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and their civil rights denied. While the Wartime 
Violation of Italian Americans Civil Liberties 
Act of 2000 represents an important measure 
of progress on this issue, it is my heartfelt be-
lief that more needs to be done. 

And that, Mr. Speaker, is why it is my privi-
lege to proclaim my support for my dear friend 
Mr. Honda’s bill, which would make room for 
a day of mourning, reflection, and remem-
brance of the chain of egregious injustices 
against Japanese Americans, Italian Ameri-
cans, and German Americans that was offi-
cially begun by our government on February 
19, 1942. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill takes a day that is al-
ready a day of mourning in the Japanese-
American community and reconsecrates it as 
a day of American remembrance. It also ac-
knowledges the real and acute suffering of the 
Italian- and German-American communities 
during the war. I urge my colleagues to follow 
their conscience and join in commemorating 
this American tragedy.

f 

POSSIBLE WAR WARRANTS 
RESPONSIBLE PRESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MURPHY). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 7, 2003, the 
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
TANCREDO) is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, we 
have had a number of discussions in 
the House over the last several days 
dealing with the issue of the possibility 
of a conflict in the Middle East and the 
efficacy thereof, and whether or not it 
is in the national interests of the 
United States to embark upon this ven-
ture, whether a preemptive strike by 
the United States is justified, whether 
or not our sending men and women 
into harm’s way is appropriate. And 
this is the place, of course, where that 
debate should be carried on. Through-
out the United States, of course, 
around water coolers and in offices and 
around dinner tables, the debate con-
tinues. It is certainly appropriate that 
it goes on here. 

I just want to reflect upon something 
that happened not too long ago in Den-
ver, Colorado when I was asked to 
speak at a rally, and the rally was or-
ganized by people who wanted to show 
the armed forces, especially the Armed 
Forces of the United States, that the 
American people believe in them, that 
the American people trust them, that 
the American people admire and re-
spect them, and that we know we place 
our safety in their hands. We know 
that we place this great Nation in their 
hands, and we know that, in fact, we 
place the western civilization, in fact, 
in their hands. Its survival will be de-
termined by the actions of people like 
those that we are sending off to the 
Middle East. 

So it was billed in the newspapers as 
a pro-war rally. And I was asked to 
speak at this rally, and I indicated to 
the people in the audience that I 
thought that it had been misidentified 
by the press. And that in fact I knew 
no one, I really cannot tell my col-
leagues that I have ever met anyone 
who was, in fact, pro-war, just pro-war.

b 2115 
I do not know anybody like that. 

There may be people out there who live 
for the idea of risking life and limb or 
taking someone else’s in the act of war, 
but I just do not know them; and I do 
not know that anybody at that rally 
could have been so classified or identi-
fied. Nonetheless, that is the way the 
press billed it, a pro-war rally. 

As I said, I think it has been 
mischaracterized. I know why the orga-
nizers asked me to speak and why I am 
here, because it is a pro-America rally. 
I am here, as I said, to lend my voice to 
those that have already spoken who 
have indicated their strong support for 
the actions of our government and for 
the people who are going to serve and 
are serving in the military. 

But I said that also it was interesting 
to me because there were many other 
rallies that had been held up to that 
point in time, certainly many here in 
Washington, many on the Mall, and 
they were organized for the most part 
by the Workers’ Party and similar 
groups. The people who spoke at these 
rallies were people who said little 
about the issue of the advisability of 
peace in the Middle East, but they did 
say a lot about what was wrong, in 
their minds, anyway, with America. 

I quoted from some of the speeches 
that had been made right here in Wash-
ington on the Mall at these rallies. The 
quotes were those that reflected the 
sort of atmosphere that prevailed at 
these ‘‘pro-peace rallies.’’ I suggested 
that they were also misidentified by 
the press as pro-peace rallies, just as 
we were misidentified by the press as a 
pro-war rally; and that most of the dis-
cussions and most of the people exhort-
ing the crowd were not really inter-
ested in just the concept of peace and 
the need for it, but they talked mostly 
about the problems with America: that 
America needed ‘‘regime change’’; that 
America needed a ‘‘revolution’’; that 
President Bush was, well, I will not go 
into the kind of epithets that they 
tossed out against the President and 
against our system. Also, they led 
chants of Allah Akbar, Allah Akbar, at 
these rallies. 

When we read what they said, when 
we read this, we came to the conclu-
sion that there was something a little 
bit different; that maybe it was not 
just a pro-peace rally, but that perhaps 
their real concern was America itself, 
this Nation and everything it stands 
for. I indicated that I believed that 
those rallies could be more accurately 
identified as anti-America rallies. 

Now, not everyone, of course, who at-
tends such a rally could be identified as 
anti-American. Many people went 
there, I am sure, because they just sim-
ply wanted peace and believed that the 
foreign policy of the United States vis-
a-vis Iraq was inaccurate, was incor-
rect. 

But the organizers of the rally and 
the people who spoke at these rallies 
were for the most part unconcerned 
with the actual issues that we are con-

fronting here with regard to Iraq, and 
they were much more concerned with 
what they considered to be the prob-
lems with the United States, with our 
system of government, and essentially 
with who we are. 

Now, shortly thereafter the news-
papers in my State carried several sto-
ries about the rally, and about what I 
said. I was characterized as someone 
who said, if you are not supporting the 
war effort, you are un-American. Of 
course, that was not accurate; but it is 
certainly not the first time that my 
statements or anyone’s, especially 
those of us here in this body, have been 
mischaracterized in the press. 

But it made me think about the way 
in which so many Americans have been 
inclined over the last several decades, 
really, to look first at what America’s 
warts are, America’s problems, Amer-
ica’s shortcomings, without being even 
the slightest bit interested in what 
America’s values are and what America 
represents for the world. 

I was intrigued by a number of things 
in this particular debate, not the least 
of which is the attention we pay to 
people like movie stars and entertain-
ment, people in the entertainment 
business. We focus on them. 

As I was coming over here, I was lis-
tening to something that was ref-
erencing an actor. He was on the radio, 
and I think it was simulcast on tele-
vision. I got to see just part of it, actu-
ally, before I came over. This actor was 
talking about what his opinions were 
with regard to the war. He was, of 
course, very critical about the United 
States and our actions. 

Now, this particular actor has every 
right to, of course, express his opin-
ions, as does the postman, as does the 
waitress, as does any other citizen of 
this country. What is intriguing to me 
is the attention that we pay to that 
particular point of view by these peo-
ple, who admittedly have no particular 
expertise that differentiates them from 
any of the people that I just mentioned 
in their walks of life: the waitress, the 
postman, the cab driver. 

As a matter of fact, I remember read-
ing something a little bit ago about a 
cab driver here in Washington, D.C. 
when ex-President Clinton was address-
ing a group at Georgetown University 
right after 9–11. Mr. Clinton suggested 
in this particular speech that the rea-
son the United States had suffered such 
a blow from these terrorists was be-
cause of the way we had treated Native 
Americans in the past and because of 
the history of slavery in the United 
States. That is why we essentially de-
served what we got. This is from an ex-
President. 

Now, it is understandable that the 
media would cover his interpretation of 
the events. He was, as a matter of fact, 
of course, an ex-President of the United 
States, emphasizing here, to my great 
relief, the prefix ‘‘ex’’ before the word 
‘‘President.’’

In Washington there was a cab driv-
er, and by the way, this was reported in 
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the press, of course. I read this story 
about a gentleman getting into a cab. 
He saw on the front seat of the cab the 
newspaper, and it was turned to this 
particular article about the President’s 
speech, about the ex-President’s 
speech. 

The person getting into the cab said 
to the cab driver, I see you read about 
President Clinton’s speech. The cab 
driver said, yes. He said, what did you 
think of it? The cab driver said, I 
thought it was baloney. He said, these 
people do not hate us for what we have 
done wrong; they hate us for what we 
do right. 

Now, I heard that, this particular lit-
tle vignette, I heard it in a speech that 
was given not too long ago by the indi-
vidual who was actually the person 
getting into the cab. I thought to my-
self at the time what an interesting 
and, I thought, profound observation. 
That was my opinion of that cab driv-
er’s observation. He said, you know, we 
do stuff right. We help people. We have 
such freedoms in the United States, 
freedom of speech and the press and 
freedom of religion, especially freedom 
of religion, and freedom of the sexes to 
vote and to share the rights afforded to 
all citizens; which is not, of course, the 
case with people in other parts of the 
world, people in other civilizations, 
who do not allow that kind of thing to 
exist in their societies. 

This cab driver was observing that 
our system was better and that we do 
it right. That is why they hate us. That 
is why we got attacked. I thought, 
what a very profound observation. 

Now, I will tell the Members that 
that little story, of course, appeared 
nowhere that I know of in the press, in 
the national media. Perhaps there was 
no reason for it to be reported, because, 
after all, this was a cab driver in Wash-
ington, D.C. What was his expertise? 
He talks to a lot of people, that is true, 
but not really a person that we would 
say, well, yes, gee, whiz, that is the guy 
we should listen to because of his great 
acumen, great experience, or whatever. 

Yet, interestingly, the press pays a 
great deal of attention to people in the 
media, people in the entertainment 
world, I should say, who come forward 
with their pronouncements about what 
is right in terms of our foreign policy 
and what is wrong, actors like Sean 
Penn and actress, although she does 
not want to be called an actress be-
cause that distinguishes a gender dif-
ference, actresses like Susan Sarandon, 
actors like George Clooney, and this 
guy, Mike Farrell. The closest he has 
come, I think, to being involved in any 
sort of conflict was his portraying a 
doctor on the TV series called 
‘‘M*A*S*H.’’

These people are given a lot of atten-
tion and great air time. People listen 
to them and say, gee, whiz, that is how 
they feel. I know I am intrigued by it, 
because of course they are all, without 
exception, everybody I mentioned, and 
far more than that in the entertain-
ment industry, being extremely liberal, 

they are, of course, opposed to our ac-
tions in Iraq. 

Now, I do not remember any of them 
saying a thing about our going into 
Yugoslavia. I do not remember any-
body condemning President Clinton, 
ex-President Clinton, for tossing mis-
siles around when he felt it appro-
priate, and actually pursuing a war in 
Yugoslavia that was against a country 
that posed absolutely no threat to the 
United States whatsoever. 

No one ever suggested in their 
wildest dreams that Milosevic was a 
threat to the United States. He was a 
bad guy, no doubt, but what was his 
threat to the United States? Yet we in 
fact carried out a war against him. All 
of these people stayed silent, if I re-
member correctly. I do not remember 
them being quite so vocal, or vocal at 
all during that period of time. 

But this war against a madman in 
Iraq, against a person that I have never 
heard anyone, even these people, sug-
gest is a reasonable individual with 
whom we can ‘‘do business,’’ these peo-
ple rail against the United States and 
we pay attention. The media pays at-
tention. 

But I suggest that they have abso-
lutely no more cache on this issue than 
the cab driver here in Washington, D.C. 
I happen to, of course, agree with his 
interpretation, but I do not think I 
ever saw him on television talking 
about it. He has exactly the same, or in 
fact one might say, because of the 
many people that he sees during the 
course of the day, and here in Wash-
ington, D.C. he may be transporting 
people in various capacities that dis-
cuss world issues, so he may be more 
politically astute than anyone in Hol-
lywood. Yet, of course, we will never be 
talking about him because he is not a 
national figure, and because he hap-
pens to actually take a different point 
of view than the liberal left-wing anti-
American sentiment that is expressed 
by the folks I just mentioned who are 
actors and actresses, noble profession 
that it may be. 

Certainly, I am not capable, not 
qualified, to make any sort of comment 
that anyone would take seriously 
about their acting abilities, or about 
the movies in which they appear. I do 
not know. I must admit, I had to ask 
somebody in the Cloakroom for some 
of these names, because I remembered 
some of the movies, but I could not re-
member the names of the individuals.
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And so if I were to go out and talk 
about what their movies were like, I 
mean I have that right to express my 
opinion and to either pay for the tick-
ets or not, but I do not expect that the 
press would surround me and say, What 
do you think about the qualities of the 
movies these people make? Because, of 
course, it is of no consequence to the 
world what I think about their abili-
ties. Why would it be of consequence to 
the world what they think about 
whether or not the United States 

should go to war? They are entitled to 
their opinion, absolutely, but why does 
anyone pay attention to it is the ques-
tion I guess I raise. 

And it gets me to a point, you know, 
as I sat here listening to the discussion 
from the gentleman earlier about his 
resolution that I sort of recognize some 
of the fault of the United States in 
terms of the way they treated Japanese 
Americans or my ancestors, Italian 
Americans or German Americans who 
were, in fact, interred just like Japa-
nese Americans were, and what a bad 
decision it was at the time. Certainly I 
will not argue that it was a good deci-
sion. But I remember I just started 
thinking to myself how interesting it 
would be if one were to run a resolu-
tion saying is it not great that the 
United States of America, this great 
republic, this great system, unique 
really in the world, is such a place in 
which the children of people who were 
interred can become Members of the 
Congress of the United States, and how 
wonderful it is that we can reflect upon 
our past and take the actions that are 
appropriate in terms of apologies and 
that sort of thing. But again, few, if 
any other country, would ever, ever 
think about that. And I wonder why we 
should not celebrate that aspect of 
America as much as we condemn and 
dwell upon the warts. 

But there is a philosophy in this land 
that has permeated our society, cer-
tainly permeated the media, the enter-
tainment industry, the textbooks in 
our schools, the academic communities 
in the United States. It is sometimes 
referred to as multiculturalism, cul-
tural relativism, and it has achieved a 
stature far, far higher than it deserves 
from my point of view. It does per-
meate American society and it is re-
flected by the kind of things that we 
see and hear all of the time, from peo-
ple who are not just looking at the 
United States with some degree of ob-
jectivity and making determinations 
as to the good things we do as opposed 
to the bad things we do and what is 
good about America as opposed to what 
is bad. 

They only focus on what is bad not 
just on America, but about western 
civilization, of which we are, of course, 
the leader. And they dwell upon and 
they are obsessed with the problems, 
the mistakes, the inadequacies of west-
ern civilization and of American soci-
ety in particular. And we teach our 
children that there is really nothing 
unique about America, that it is just 
one of those places people happen to be, 
nothing special. In fact, in fact, if it is 
different at all, it is different because 
of how bad it is, how ugly is its history: 
slavery, mistreatment of Native Amer-
icans, mistreatment of immigrant 
groups, all of which of course have 
some degree of truth, but pale in com-
parison to what we have given in this 
world, pale in comparison to the won-
derful things western society, civiliza-
tion, and America in particular have 
given to this world. Certainly the rule 
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of law, certainly the idea of the value 
of the individual, certainly the idea of 
the freedom of worship. 

But these things are never discussed 
as values. They are never taught to our 
children. Certainly in the last 20 or 30 
years anyway, they are not taught to 
children as being values worthy of 
their allegiance. It is surprising to me 
sometimes that there are still those 
people, and thank God for it, who are 
willing to risk their lives for what so 
many of our forefathers gave theirs. 
And so it is this peculiar obsession that 
so many have with the negative side of 
America and of western civilization in 
general that propels them, I think, to 
the street; even to the point of taking 
the side of someone like Saddam Hus-
sein who has exhibited the most, the 
same characteristics, the same traits 
and has committed the same atrocities 
as some of the greatest devils that 
have ever beset the world in human 
form, including Stalin and Hitler. 

But people are so wrapped up in this 
anti-American, anti-western civiliza-
tion, multiculturalist concept that 
they can not bring themselves to think 
about the possibility that action, even 
to the point of taking violent action in 
the form of a war, may be necessary to 
rid this world of an evil so great that it 
threatens the very existence of our own 
society; because, of course, to many of 
those people, evil is not something that 
really exists in the world; that every-
thing is relative and the other forms of 
government, the other systems of gov-
ernments, are all equally good or 
equally bad, but certainly nothing is 
worth fighting for or risking one’s life 
for. 

Now, the reason why I address that 
issue tonight is because it does play a 
role in what I think is another huge 
problem that we have face in this Na-
tion. And that is the need for our soci-
ety, for western civilization to be co-
herent in the way in which it identifies 
itself and the way in which it projects 
its philosophy to the rest of the world. 
Put simply, Mr. Speaker, Americans 
have to know who we are, what we are 
all about, what are the principles that 
hold us together, that binds us to-
gether, and dwell on those and think 
about those as opposed to dwelling 
upon and thinking of only those things 
that tear us apart as a Nation and, 
again, as a civilization. 

Because I do believe, Mr. Speaker, 
that it is a clash of civilization with 
which we are involved. I believe that 
western civilization is at risk. It is at 
risk from what we might call fun-
damentalist Islam, perhaps more ap-
propriately, extremist elements in the 
Islamic community. And I believe that 
it is a war that is fought both with 
arms, with the force of arms in places 
like Afghanistan, in the Philippines 
and Iraq, but it is also fought with the 
force of ideas. And that to be successful 
in this battle we not only have to field 
the best Army which, of course, I be-
lieve we have, with the best equipment, 
which I believe we can provide them; 

we also have to field individuals capa-
ble of defending western civilization in 
an intellectual arena. 

It is a war of arms. It is a war of 
ideas. And our civilization is threat-
ened. Our ability to actually be suc-
cessful in this clash will be determined 
not just by the valor exhibited on the 
battlefield in Afghanistan or Iraq or 
anywhere else that we determine these 
brave young men and women need to be 
deployed, but our success will be deter-
mined by the way in which we project 
the ideas of western civilization and 
defend them. And we need to under-
stand as a society, as a civilization, as 
a Nation, we need to understand who 
we are, what it is we are all about, 
where we want to go, what our history 
is, a common history. I think it is im-
perative for us to be successful. 

And that is why oftentimes I take 
the floor of the House, evenings like 
this, on special orders to exhort my 
colleagues to think about another as-
pect of this problem, and that is the de-
gree to which massive immigration 
into the country combined with this 
philosophy of multiculturalism can be 
and, in my estimation, is a dangerous, 
dangerous phenomenon. 

Massive immigration into the coun-
try unchecked, massive immigration 
that is combined with this, that is 
combined with this philosophy I de-
scribe as multiculturalism does not 
help us develop a coherent society. It 
does not help us develop a strong intel-
lectual base of support for the ideals of 
western civilization. It pulls people 
apart rather than pulls them together. 
We have a tendency to vulcanize our 
society rather than bring it together as 
one United States of America, both 
geographically and intellectually and 
emotionally. 

Immigration is a very, very signifi-
cant problem. And it goes far beyond 
the issues of jobs that may be being 
taken by people from outside the coun-
try, although that is a significant 
issue. And believe me, if your job has 
been taken by someone from another 
country, then it is the most important 
issue to you. And I understand that. 
But the problems that arise as a result 
of this kind of massive immigration 
combined with this bizarre and rabid 
multiculturalism that pervades our so-
ciety are such that I think that they 
actually pose a great and significant 
threat to the United States of America 
and, in fact, to western civilization. 

I think that the need is great for at 
least the debate of this topic. It is a 
topic that we eschewed, that we have 
avoided, that we have attempted to 
move aside because it is uncomfort-
able. That is true. The debate over im-
migration and its effect on our country 
at this point in its history needs to be 
undertaken, but is very, very uncom-
fortable for many Members of this body 
and certainly many people throughout 
the country. But I believe with all of 
my heart that debate needs to be un-
dertaken. 

There are these more esoteric aspects 
of it that I have tried to address here, 

and then there are some very practical 
and very dramatic effects of massive 
immigration that need to be explored 
also. 

Mr. Speaker, last week a couple of 
the Members of this body and several 
members of the Arizona State legisla-
ture accompanied me on a trip I took 
down to Cochise County, Arizona, 
which is on the border, of course, of 
Mexico, to observe firsthand what was 
happening there and to try to bring 
back to the people that serve in this 
body and to the rest of the United 
States a picture, perhaps a little bit 
different than the picture of illegal im-
migration that is portrayed by the 
local media in the various cities and 
States of the people of the people here 
in the Congress of the United States.
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I know that in my own city, Denver, 
Colorado, the media enjoys the presen-
tation of the concept of or the reality 
I should say of illegal immigration. It 
always presents the picture of illegal 
immigration as one of a very benign 
sort of concept and that the people 
here, those people who are identified as 
illegal immigrants into this country 
are just folks looking for a job and 
willing to do a job that ‘‘other Ameri-
cans will not do,’’ and that they are, 
generally speaking, beneficial to the 
country from the standpoint of our 
economy and from just the standpoint 
of the type of individuals that make up 
the Nation. 

That is the picture of illegal immi-
gration that is portrayed by the media 
in many of our districts; but if we go to 
the border, almost any point of the 
border, southern or northern border, of 
the United States, we will find a com-
pletely different picture, one that is 
hardly ever portrayed in the press. We 
will find a very ugly picture, a picture 
of violence, a picture of criminal activ-
ity revolving around the importation 
of illegal narcotics, a picture of threat 
to the national security of the United 
States as a result of having porous bor-
ders across which people are coming, 
some of them with the intent to do 
great harm. 

That is a different picture entirely 
and one, as I say, we hardly ever see; 
but it is absolutely as real as the one 
that is presented in the local media of 
many of the newspapers and television 
stations and radio stations of the folks 
of the hometown of the folks who actu-
ally serve in this body; and so I wanted 
to go there and show people a different 
picture, another picture that I think 
they should see. 

We went to the Coronado National 
Forest for the first day, and we looked 
at the environmental degradation in 
that forest, brought about by the fact 
that thousands and thousands and 
thousands of people coming into the 
country illegally every single week 
come across that national forest and do 
enormous damage to it from an envi-
ronmental standpoint. They drive 
across in vehicles creating roads, 
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‘‘roads,’’ of course, where there should 
not be roads. They walk across, and the 
impact of thousands and thousands and 
thousands of feet on pathways that are 
created does enormous damage to the 
environment, very pristine environ-
ment, a very delicate environment in 
the southwest part of the United 
States, a desert environment. 

They start warming fires. These peo-
ple, undocumented illegal immigrants, 
start warming fires in the night, walk 
away from them in the morning; and 
they, of course, during this draught are 
devastating. When I was there last, 
when I was in the Coronado National 
Forest little over a year ago, I left on 
a Sunday morning. By the time I re-
turned back to Denver, Colorado, a fire 
that had started that morning by an il-
legal alien had consumed 35,000 acres of 
the Coronado. 

The trash that is distributed 
throughout the forest is enormous, are 
enormous, monumental. It is hundreds 
of thousands of pounds of trash dis-
carded by the people coming through 
there, so much so that one would think 
that the Coronado National Forest 
should be renamed the Coronado Na-
tional Dump because that is what it 
looks like. Yet, of course, and interest-
ingly we have never seen or ever heard 
the Sierra Club or any other environ-
mental organization in America take 
issue with this problem. 

One can talk to the forest supervisor. 
One can talk to anybody who works 
there, the parks people, the forest serv-
ice people, and they will tell my col-
leagues what is happening to that for-
est as a result of porous borders, as a 
result of people being shoved out of 
Mexico by their own government, 
across the borders by the thousands 
and into the United States. 

We went the next day to Organ Pipe 
Cactus National Park, just adjacent to 
the Coronado, also a scene of environ-
mental degradation that is truly dis-
turbing. All of the same problems of 
the Coronado but it is also the site of 
the death of a park ranger by the name 
of Chris Eggle, E-G-G-L-E, Chris Eggle, 
28 years old, killed by two Mexicans 
coming across the border escaping from 
the crimes they have committed in 
Mexico, several other murders that 
they had just committed in relation-
ship to some sort of drug deal, drug sit-
uation. 

Chris was ambushed by them and 
killed. His life ended at 28 years old in 
Organ Pipe Cactus National Park, and 
we went there to that site with his fa-
ther, Robert Eggle. Mr. Eggle has re-
lived this event now three or four 
times. He has gone down to the na-
tional park to see where his son was 
killed and to relive that event, and he 
does so because he believes that his 
son’s death cannot be forgotten nor 
should it be in vain, and it should not 
in either case. It should not be forgot-
ten, and it certainly should not be in 
vain. 

He talks about the need to secure our 
own borders. He talks about the need 

to prepare and train the people who 
have to deal with the invasion that is 
occurring on our southern border so 
that the next person confronting some-
one coming across the border armed 
with AK–47s will be a little more able 
to defend themselves than poor Chris 
was. 

Then we went the next day to a ranch 
house, a ranch owned by the 
Kuykendall family, B.J. and Tom 
Kuykendall, wonderful people who have 
lived there for generations, and they 
brought their neighbors in from all 
over the county, people who had also 
lived there for generations and who for 
generations had dealt with the issue of 
some degree of illegal immigration, 
peopling coming across the border peri-
odically. They would seek them out for 
food. These ranchers would give them 
food, would sometimes give them jobs; 
but it was never an issue, never a prob-
lem, no big deal. 

In the last 4 or 5 years something has 
changed they say. It has become not 
just an annoyance; it has become a 
threat to their very existence. Their 
ranches are being destroyed. Their cat-
tle are being killed. Their homes are 
being broken into. Their families are 
being intimidated. Their entire way of 
life is being threatened, and they ask, 
where is my government? Who is here 
to protect us? What is happening to our 
life? 

Thousands of people we have on vid-
eotape, thousands of people crossing 
those borders, tearing down the fences, 
breaking the water wells, destroying 
the property, bringing with them tons 
of trash, depositing human waste in 
amounts that are certainly dangerous 
in terms of the health issues that they 
represent, bringing with them diseases 
that we cannot even treat, we do not 
have means to treat. We do not have 
the antibiotics to treat some of the 
most virulent forms of tuberculosis and 
something called Shakas disease, all 
these things being brought across by 
people into the United States. 

We are witnessing an invasion. It is 
an invasion that is being prompted by 
the Mexican Government to satisfy 
some of their needs, as was told to me 
by a Mexican official by the name of 
Juan Hernandez who was the head of 
something called the Ministry for 
Mexicans Living in the United States. 
And I asked him what is the purpose of 
such a ministry. It was just created 
about a year and a half ago, and there 
were two other Congressmen with me, 
two other Members of the House who 
were with me, in Mexico when we vis-
ited him. 

By the way, Mr. Hernandez is a very, 
very sophisticated gentleman, very ur-
bane, very competent and articulate 
and a dual citizen of the United States 
and Mexico and interestingly serves or 
served on the cabinet of Vicente Fox, 
an American citizen serving in Mexico 
on the cabinet of the Mexican Presi-
dent, an interesting situation. He said, 
the purpose of my agency is to increase 
the flow of people into the United 

States, of Mexican nationals into the 
United States. I said what do you want 
to do that for, knowing in my heart of 
course exactly why. 

Because he had been so forthcoming, 
so candid, I thought this is great. I 
have hardly ever heard anybody be so 
candid about the designs of the Mexi-
can Government vis-a-vis immigration 
policy; and he said the reason is sim-
ple, the more people we have in the 
United States, the more possibilities 
there are for us to influence your pol-
icy vis-a-vis Mexico, and he said there 
is the issue of remittances. 

‘‘Remittances,’’ for those Members 
who do not know, Mr. Speaker, is just 
a term that applies to the money that 
is sent back home to Mexico from peo-
ple living outside of Mexico, working 
outside of Mexico, and it actually 
amounts to a huge amount of money. 
Some 30-some percent of the Mexican 
GDP is a result of these remittances. 
Mexico has also experienced an enor-
mous population growth, almost dou-
bling in 25 years; and they have a stag-
nant economy because they are stuck 
with a socialistic economy which is 
combined with a completely corrupt 
system from the cop on the beat to the 
highest levels of government, and that 
combination makes for a lousy econ-
omy, and always will, regardless of 
NAFTA or free trade arrangements of 
any kind. Because of that, of course, 
they need to get some of those people 
out of there because they are very 
young, they are unemployed. That is a 
destabilizing factor and why not send 
them north. 

We, on the other hand, have chosen 
to accept this policy on the part of our 
southern neighbor and ‘‘friend,’’ that 
‘‘friend’’ by the way who is threatening 
a ‘‘no’’ vote in the security council 
against the resolution that we are pre-
senting to bring Saddam Hussein to 
bay. They are threatening a ‘‘no’’ vote 
until we agree to some sort of attempt 
to provide amnesty for all the Mexican 
nationals living in the United States il-
legally. That is their quid pro quo. 
That is what they want. 

These are our friends in the south. 
Now whether they are going to stick, 
whether we are going to be able to get 
them to vote ‘‘yes’’ or not soon in the 
security council remains to be seen, 
but this is what they are presenting to 
us as being their demands, like Turkey 
asking for several billion dollars for 
the right to provide American troops 
some air space and flyover opportuni-
ties. 

He said that, and he went on to say, 
Mr. Speaker, another fascinating thing 
as far as I was concerned, an im-
mensely incredible statement. He said 
it is not two countries we are talking 
about. It is just a region. It is not two 
countries he said. It is just a region. 
That may be his true opinion. It is the 
opinion I think of some of the col-
leagues with whom I serve here, that 
the borders are really not significant. 
They are not of importance, they are 
anachronisms, and that they should be 
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erased for the purposes of allowing for 
the free flow of goods and services and 
people. It is a libertarian point of view 
that is expressed on this floor and by 
several Members of this body. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to engender that 
debate with those folks. I do not want 
them just talking about it in the halls 
or with me individually. I want that 
debate here on this floor in front of the 
American people. I want to know 
whether this government, whether this 
government believes that, in fact, bor-
ders are necessary or not. I want to 
know the opinion of this government 
because I think I know the opinion of 
the people of this country, but I may 
be wrong. I may be in the minority. 
Maybe it will turn out that, in fact, 
borders are determined to be by a ma-
jority of the people in this body and 
the President of the United States, 
they are determined to be irrelevant 
and that we should allow for the, 
again, free flow of people, goods, and 
services. 

If that is a decision that is reached 
through the process that we have es-
tablished for making policy in this 
country, so be it. I am a ‘‘no’’ vote, but 
so be it.

b 2200 

What I am telling you, Mr. Speaker, 
and my colleagues, that what is hap-
pening is that that is the direction we 
are moving. That is the de facto sort of 
arrangement we are going to achieve, 
an open borders policy. But it will 
never be as a result of a debate or a 
particular piece of legislation where 
people have to vote yes or no. It will 
always be done in an incremental fash-
ion. And the people in Cochese County 
will suffer the consequences. Their 
lives will be ruined. Their ranches will 
be destroyed. 

But they will just be the tip of the 
iceberg in terms of the sacrifice that 
this country will make as a result of 
our commitment to open borders. Be-
cause, of course, the people coming 
across those borders are not just people 
who are strewing trash all over the 
land, breaking fences, poisoning wells, 
breaking the pipes on wells and allow-
ing all the water to drain out, invading 
ranch houses, threatening and in fact 
assaulting ranchers, pulling up these 
rock barriers on the highway to stop 
the cars to then carjack the people. It 
will not be just those people coming 
across to do ‘‘jobs no one else will do.’’

And, by the way, along those lines, 
about a month ago in the Rocky Moun-
tain News in Denver, a Denver news-
paper, there was a very large article 
about a restaurant, a Mexican res-
taurant that I have been to several 
times, called Luna Restaurant. It is in 
my old stomping grounds in north Den-
ver, and I know it well. There was an 
article, a strange article, because it 
was talking about the fact that this 
restaurant put an ad in the paper for a 
waiter, a $3-an-hour waiter position. 
Three dollars an hour. Of course, with 
tips, you get more. That first day that 

the ad went in the paper there were 600 
applicants for the job. One day, 600 ap-
plicants. 

Now, do you believe, Mr. Speaker, 
that every one of those 600 applicants 
were illegal immigrants wanting to do 
a job that no American would do? I do 
not think so. I think there were plenty 
of American citizens looking for that 
job. But nonetheless, nonetheless this 
is what we hear all the time; that that 
is the only thing we have going on; 
that these are just people coming to do 
jobs that no American will do and, 
therefore, we should not be concerned 
about what is happening on the border, 
and we should not be concerned by the 
Kuykendalls or the Barnetts, or any of 
the other people who have lived there 
for generations and who are trying to 
sustain themselves on that border. We 
should not be concerned about them. 
We are going to sacrifice them for 
cheap labor for the Republicans and for 
potential votes for the Democrats. 

That is why we refuse to secure our 
borders. It is a political decision of this 
body to not secure the borders because 
of the fact that it will harm what we 
believe to be a political base, a power 
base that we either want to get or that 
we have at the present time, and all 
the time these people are coming 
across those borders, yes, mostly with 
no ill intent, most with the same pur-
pose of my grandparents and perhaps 
yours, who came to seek a better life. 
But across those porous borders also 
come other people, people with much 
more dangerous motives. And you see, 
Mr. Speaker, we have not figured out a 
way to create a sieve on the border 
that effectively siphons out those peo-
ple who are coming across with no ill 
intent and keeps out those who have 
other purposes in mind. We do not 
know how to do that. 

So, therefore, the border is open and 
we are fearful of closing it. Because if 
you close the border, if you seal your 
borders and only allow people to come 
in legally, then you stop the flow of il-
legal immigration. And the country of 
Mexico becomes disturbed by that, be-
cause now they have to deal with the 
problem of unemployment, the problem 
of their own sinking economy, and the 
fact that the United States Govern-
ment may not be quite as sympathetic 
to their particular concerns. So they 
do not like the idea of closing those 
borders and they, in fact, make de-
mands upon the United States to keep 
those borders open and let their people 
come through. They even provide buses 
for them, observed on our side of the 
border through binoculars; buses that 
come up to the border and unload peo-
ple who walk across into the United 
States. These buses are part of a gov-
ernmental project, a governmental 
agency. 

We do nothing about it because we 
are fearful of the response. We do not 
like the possibility that the political 
ramifications in the United States to 
either party might be detrimental. So 
we put this Nation at risk, we put our 

very lives at risk, and we damage not 
only our national security apparatus 
and we place upon those agencies given 
the responsibility for internal security 
issues, finding out who is here to do us 
harm, we place upon them enormous 
burdens of trying to identify people in 
a sea of people who are here as immi-
grants. This is not good for the United 
States. 

Beyond that, I go back to the origi-
nal part of my discussion here this 
evening. It does something to us, Mr. 
Speaker, in our inability to create a so-
ciety that has a singleness of purpose 
and an understanding of exactly who 
and what we are. I had the opportunity 
to have lunch not too long ago with a 
Catholic bishop in Denver by the name 
of Bishop Gomez, a very fine gentleman 
who happens to disagree with me en-
tirely on this issue. And he said to me 
at lunch, Congressman, I do not know 
why you get so exercised about this. He 
said, you know, for the most part, 
these people coming here from Mexico 
today, they do not want to be Ameri-
cans. They do not want to be Ameri-
cans. He was thinking that would al-
leviate my concerns. I said, well, of 
course, Bishop, that is the problem. 

The other thing is, the agency I men-
tioned earlier, the Ministry for Mexi-
cans Living in the United States, the 
other thing that was stated by Mr. Her-
nandez in that very candid conversa-
tion that we had was that part of his 
responsibility was to work with the 
Mexican nationals who had come to the 
United States to make sure that they 
retained, as he said, a connection to 
Mexico, a political, cultural, linguistic 
connection to Mexico. Because they 
want them, he said, to continue to 
have that loyalty to Mexico. Other-
wise, pretty soon they are not sending 
home the kind of money that they are 
today, and also they are not agitating 
for any sort of change in American pol-
icy to Mexico if they essentially go na-
tive. That is really what he was con-
cerned about, that the Mexicans would 
come here and essentially become part 
of the American mainstream, integrate 
into the American culture, become 
Americans. 

But as Bishop Gomez says, that is 
not their intent. That is not their de-
sire. They are here to get a job, make 
some money, send it back, perhaps go 
home later. Well, you see, many people 
could have come here over the cen-
turies for that same purpose, without 
any strong desire to become American, 
but in fact this country forced them 
into it. There was no such thing as a 
multiculturalist philosophy that per-
meated American culture. We did not 
allow for people to remain segregated 
for all that long. We required, in order 
for them to, as my grandfather had to 
do, in order to achieve anything in this 
country, he had to do a couple of 
things. One was to learn English. And 
my grandfather, and perhaps yours, 
and certainly most people that I know, 
their grandparents came here with a 
strong desire to separate themselves 
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from the past and from the countries 
from which they came. No desire to 
hang on to that. A desire to become 
American. 

And there were obstacles put up 
sometimes in this country. You know, 
we were antagonistic to immigrants 
many times. But over the course of 
time, and with a strong desire to inte-
grate, what we saw was this infusion of 
people into the American mainstream 
that made us a great Nation. Diversity, 
in fact, can be a good thing. But unity 
is also a good thing. E pluribus unum, 
out of many, one. Not out of many, 
many, which is today’s concept, to-
day’s admonition. 

So I think this issue of immigration 
has many implications, far far greater 
than, as I say, are discussed most of 
the time with regard to issues like jobs 
and other things. This will determine, 
Mr. Speaker, I believe, not just what 
kind of country we will be, that is di-
vided or united, but this issue will de-
termine whether we will be a country 
at all; whether we will be a Nation at 
all. That is why it is worthy of our de-
bate on this floor and in this House. 

We are challenged by a variety of 
things in this world, and our ability to 
succeed will be based almost entirely 
upon our ability to defend, understand 
and, therefore, defend the principles of 
western civilization. And I think it is 
something worth thinking about. And 
as I say, Mr. Speaker, I may be wrong. 
I may be totally wrong; completely, 100 
percent, wrong. I want the debate, how-
ever. Is that too much to ask, I won-
der? And let us determine the course of 
our Nation. Let it not happen in a way 
that does not allow for the intelligent 
analysis of the events and their impli-
cations. Let us think about who we are, 
what we are, where we are going, and 
what we have to do to get there. 

We can certainly allow people into 
this country from all over the world, 
from Mexico and Africa and Asia and 
Europe. We can allow them from all 
over the world, but we have to deter-
mine how this will happen and it has to 
be a process that we determine to be 
governed by the rule of law. How you 
come into this country should be a fac-
tor of the laws that we pass in this 
body, and that is all I ask. That is the 
plea I make tonight. It is for the 
United States, it is for Western Civili-
zation, and for the threats that I see 
that are aligned and arrayed against it.

f 

ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT 
RESOLUTION SIGNED 

Mr. Trandahl, Clerk of the House, re-
ported and found truly enrolled a bill 
and joint resolution of the House of the 
following titles, which were thereupon 
signed by the Speaker:

H.R. 395. An act to authorize the Federal 
Trade Commission to collect fees for the im-
plementation and enforcement of a ‘‘do-not-
call’’ registry, and for other purposes. 

H.J. Res. 19. Joint resolution recognizing 
the 92d birthday of Ronald Reagan.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

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

Mr. CLYBURN (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for February 25 and today on 
account of family illness.

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. SANDLIN) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MEEK of Florida, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. STENHOLM, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. TURNER of Texas, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. SANDLIN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BOSWELL, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. HINCHEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BAIRD, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. RENZI) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Mr. BURNS, for 5 minutes, February 
27. 

Mr. KIRK, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. PENCE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GOODLATTE, for 5 minutes, today.

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 10 o’clock and 14 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Thursday, February 27, 2003, at 1 p.m.

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

766. A letter from the Acting Principal 
Deputy Associate Administrator, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting 
Agency’s final rule—Lambda-cyhalothrin; 
Pesticide Tolerances for Emergency Exemp-
tions [OPP–2002–0335; FRL–7285–2] received 
December 30, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture. 

767. A letter from the Acting Principal 
Deputy Associate Administrator, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting the 
Agency’s final rule—Mesotrione; Pesticide 
Tolerance [OPP–2002–0303; FRL–7282–4] re-
ceived December 30, 2002, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture. 

768. A letter from the Acting Principal 
Deputy Associate Administrator, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting the 
Agency’s final rule—S-metolachor; Pesticide 
Tolerances for Emergency Exemptions 
[OPP–2002–0331; FRL–7283–2] received Decem-
ber 30, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
to the Committee on Agriculture. 

769. A letter from the President and Chair-
man, Export-Import Bank of the United 

States, transmitting a report involving U.S. 
exports to Italy, pursuant to 12 U.S.C. 
635(b)(3)(i); to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

770. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Housing—Federal Housing Commissioner, 
Federal Housing Administration, transmit-
ting the Administration’s Annual Report On 
Initiatives To Address Management Defi-
ciencies Identified In The Audit of FHA’s FY 
2001 Financial Statements; to the Committee 
on Financial Services. 

771. A letter from the Acting Principal 
Deputy Associate Administrator, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting the 
Agency’s final rule—Clean Air Interim Ap-
proval of the Alternate Permit Program; 
Territory of Guam [GU02–01; FRL–7433–5] re-
ceived December 30, 2002, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

772. A letter from the Acting Principal 
Deputy Associate Administrator, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting the 
Agency’s final rule—Hazardous Waste Man-
agement System; Identification and Listing 
of Hazardous Waste; Final Exclusion [SW–
FRL–7432–8] received December 30, 2002, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

773. A letter from the Acting Principal 
Deputy Associate Administrator, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting the 
Agency’s final rule—Protection of Strato-
spheric Ozone: Process for Exempting Quar-
antine and Preshipment Applications of 
Methyl Bromide [FRL–7434–1] received De-
cember 30, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

774. A letter from the Acting Principal 
Deputy Associate Administrator, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting the 
Agency’s final rule—TSCA Inventory Update 
Rule Amendments [OPPT–2002–0054; FRL–
6767–4] (RIN: 2070–AC61) received December 
30, 2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

775. A letter from the Acting Principal 
Deputy Associate Administrator, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting the 
Agency’s final rule—National Emission 
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants for 
Secondary Aluminum Production [FR–7430–6] 
(RIN: 2060–AE77) received December 30, 2002, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

776. A letter from the Acting Principal 
Deputy Associate Administrator, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting the 
Agency’s final rule—Approval and Promulga-
tion of State Air Quality Plans for Des-
ignated Facilities and Pollutants; the Dis-
trict of Columbia; Control of Emmissions 
from Existing Hospital/Medical/Infectious 
Waste Incinerator (HMIWI) Units [DC051–
7002a; FRL–7434–7] received December 30, 
2002, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

777. A letter from the Acting Principal 
Deputy Associate Administrator, Environ-
mental Protection Agency, transmitting the 
Agency’s final rule—Approval and Promulga-
tion of State Air Quality Plans for Des-
ignated Facilities and Pollutants; the Dis-
trict of Columbia, and the City of Philadel-
phia, Pennsylvania; Control of Emissions 
from Existing Municipal Solid Waste Land-
fills [DC051–7001a; PA186–7001a; FRL–7434–9] 
received December 30, 2002, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

778. A letter from the Deputy Assistant for 
Regulatory Programs, National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration, transmitting 
the Administration’s final rule—Taking of 
Threatened or Endangered Species Inci-
dental to Commercial Fishing Operations 
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