coun-
try. From 1991 to 1995, we had 5 million
come into the country. We have to deal
with the question of legal immigration,
or admit to the country that we are
afraid to act.

Mr. CHRYSLER. Mr. Chairman, |1
would just point out that the GAO
proved that, on average, it takes 12
years for an immigrant to bring over
the next immigrant.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to
my good friend, the gentleman from
Kansas [Mr. BROWNBACK], the cospon-
sor of this amendment.

(Mr. BROWNBACK asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. Chairman, |
would like to recognize the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. CHRYSLER], the
gentleman from California [Mr. BER-
MAN], and also the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. SmITH], for the excellent
work they have done on the issue of
immigration.

Mr. Chairman, | would like to point
out a couple of things. | rise in strong
support of the Chrysler amendment. |
think the bill as it is currently written
would cut legal immigration far too
far. According to the State Depart-
ment, and | have a chart up here show-
ing the numbers from the State De-
partment, it would cut legal immigra-
tion a minimum of 30 percent, and
maybe as much as 40 percent. That is
simply too much.

The Chrysler amendment has broad
support from the Christian Coalition to
the AFL-CIO, from the Wall Street
Journal editorial page to the L.A.
Times. It has broad support because it
just simply goes too far, the current
bill does.

Mr. Chairman, the Senate has split
this legislation already, legal and ille-
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gal immigration. We should pass this
amendment, deal with illegal immigra-
tion aggressively, as the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. SMITH] has dealt with
illegal immigration very aggressively,
and then take up the issue of legal im-
migration with the Senate bill.

Finally, 1 would just like to plead
with my fellow Members, we are a Na-
tion of immigrants. Congress should
preserve this proud tradition and not
threaten it. Ronald Reagan, in his final
address to the Nation, spoke often and
spoke then of America being a shining
city on a hill, and in his mind it was a
city that was teeming with people of
all kinds, living in peace and harmony.
Then he went on to say, “And if this
city has walls, the walls have doors,
and the doors are open to those with
the energy and the will and the heart
to get in. That is the way | saw it, that
is the way | see it,” is what Ronald
Reagan said then. That is the way we
should see it. Support the Chrysler
amendment.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, | would simply point
out that State Department speculation
is fine, but facts are better. If individ-
uals will look at the bill and add up the
figures, they will see that we average
700,000 for each of the next 5 years.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Kansas [Mrs.
MEYERS].

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise in opposition to the amend-
ment and in strong support of the re-
form of our legal immigration system
contained in H.R. 2202.

The bill would allow an average of
700,000 legal immigrants annually for
the next 5 years, then 570,000 per year.
This is comparable to the average num-
ber of legal immigrants coming to this
country every year since the 1965 Im-
migration Act was enacted—600,000.
This doesn’t close America’s doors.

What it does do is put more priority
on immigrants with skills that Amer-
ican employers need. We will continue
to accept the same number of employ-
ment-based immigrants. It also puts
more priority on admitting spouses and
minor children of immigrants, thus re-
unifying nuclear families.

The reduction in immigration is pri-
marily in the area of adult relatives of
immigrants. Under current law, these
all get preference over immigrants
with skills but no relatives already
here. This misallocation of priorities
will be changed by the bill. In most
cases those grown-up children don’t
continue to live with their parents. We
just have to make a decision as to what
is more important, reuniting 10 year
olds with their parents, or 30 year olds?
In some cases, a sibling will be brought
to this country, go home and marry,
thus reuniting a family that was never
disunited.

On the other hand, this amendment
will increase legal immigration to the
United States by 500,000 over 5 years.
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This is not what the American people
want. This amendment will keep all
that is wrong with our current legal
immigration system. We need to make
changes. Let us make them now.

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 15 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, No. 1, the last com-
ment of the gentlewoman is simply in-
accurate. The author of the bill knows
that. There was a technical correction
made in the rules, and this bill simply
returns to existing law.

Second, the State Department says it
is not 1 million people a year coming in
now, it is 800,000 coming in through
permanent legal immigration.

Third, the gentleman from Kansas
[Mr. BROwWNBACK] was right, and the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. SMITH] is
wrong. His bill will result in a cut of 30
percent, and a 40-percent cut in overall
numbers.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from California [Mr.
DoOLEY].

Mr. DOOLEY. Mr. Chairman, | rise
today to express my strong support for
the Chrysler-Berman amendment. This
amendment will repeal the antifamily,
antigrowth provisions of the underly-
ing bill.

While | support H.R. 2202’s attempts
to control illegal immigration, | be-
lieve that the issue of legal immigra-
tion should be addressed at a later time
by separate legislation. The issues of
legal and illegal immigration are sepa-
rate and distinct issues, and should be
addressed in separate bills.

As the bill is currently drafted, after
a 5-year transition period, H.R. 2202
cuts legal immigration by 40 percent—
a level unprecedented in the last 70
years. In one fell swoop, H.R. 2202
slashes family immigration by approxi-
mately one-third. In addition to arbi-
trarily reducing the number of family
members admitted each year, the bill
completely eliminates major eligibility
categories. H.R. 2202 not only elimi-
nates visa categories for adult children
and siblings but would also unfairly
wipe out the corresponding backlogs of
visa applications. Individuals who have
played by the rules, paid necessary
fees, and waited patiently for as many
as 15 years would be summarily re-
jected for legal immigration.

The bill also places nearly insur-
mountable obstacles for parents and
adult children who are attempting to
legally reunite with family members.
H.R. 2202’s restrictive family based im-
migration policies undermine Amer-
ican families and American family val-
ues.

In addition to my concerns regarding
family based immigration, H.R. 2202 is
an antigrowth bill. As our economy
grows, the job base expands. Both the
Wall Street Journal and the Washing-
ton Times editorial pages have noted
that the U.S. economy benefits from
legal immigration. In fact, in a recent
Cato Institute study, not one econo-
mist surveyed believed that reducing
legal immigration would increase eco-
nomic growth. In addition, not one
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economist believed that reducing the
level of legal immigration would in-
crease Americans’ standard of living.

As drafted, H.R. 2202 is an antifamily
and antigrowth bill. 1 urge Members to
support the Chrysler-Berman-
Brownback amendment so that we can
address the issues of illegal and legal
immigration thoroughly and respon-
sibly through separate pieces of legis-
lation.

O 1445

Mr. BRYANT of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield myself 30 seconds, simply
to say that | think it is extremely un-
fair and extremely inaccurate for the
advocates of this amendment to de-
scribe the bill as antifamily. It is not
antifamily.

What it does is recognize what the
Jordan Commission observed, and that
is that we have chain migration and we
cannot continue forever allowing ev-
eryone who is allowed to come into the
country legally to bring in brothers
and sisters. That is really what is at
stake here. The same recommendation
was made in 1981 by Father Hessburgh’s
commission. It is not a radical pro-
posal. What is radical is the idea of
doing nothing, which is what they ad-
vocate, and letting the population in-

crease to 500 million people in this
country.

Mr. CHRYSLER. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself such time as | may

consume.

Let me just add that | do not know
anyone who does not consider their
brothers and sisters extended family.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 1 minute to the
distinguished gentleman from lllinois
[Mr. CRANE], a cosponsor of the amend-
ment.

Mr. CRANE. | thank the gentleman
for yielding me the time, and | com-
pliment him on his amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | think there are
many good provisions of H.R. 2202 deal-
ing with illegal immigration, and add-
ing approximately 6,000 people to mon-
itoring our borders certainly can ad-
dress that problem. But what we are
proposing in the current language, un-
less the Chrysler amendment is adopt-
ed, to me runs contrary to all our val-
ues.

Just stop and think where your an-
cestors came from. Why did they join
the cosmic race here? It was for the
same reasons that we enjoy being
Americans. It is the land of oppor-
tunity and the home of the brave, and
we enjoy a degree of personal liberty
that is unprecedented. Looking at the
historic figures, the first time we devi-
ated from our traditional policy was
with the Chinese Exclusion Act in 1882.
We locked Chinese out for a decade.
Then in 1924 we started establishing
quotas and we discriminated against
the Orient in that package.

This kind of thing is inconsistent
with our historic tradition. Our per-
centage of immigrants in this country
today is infinitely lower than it was for
the first 150 years. | urge Members to
support the Chrysler amendment.
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Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Chairman, | just want to point
out to some of my friends on the other
side of the issue, they may not be
aware that the new figures for the 1995
immigration levels are in. The 1995
level was 715,000. Under this bill we av-
erage 700,000 each for the next 5 years.
I might concede a 2-percent reduction
at most.

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Texas. | yield to the
gentleman from California.

Mr. COX of California. Mr. Chairman,
I just wanted to briefly ask the gen-
tleman from Texas a question. That is,
having listened to the comments of the
gentleman  from California [Mr.
DooLEY], with which | generally agree,
that is, that kind immigration and ille-
gal immigration are rather separate
subjects and for various purposes de-
serve to be discussed separately. It is
the case that this amendment merely
splits the two so that they can be dis-
cussed separately, or is it rather the
case that the effect of the amendment
would be to strike out all of the parts
of the bill for good that deal with legal
immigration?

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman,
that is an excellent question by my
friend from California. In point of fact
the whole thrust behind this amend-
ment is not to reform legal immigra-
tion. In fact, it is to kill any reform
that we have in legal immigration.
There is no separate legal immigration
reform bill on the House side as there
is on the Senate side. The gentlemen
who have put forth this amendment to
my knowledge have not proposed one
amendment to reform legal immigra-
tion. | think that is very regrettable.

Mr. Chairman, | reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. NEAL].

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, | rise in strong support of
the Berman-Chrysler amendment.

Proponents of H.R. 2202 have argued
that it is profamily. On the contrary,
this legislation would eliminate whole
categories of family sponsored immi-
gration.

Let me talk if I can for one moment
about Mary Ward. Mary Ward emi-
grated to America at the turn of the
century from County Down, Ireland.
Mary Ward became a citizen in her late
50°’s and raised a family and worked as
a domestic, passing on the very values
that we cherish and honor in this Na-
tion. Mary Ward was as patriotic as
any American in this institution, and
loved the opportunities that it brought
to her family.

Our goal here should be to separate
legal from illegal immigration. Legal
immigration serves this Nation very
well. We acknowledge that illegal im-
migration is a problem. But where |
live there are thousands of Polish-
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Americans and Russian-Americans and
Franco-Americans and Italian-Ameri-
cans and Irish-Americans and Asian-
Americans. They add to the fiber and
fabric and strength of this country.
They do not subtract from it. In many
instances they are more patriotic and
more loyal than those who have been
here for decades and decades and dec-
ades, and we should not forget about
that in this debate.

In our haste to address this crisis, let
us not make the mistake of penalizing
those who love the notion and idea
that someday they might be called an
American.

Think as you vote on this about
Mary Ward from County Down, Ireland.
Mary Ward was my grandmother.

Mr. BRYANT of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, | yield 2% minutes to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BEILEN-
SON].

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 1% minutes to the gentleman
from California [Mr. BEILENSON].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from California [Mr. BEILENSON] is rec-
ognized for 4 minutes.

Mr. BEILENSON. Mr. Chairman, |1
thank the gentlemen for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to the amendment.

Supporters of eliminating the bill’s
reductions in legal immigration argue
that legal and illegal immigration are
separate and distinct issues, and there-
fore ought to be dealt with in separate
bills. But we all know that if these pro-
visions are dropped now, the chances of
the House acting on legal immigration
reform this year are very slim indeed.

The fact is, legal and illegal immi-
gration are related because they both
affect the size of our country’s popu-
lation. And, we are letting too many
people into our country.

What Congress does with regard to
both types of immigration will deter-
mine how many newcomers our com-
munities will have to absorb, how
fierce the competition for jobs will be,
and how much the quality of life in the
United States will change in the com-
ing decades.

Fueled by both legal and illegal im-
migration, the population of the Unit-
ed States is growing faster than that of
any other industrialized country. By
the end of this decade—less than 4
years from now—our population will
reach 275 million, more than double its
size at the end of World War Il. Unless
we reduce our high rate of immigra-
tion—the highest in the world—our
population will double again in just 50
years.

Middle-range Census Bureau projec-
tions show our population rising to
nearly 400 million by the year 2050, an
increase the equivalent of adding 40
cities the size of Los Angeles.

But many demographers believe it
will actually be much worse, and alter-
native Census Bureau projections
agree. If current immigration trends
continue—and that’s what we’re debat-
ing here—our population will exceed
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half a billion by the middle of the next
century—a little more than 50 years
from now.

Immigration now accounts for half
our—and that rate of growth—propor-
tion is growing. Post-1970 immigrants,
and their descendants have been re-
sponsible for U.S. population increases
of nearly 25 million—half the growth of
those years.

In other words, much of what demog-
raphers consider our natural growth
rate is actually the result of the large
number of immigrants in our country—
and the great majority of them have
come here legally.

As recently as 1990, the Census Bu-
reau predicted that the population of
the United States would peak, and then
level off, a few decades from now. Since
1994, however, because of unexpectedly
high rates of legal immigration, the
Bureau has changed its projections,
and now sees our population growing
unabated into the late 21st century—
when it will reach 700 million, 800 mil-
lion, a billion Americans—unless we
start acting now to lower our levels of
legal immigration.

Those of us who represent commu-
nities where large numbers of immi-
grants settle have long felt the effects
of our Nation’s high rate of immigra-
tion. Our communities are already
being overwhelmed by the burden of
providing educational, health, and so-
cial services for the newcomers.

With a population of 500 million or
more, our problems, of course, will be
much, much greater. With twice as
many people, we can expect to have at
least twice as much crime, twice as
much congestion, and twice as much
poverty.

We will also face demands for twice
as many jobs, twice as many schools,
and twice as much food. At a time
when many of our communities are al-
ready straining to educate, house, pro-
tect, and provide services for the peo-
ple we have right now, how will they
cope with the needs and problems of
twice as many people or more?

Without a doubt, our ability in the
future to provide the basic necessities
of life, to ensure adequate water and
food supplies, to dispose of waste, to
protect open spaces and agricultural
land, to control water and air pollu-
tion, to fight crime and educate our
children, is certain to be tested in ways
we cannot even imagine.

But however we look at it, our cur-
rent rate of population growth clearly
means that future generations of
Americans cannot possibly have the
quality of life that we ourselves have
been fortunate enough to have enjoyed.

The reductions in legal immigration
in this bill are very reasonable, and hu-
mane. They are based on the well-
thought-out recommendations of the
Jordan Commission, whose purpose was
to develop an immigration policy that
serves the best interests of our Nation
as a whole. These proposed changes are
designed to enhance the benefits of im-
migration, while protecting against the
potential harms.
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Reducing the rate of legal immigra-
tion, as the bill in its current form
would do, constitutes a modest, but ab-
solutely essential, response to the
enormous problems our children and
grandchildren will face in the next cen-
tury if we do not reduce the huge num-
ber of new residents the United States
accepts each year, beginning now.

I strongly urge Members to reject the

Chrysler-Berman-Brownback  amend-
ment.
Mr. CHRYSLER. Mr. Chairman, |

yield myself 10 seconds.

I would just like to point out that
the Senate split their immigration bill,
so there will be a separate legal immi-
gration bill that will come before the
House.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. GiL-
MAN], the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on International Rela-
tions.

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. | thank the gentleman
for yielding me the time.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong sup-
port of the Chrysler-Berman-
Brownback amendment to separating
the unique concerns of legal and illegal
immigration.

Proponents of deep cuts in legal im-
migration are blurring this distinction
in order to make it difficult for us to
vote against sorely needed illegal im-
migration reform. They know that
their cuts in legal immigration cannot
pass on merit alone.

Immigrant bashers argue that Amer-
ica needs to take a time out and limit
or provide a moratorium. In the 1920’s,
they say, we experienced unprece-
dented economic growth the last time
the United States had such a policy.

Mr. Chairman, in response to those
specious arguments: One, that was no
time out. That was a policy based on
xenophobia and racism.

Two, moreover, when our Nation en-
dured an unprecedented depression in
the 1930’s, the same restrictive immi-
gration policy was in place.

I am disappointed with the anti-im-
migration forces who have denied us a
chance to address the restrictive asy-
lum and humanitarian parole provi-
sions that were included in H.R. 2202.

Accordingly, | urge my colleagues to
support this important Chrysler-Ber-
man-Brownback amendment.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
California [Mr. BILBRAY], whom | un-
derstand is the only Member of Con-
gress who can see the southern border
from his home.

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Chairman, my
mother happened to be the first Aus-
tralian war bride to become a U.S. citi-
zen. She emigrated in 1944. | have cous-
ins who would love to emigrate to the
United States right now. But let me
tell Members, | am sworn to represent
the people of my district here in Amer-
ica, and 1 am not sworn to represent
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my cousins in Australia or to represent
certain businesses that would love to
be able to bring my cousins in to work
for them. I am sworn to represent the
general population of the 49th District
of the great State of California.

O 1500

| think that we ought to be up front
about this. Who are we serving here
with the Chrysler amendment, who is
going to benefit from this, and is it
going to be the people of the United
States?

Mr. Chairman, it is not only our
right to have an immigration policy for
the good of the American national in-
terests, it is our responsibility as Mem-
bers of Congress to make sure our deci-
sions on immigration are for the good
of America, and America first. In the
words my mother said to me when |
asked her loyalty between Australia
and the United States, she said ‘“Amer-
ica, America must take care of Amer-
ica first and that will help the rest of
the world.”’

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 30 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, U.S. law does not
allow you to petition for your cousins,
your uncles, your nieces, your neph-
ews. It would not under this bill, it
does not under existing law, and it
never has. Bogus arguments should be
dispensed with quickly.

Second, the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. BRYANT] says 1 million people a
year come in, to show how bad it is.
The gentleman from Texas [Mr. SMITH]
says ‘“‘l just got information, 715,000 a
year come in. Our bill only cuts by
15,000.”’

The gentlemen from Texas [Mr. BRY-
ANT] and [Mr. SMITH] are right about
the number. What they do not say is
that for the first 5 years, his bill allows
700,000, and it then has a massive 30
percent drop in legal immigration to
far below that. That is the accurate
story.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 1% minutes to
the gentlewoman from California [Ms.
HARMAN].

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman, | rise
today as the daughter of immigrants in
favor of removing the poorly designed
and unfairly restrictive legal immigra-
tion provisions from the bill before us.
I strongly support and have cospon-
sored the tough measures in this legis-
lation to crack down on illegal immi-
gration. But, like most Americans, al-
though not some that we have just
heard from, | believe that legal immi-
gration is the lifeblood of this country,
enriching our Nation economically and
culturally.

We should, of course, be open to rea-
sonable reforms in our legal immigra-
tion policy, but H.R. 2202 goes too far.
By the year 2002, as we have already
heard, the bill will cut legal immigra-
tion by 40 percent, and the bill’s cap on
refugee admissions, which, fortunately,
has already been removed, would effec-
tively have ended our historical com-
mitment to helping those who, like my
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father, who grew up in Nazi Germany,
flee oppression and genocide.

H.R. 2202 includes important and ef-
fective tools for fighting illegal immi-
gration. Let us not bind those changes
to the unacceptable legal immigration
cuts in title V.

Mr. CHRYSLER. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Virginia [Mr. DAvis], a cosponsor of
this amendment.

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Chairman,
my friend for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, first of all 1 want to
commend the gentleman from Texas
for taking on a tough issue. | rise re-
luctantly to oppose his position on this
and support this amendment.

This amendment continues the cur-
rent level of immigration. It allows
children and the brothers and sisters of
immigrants to apply for immigration.
Otherwise they are barred for the most
part.

This amendment does not affect the
changes in this bill regarding immi-
grant eligibility for public benefits and
it does not affect the provisions relat-
ing to illegal immigration, but family
reunification has long been a principal
purpose of U.S. immigration policy.
This bill’s provisions barring adult
children in particular turns that prin-

I thank

ciple on its head by ensuring that
many families will never become
whole.

Why would a child who turns 26 auto-
matically be considered extended fam-
ily and not allowed to immigrate under
his parents’ sponsorship? Many of these
adult children are exactly the type of
Americans this country needs. They
help in their prime working years,
working many cases in family-owed
businesses, helping them to prosper.
They save, invest, and give back to
their communities.

| see the pioneer spirit in this coun-
try alive and well in the shops in my
district where you have much of this.
They also help care for their elderly
parents and reduce the elderly’s use of
social services.

Mr. Chairman, | ask approval of this
amendment.

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, |
yield 1%> minutes to the gentlewoman
from Nevada [Mrs. VUCANOVICH].

Mrs. VUCANOVICH. Mr. Chairman, |
rise today in opposition to the Berman-
Chrysler-Brownback amendment to
H.R. 2202.

This bill was drafted in response to
concerns echoed across this Nation
about the influx of immigrants in this
country, both legal and illegal. How-
ever, a vote for this amendment is a
vote to kill any attempt to pass legal
immigration reform in the 104th Con-
gress.

We are a country of immigrants. Our
ancestors came here for the promise of
a better life and a better place to raise
their families. They wanted the Amer-
ican dream. This bill does not deny this
dream to anyone. Contrary to what has
been said about this bill, it maintains
America’s historic generosity toward
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legal immigration and places a priority
on uniting families.

Our current system of legal immigra-
tion is clearly flawed. There is cur-
rently a backlog of 1.1 million spouses
and young children of legal immigrants
who are forced to wait years to join
their families. H.R. 2202 provides for
the highest level of legal immigration
in 70 years, averaging 700,000 per year
over the next 5 years.

People should not be fooled into be-
lieving the rhetoric that only illegal
immigration needs reform. The unfor-
tunate fact is that the majority of ille-
gal immigrants in this country entered
the country legally with tourist visas.
But our Government gives them every
incentive to stay here illegally after
their temporary visa has expired. Just
by virtue of being here, they are auto-
matically entitled to generous Govern-
ment assistance for health care, food
stamps, and education benefits. Where
is the incentive to leave?

We can put up bigger fences, hire
more border patrol agents, and estab-
lish a fool-proof system to detect
fraudulent documents. However, until
we reform legal immigration, we will
continue to face the same problems.

The Berman-Chrysler-Brownback
amendment will Kkill legal immigration
reform. H.R. 2202 fairly and generously
reforms legal immigration, and | en-
courage all of my colleagues to vote
*‘no’” on this amendment.

Mr. BERMAN. Mr. Chairman, | yield
myself 15 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, with respect to the
population projections, | just want to
remind everyone of the demographer
Malthus, who looked at population pro-
jections in the early 19th century and
concluded that by the end of the 19th
century, there is no way in the world
there would be enough food in the
world to feed the people.

I have great faith in the capacity of
technology and the economy to grow,
and | believe that is going to deal with
the particular issue of our future abil-
ity to handle the population.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 1 minute to the
gentleman  from California [Mr.
BECERRA], my friend on the Committee
on the Judiciary.

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Chairman, | sup-
port the efforts of the Chrysler amend-
ment to try to have a reasoned debate
on legal immigration separate from the
very impassioned debate on illegal im-
migration. | would urge Members to
support that particular amendment.

Let me say that the whole issue here
is about family-based immigration.
That is all we are talking about here.
In order for someone to be able to come
into this country under the provisions
being debated, you must have an Amer-
ican petition to have that particular
individual come to the country. This
issue of chain migration is a false one.
By the time you have someone come
into this country, it usually takes 12 to
13 years before that individual can then
petition to have anyone who is an im-
mediate relative—not a distant rel-
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ative—come into this country. So this
issue of chain migration is really a
quarter century long before you see
any additional relatives possibly hav-
ing the chance to come in, if even that
soon.

There is no chain migration. What we
do have though, if we continue to go
this course with H.R. 2202, is a lack of
family-based immigration, where
brothers, sisters, children, and parents
will not have an opportunity to join
their U.S. citizen relatives.

Mr. Chairman, | urge a ‘‘yes’ vote on
this particular amendment.

Mr. CHRYSLER. Mr. Chairman, |
yield myself 10 seconds.

Mr. Chairman, | would just point out
that there are provisions in the illegal
portion of the bill dealing with the
problems of visa overstayers and they
are not entitled in title IV.

Mr. Chairman, | yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. CHABOT], a
member of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

(Mr. CHABOT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
very strong support of the Chrysler
amendment, because | deeply value the
fundamental character of this Nation
as a land of hope and opportunity and
because | cherish our unique American
heritage as a country of immigrants,
united by shared values, a strong work
ethic, and a commitment to freedom.
Let us not tarnish that heritage or ig-
nore our greatest strength, which is
our people.

Our legal immigration system doubt-
less could use reform, and other titles
of this bill will make some useful
changes, but | do not believe the rush
to do something about the very real
problems of illegal immigration should
cloud our treatment of people who play
by the rules and who come here legally
and add to our human capital.

Should we crack down on illegal im-
migration? Yes. Absolutely. Let us, for
example, not let welfare be a magnet
for illegal immigrants to come here,
and let us beef up our border patrols.
But legal immigration is a separate
and distinct issue. Let us split the is-
sues of legal and illegal immigration
and let each be determined upon its
merits.

Mr. Chairman, | urge a