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‘‘People who are out of work because of 
outsourcing, who said, no, they think 
maybe we ought to try and keep jobs at 
home, he called them economic isola-
tionists, and he said economic isola-
tionists wave the flag of surrender, 
rather than the American flag.’’ That 
is a quote. 

So, in other words, people who are 
out of work because their jobs have 
gone overseas and have the audacity to 
complain about our policies that do 
that are said to wave the flag of sur-
render and not the American flag. 

What does that mean? They are not 
patriots? These people, whose children 
every day go to school and say the 
pledge to the flag while dad or mom is 
looking for a job? 

f 

THE CHALLENGING QUESTION OF 
JOBS LEAVING AMERICA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida). Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 2003, the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. TANCREDO) is recognized for 
60 minutes. 

Mr. TANCREDO. Madam Speaker, I 
appreciate the opportunity to address 
the House. 

It is appropriate, I suppose, that we 
continue with the discussion we are 
having about jobs. It is an interesting 
one, it is a challenging one. It is cer-
tainly an issue that will be with us for 
quite some time, certainly during the 
next several months as we approach 
the election. 

We know that there is a great deal of 
anxiety in the Nation, there is a great 
deal of concern about the degree to 
which the exportation of jobs from the 
United States, the outsourcing, as it is 
referred to, has affected our economy, 
has affected the unemployment statis-
tics and affected Americans in ways 
that are quite alarming sometimes. 

We wonder about exactly how it is 
that we can treat this issue. Number 
one, is it for real? The outsourcing of 
jobs has sometimes been described as a 
good thing from an economic stand-
point. I heard my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle talk about that 
and suggest that someone was being 
disingenuous in that description. 

Well, Madam Speaker, I do not know 
whether or not the outsourcing of jobs 
from the United States does in fact 
cause a net loss in jobs. I have a 
sneaky feeling it may. I am concerned 
about the possibility that it does. 

We recognize that there is a phe-
nomena, a world economy that chal-
lenges us as never before in terms of 
trying to figure out how exactly to ad-
dress the issue of jobs, how to protect 
them. 

In the past, and for the last actually 
150 or so years, a lot of people have 
been wedded to the concept of free 
trade as described by various econo-
mists, from Ricardo and Adam Smith, 
and we adhere, most of us, to the con-
cept that free trade is good in the long 
run and produces in fact a more viable 

economy. That has been the mantra 
many people have chanted. 

I do not hear, even from the other 
side, however, a resolution to this. I do 
not hear anybody saying, well, we 
should not have free trade, that we 
should establish some sort of economic 
barrier to free trade, we should estab-
lish tariffs. 

They can and do rail about the fact 
that we are maybe losing jobs in this 
new economy, in this new-world econ-
omy, and that it is, of course, therefore 
the President’s fault. No one has in 
fact, that I know of, come up with a 
plan that would suggest a protectionist 
policy be implemented, that in fact we 
should begin to look at things like tar-
iffs to protect American jobs. That is a 
hard case to make, and it is one alter-
native, of course, to the present course 
of free trade. 

We can begin to restrict America’s 
trade policies. We can begin to erect 
barriers. We can begin to say to other 
countries that if they do not react in 
what we would call a fair way to our 
trade policies that we will in fact im-
pose some sort of penalty, we will raise 
a tariff barrier. 

We can in fact even adopt policies, 
tax law, that would be designed to pre-
vent companies from or punish compa-
nies for offshoring jobs, for moving jobs 
from the United States to other coun-
tries. 
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Those are policy options. Now, would 
they stop the offshoring of jobs? Would 
people then say, okay, because I have 
to pay an extra tax for doing that, I 
will not adopt this particular proce-
dure? Well, I do not know. In some 
cases, it may work; in other cases, it 
may not. 

Because, in reality, the competitive 
world in which we live is one that does 
not care whether or not jobs are lost in 
any particular country. It does not 
matter. The economy does not have a 
conscience. The world economy does 
not look at a net loss of jobs in country 
A and a net increase in jobs in country 
B and say, there is something immoral 
about that. It just says, that is the way 
it has to work. 

This is difficult for any Member of 
Congress, for any Member, any elected 
person in the United States to have to 
deal with, because our natural tend-
ency is to say, here is what we will do 
to solve that problem. We will stop 
this. We will not allow jobs to be ex-
ported from the United States. We will 
do things that absolutely ensure that 
we will always have a very high stand-
ard of living and that our jobs will be 
protected. That is what we would like 
to do. But, of course, the problem is 
how to do that. 

I assure my colleagues, nothing we 
heard tonight from the other side is a 
solution. Nothing. It is simply a series 
of complaints; and it is demagoguery 
to stand up on this floor or anywhere 
else and simply rail against the ‘‘loss 
of jobs’’ unless one is willing to come 

forward and say, here is what we will 
do to stop that. We will begin to im-
pose protectionist measures. We will 
say to other countries that we will not 
allow your goods into our country be-
cause you are subsidizing them in your 
country, and it is unfair. We will pun-
ish corporations for sending jobs off-
shore. 

Now, we can do that, we can say that, 
and we can even actually pass laws to 
accomplish those goals. But will they 
stop this phenomenon? Can we do any-
thing to reverse what appears to be an 
inevitable change in the economic sta-
tus of America and of America’s work-
ers? 

I do not come to this floor to tell my 
colleagues that I have an economic 
model we can impose that I know will 
achieve the goal of keeping jobs in 
America and keeping our standard of 
living high. But I do have a suggestion 
that I believe we can look to and that 
all of us should be able to say, this may 
work. It is both logical and it is, in 
fact, the responsible thing to do. 

But we will never hear, Madam 
Speaker, we will never hear our oppo-
nents, ever, suggest what I am going to 
suggest as a way of protecting Amer-
ican jobs, because their purpose is not 
to protect American jobs. Their pur-
pose is to make political points. Their 
purpose is to make Americans, who are 
fearful of their own jobs and those who 
have lost jobs, vote for them, as op-
posed to the President or Republicans, 
just out of the fear. But there is never 
a solution that they propose, and cer-
tainly not the one that I am going to 
suggest tonight. 

Madam Speaker, in this country 
today there are between 13 million and 
15 million people who are here ille-
gally. That is to say, they have come 
across the border of the United States 
without our permission. For the most 
part, they have come for the purpose of 
taking jobs. We hear this all the time, 
even from people on our side of the 
aisle, that the people who are coming 
here illegally are coming here simply 
to take the jobs that no one else will 
take. 

Well, I do not know how it is in the 
districts of my colleagues or anywhere 
else in the country, but I will tell my 
colleagues that in my district there are 
many people who are out of work and 
who are looking for any job. They will 
take a job in the high-tech sector from 
which they were fired because someone 
came in to work for less money, or 
their job was outsourced, or they will 
take a job, many people, who do not 
have the kinds of skills that would 
allow them to even think about a job 
in the high-tech industry, they will 
take a job as roofers or as drywall 
hangers or as bricklayers or as, yes, 
even, believe it or not, people who 
would clean our houses or cut our 
lawns. They are people who are in des-
perate need of a job. 

But we are importing millions of peo-
ple to take those jobs. Why? Because 
they will take them for less money 
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than the previous person was willing to 
take. It is a constant series of someone 
undercutting the person who was there 
for their job. 

Now, this importation of cheap labor 
has an effect on our economy. And, yes, 
it is true that some commodities are 
less expensive and that we can prob-
ably get our lawns cut, our laundry 
done, our houses cleaned, and any one 
of a variety of other things for less 
money because there are so many peo-
ple here who are willing to work for 
very little, and they have displaced the 
person who was doing that job for a lit-
tle more. So to that extent it benefits 
a certain segment of our society. In the 
long run, however, I think it is a det-
riment to all of us. 

So if we really wanted to address the 
issue of jobs, why would we not say 
that one way to do it is to, in fact, 
limit the number of people who are 
coming into this country illegally, why 
would we not say that we are going to 
defend our borders, stop the importa-
tion of cheap labor illegally into this 
country and even reverse the flow by 
levying fines against people, which is 
the law, of course. The law today al-
lows us to levy fines against people 
who have hired people who are here il-
legally. And if we do that, we will, in 
fact, be able to reverse this flow. 

People who are here illegally, if they 
are not able to obtain jobs and the so-
cial service benefits that we so lib-
erally provide, they will return to their 
country of origin. We do not have to 
‘‘round them up in cattle cars’’ and 
send them out or anything of that na-
ture. These are the pictures that our 
opponents try to portray all the time 
of this horrendous experience. But, in 
fact, we could simply enforce the law 
and secure the border and achieve the 
goal of reducing the number of people 
who are here illegally. 

But those people who do not go home 
under those conditions should, in fact, 
be deported, because that is the law. 
We may not like the law. There are a 
number of people on the other side 
who, of course, despise the law, but it 
is the law, and it is something that we 
must deal with. We can try to ignore 
it. We can try to pretend these laws do 
not exist. We can try to pretend the 
laws about immigration are nothing 
more than the selections on a Chinese 
restaurant menu: We will take one 
order of this, two orders of that, no 
rice, and be particular about which 
laws we will, in fact, enforce and which 
laws we will not. But that is not the 
way our society is built. 

Madam Speaker, we are supposed to 
be a nation based on the rule of law 
and the respect for the law; and the law 
says if you are here illegally, you 
should be deported. The law says that 
if you hire someone who is here ille-
gally, you should be fined; and if you 
continue to do it, you could actually go 
to jail. That is the law. In this body 
where we make law, this is supposed to 
be the place where we have the ulti-
mate respect for the law. 

Yet the members of the other side 
and even members of our own party 
would rather ignore the law, would 
rather suggest it does not exist and 
that we will look the other way. Be-
cause, on the one side, they are con-
cerned about the votes that they would 
be losing if we stopped the flow of im-
migration, both legal and illegal, or re-
duced it; and on our side, oftentimes 
because we are fearful that we will stop 
the flow of cheap labor. In any case, 
the borders remain porous, and the 
numbers begin to overwhelm us. 

Let me point out something that I 
find absolutely incredible. First of all, 
let me say, Madam Speaker, that when 
I go down and visit the border and talk 
to our Border Patrol people, which I do 
often on both the southern and north-
ern borders, one of the things I hear 
most often is an admonition from 
them, and it goes something like this: 
Congressman, when you go back up 
there, please, please tell your col-
leagues, do not talk about, do not ever 
mention the word ‘‘amnesty’’ for the 
people who are here illegally. Because 
they say every time that happens up 
there, meaning here, the flood we are 
trying to stop on the border becomes a 
tidal wave, naturally, of people who are 
coming to obtain this ‘‘amnesty.’’ If 
they can sneak in under the radar 
screen, if they can sneak in in time, 
they will get an amnesty. That is what 
they think. So the numbers become 
overwhelming. 

Let me tell my colleagues what has 
happened in one sector, one portion of 
our border, the Tucson sector, which, 
of course, as my colleagues know, is 
just one spot along a 5,000-mile border, 
north and south. Since October 1 of 
last year, which is the beginning of our 
fiscal year, to date, about 6 months, 
the number of people interdicted, the 
number of people stopped at the Tuc-
son sector in the last 6 months has 
reached 211,450. That was as of a few 
days ago. They are stopping about 3,000 
or 4,000 a night. Almost a quarter of a 
million people by now in 6 months have 
been stopped at the Tucson sector, on 
the Tucson sector of the border. 

Madam Speaker, for every single per-
son that comes into this country, I 
mean every single person that we stop 
at the border, 2 or 3, 5 or 10, we do not 
know for sure how many, but certainly 
a minimum of let us say 2, for every 
one we get, 2 get by us, minimum. It is 
probably far more than that, but a 
minimum of 2. That means that in the 
last 6 months, a half a million people 
have entered this country illegally just 
in the Tucson sector, and successfully 
entered the country. Madam Speaker, a 
half a million people in 6 months in one 
sector. This is, by the way, a 46 percent 
increase from this time last year. 

In the month of March, apprehen-
sions, with at this point 3 days still re-
maining, are 62,946, the month of 
March. That is up 34,100 from last year, 
an increase of 85 percent. Madam 
Speaker, 3,067 when this report was 
done, which was 3 days ago, 3,067 were 

caught yesterday, according to the 
Border Patrol. By the way, April and 
May are typically the peak months 
ahead of a hot summer. Madam Speak-
er, a half a million people came into 
this country illegally in 6 months in 
one sector. 

Where do they go? Now if, in fact, 
they are just coming for the jobs Amer-
icans will not take, which is what we 
hear all the time, right? What are the 
500,000 jobs those people are going to 
take when they get here that are just 
waiting out there? Right? Because, of 
course, that is what we are told is the 
case, that there are millions and mil-
lions of jobs going begging. Madam 
Speaker, I ask my colleagues, in my 
colleagues’ districts, are there thou-
sands and thousands of jobs we cannot 
fill? I tell my colleagues it is not the 
case in my district. 
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I do not know of a district where 
want ads are going without response. 
Nobody wants the job. Thousands and 
thousands. 500,000 in the last 6 months. 
Where are they going? Where are they 
working? Are they, in fact, just taking 
jobs Americans do not want? Or are 
they, in fact, displacing American and/ 
or immigrant labor who came here be-
fore them and doing so because they 
will work for less? 

The President said in his speech that 
he wants to match every willing work-
er with every willing employer. But I 
ask the President to please think about 
that statement. I ask him to determine 
whether or not he really means that, 
matching every willing worker with 
every willing employer. 

Well, I would suggest that there are 
billions of willing workers all over the 
world looking for the opportunity to 
come here and, in fact, undercut some-
one, underbid someone who is presently 
here for their job. Do we really believe 
that? If so, why do we even have immi-
gration policy? If, in fact, our purpose 
is to simply let markets determine the 
flow of goods, services, and labor, why 
do we have immigration policies? Why 
do we say here is how many people can 
come into this country legally? Why do 
we not just say the border is meaning-
less, but if you get here, however you 
get here, you are here. You are a resi-
dent. You can apply for any job, you 
can obtain any benefit, you can even 
vote. 

What is the purpose of a border if we 
are really and truly going to say what-
ever person is willing to work should 
be matched with any person willing to 
employ them? At that point in time it 
truly is a world economy, is it not? 
What sense does a border make under 
those conditions? 

Why should we impose any restric-
tions? Why should we hand out visas? 
Because it does not matter, you see. If 
people are coming here to work and 
there are employers willing to hire 
them and they are willing to work for 
even less than that employer is paying 
at the present time, why should we 
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interfere? It is just markets. It is just 
the way of the market and the world 
economy. 

Well, Madam Speaker, I do not know 
whether we can begin to control the 
flow of jobs offshore, being exported 
offshore. I do not know because tech-
nology today, of course, makes it in-
credibly difficult to control the flow of 
work to worker. And you can push, you 
can move work to worker anywhere in 
the world because of technology. It is 
true. 

I do not know whether there is any 
law we can pass, which is one reason 
our friends on the other side do not 
suggest them, because they do not 
know either; and they are petrified to 
say something like we will actually 
impose a tariff. They will not say it be-
cause they are afraid of the ramifica-
tions of it also. So they simply scream 
about jobs. 

Well, whining and screaming and 
complaining will not change a thing. It 
may get more of them elected, it may 
get more people to vote against the 
President and against Republicans, 
that is their purpose, that is all they 
care about. But it will not change the 
job situation in this country. But I sug-
gest that everyone in this body, and 
the President could do something to-
morrow to improve the jobs situation 
in our country without imposing a tar-
iff, without taking one protectionist 
step, but they could begin to enforce 
the law, the law that is presently on 
the books that says you cannot hire 
people who are here illegally, the law 
that says you cannot come into the 
country illegally. That is all we need 
to do to improve the job situation in 
America dramatically. 

Because, Madam Speaker, it is not 
just, by the way, people coming here to 
do menial jobs who are sneaking into 
the country. There are people paying 
thousands and thousands of dollars to 
be snuck into the country. They are 
not coming in, by the way, to work in 
the local 7–Eleven or in somebody’s 
vineyard. They are coming in for other 
purposes. Some of them very nefarious 
purposes, some of them paying thou-
sands of dollars to be here. 

In fact, Madam Speaker, some Middle 
Eastern clients will pay $50,000 to be 
smuggled into the United States. As I 
say, they are not coming here to take 
a menial job. They are coming here for 
something else entirely. And I am fear-
ful to think about what it is and how 
many are here and how many are com-
ing here illegally, across those porous 
borders, alongside and in between and 
hidden among thousands of people who 
are coming just to take the jobs no 
American will take. 

I dare us, I dare the President of the 
United States, I dare the Congress of 
the United States to test that theory. 
Just test it and see whether or not 
there really are all these jobs Ameri-
cans will not take. Just test it. Let us 
see. And you know what? If we reduce 
the supply of cheap labor, yes, it is pos-
sible we will have to pay a little more 
for certain goods and services. 

But, Madam Speaker, I am willing to 
take that chance. And I am willing to 
pay that price. Because porous borders 
are dangerous. They are dangerous to 
this country, they are dangerous to our 
economy, certainly, and they are dan-
gerous, they are a danger for our sur-
vival. We must, in fact, do something 
to achieve some degree of security and 
control over our borders. It is impera-
tive. It is the thing that distinguishes 
a country to be able to determine who 
comes and who goes and for what pur-
pose and for how long. 

And there is nothing racial about it; 
there is no ethnic issues, all the stuff 
that our opponents want to throw on 
this heap. You know all the epithets 
that they want to throw out. All the 
names that they want to call people 
who simply ask for secure borders will 
not stop certainly me, and I hope oth-
ers, from raising the concern, from sug-
gesting that it is imperative that our 
country secure its borders and uphold 
its laws. 

If, in fact, we do not believe that 
there is a purpose; if, in fact, there is 
something wrong with our immigration 
policy; if we do not think there is a 
reason for us to actually have borders, 
have INS agents, have Border Patrol, 
then let us repeal them, repeal those 
laws. There is no purpose, is there, for 
them if we intend to ignore them? 

There is a fascinating thing, Madam 
Speaker, there is a law on the books, 
we passed it in 1994 or 1996, I am not 
sure which, but it was a law that said 
this: That if any state or locality 
passes laws to restrict the ability of 
the State from obtaining—from the 
INS obtaining information, if you re-
strict the flow of information to or bar 
the flow of information from the Immi-
gration and Naturalization Service, it 
is against the law. It says that is a vio-
lation of Federal law. Now, that is 
what we said. That is the law we 
passed. Unfortunately, we put abso-
lutely no sort of penalty behind it. 

And so, of course, States and cities 
routinely violate this law, passing 
what we call sanctuary city laws, tell-
ing their police departments, for in-
stance, that they should not report 
when they actually arrest someone 
who is here illegally. They should not 
report that to the Federal Government. 

Time and time again, by the way, we 
have situations where folks who are 
here illegally, commit a crime, they 
are caught, there is an adjudication, 
they sometimes are sentenced; but no 
one ever tells the INS, so, of course, 
the INS does not come and deport 
them, which is what they are supposed 
to do because they do not know they 
are there. And this person walks out on 
the street and commits another hei-
nous crime. Time and time again this 
has happened. 

There are literally thousands of cases 
where people who are here illegally and 
who should have been deported because 
they have committed a crime, but they 
were not deported because that crime 
was never, ever reported to the INS. 

And we have said that that is against 
the Federal law. 

I tried to add a penalty to that in the 
last session of Congress and I was un-
successful. I tried to say that no one 
could apply, no State or city, could 
apply for funds under the Homeland Se-
curity Act or when we were also pass-
ing the Justice appropriation, nobody 
could get funds, nobody could get 
grants if they had passed these sanc-
tuary laws. I think we got about 120 
votes. 

Now, that is incredible to me. Here is 
a body that passed a law and said it 
was illegal to do something, but when 
we tried to apply a penalty to it, we 
could not get a majority of the mem-
bers to agree to it. This is a travesty, 
Madam Speaker. This is a travesty. 
And it truly is something that we as a 
Nation have to think about in terms of 
calling ourselves, if we want to go 
around the world and talk about the 
fact that we are a Nation that reveres 
the rule of law. And, yet, we refuse to 
actually enforce our own. 

And so I say to my colleagues, I have 
told the President that if he does not 
believe in borders and if he does not be-
lieve in immigration law, then let us 
repeal them. It would be better to do so 
than to pretend as though we have 
them but only be selective in the way 
we enforce them. 

Now, I am a ‘‘no’’ vote, by the way. I 
believe that immigration laws are im-
portant, I believe borders are impor-
tant, but if I am in the minority in 
that, so be it. That is the way our gov-
ernment is supposed to work. But I 
want a full-fledged debate, and I want 
our colleagues to have to stand up on 
the floor and take a vote. 

And I want the President of the 
United States to take a position on 
whether or not borders matter. Be-
cause if they do, then there are deci-
sions that you have to make. If borders 
matter, then you have to defend them. 
You have to secure them. If they are of 
no consequence, then simply take down 
the barriers, take down the ports of 
entry, abolish the Border Patrol, abol-
ish the INS, because there is no pur-
pose for them. They are a very expen-
sive sort of luxury to have to pretend 
that we have an immigration policy 
which we do not have the slightest in-
tention of actually enforcing. 

There are enormous implications to 
porous borders. There are political im-
plications, there are cultural, there are 
economic, there are social, and there 
are national security implications. Be-
sides that, there is another aspect to 
this: massive immigration into this 
country, into any country, actually, 
when that immigration meshes with, 
combines with a sort of, what I call a 
radical multi-culturalism, a philosophy 
that permeates the society, a philos-
ophy that tells our children and immi-
grants that there is nothing of value in 
our country, nothing to hold on to, no 
heritage worth someone’s allegiance, 
when we tell our own children in 
schools that there is no reason for 
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them to have any attachment to West-
ern Civilization or to the American ex-
perience; and we tell immigrants the 
same thing that they should keep their 
language, that we will actually teach 
them in the language that they have 
when they come here, teach their chil-
dren in that language other than 
English, when we encourage them to 
stay separate, when we encourage them 
to actually keep their political alle-
giances to the country of origin. This 
becomes extremely problematic, and it 
goes even beyond the other issues of 
economy, of jobs, health care issues, 
social issues. 
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This goes to really the core of our so-

ciety and whether we are going to be 
able to remain a Nation at all. 

And this is happening, this cult of 
multiculturalism, it certainly does per-
meate our society. We see signs of it all 
over the place. As an example: at Los 
Angeles Roosevelt High School, an 11th 
grade teacher told a nationally syn-
dicated radio program that she dislikes 
the textbooks she has been told to use 
and the State’s mandated dated history 
curriculum because they ignore stu-
dents of Mexican ancestry. She says be-
cause the students do not see them-
selves in the curriculum, she has cho-
sen to ‘‘modify that curriculum by re-
placing it with activities like mural 
walks.’’ Mural walks. These are in-
tended to open the eyes of the students 
to their indigenous culture. 

When on one of these walks they 
were confronted by one of the individ-
uals who had made one of these painted 
murals, they became the teacher and 
went on to tell the children that their 
education is one big lie after another 
and that they essentially have no rea-
son to be connected to the American 
experience and they should, in fact, 
hate it. 

Now, this is one tiny example that is 
magnified 100,000 times around the Na-
tion in a million ways. 

In a textbook called ‘‘Across the Cen-
tury,’’ which is used for 7th grade his-
tory, the book defines the word jihad 
as ‘‘to do one’s best to resist tempta-
tion and overcome evil.’’ 

In 2002, the ‘‘New Guidelines For 
Teaching History’’ in the New Jersey 
public schools failed to mention Amer-
ica’s Founding Fathers, the Pilgrims, 
or the Mayflower. 

In a Prentice Hall textbook used by 
students in West Palm Beach, titled ‘‘A 
World in Conflict,’’ the first five pages 
of the World War II chapter cover such 
topics as women in the Armed Forces, 
racial segregation and the war, Black 
Americans and the home front, Japa-
nese Americans being interned, and 
women and the war effort. Now, 
Madam Speaker, some 292,000 Ameri-
cans died in that war, almost all of 
them white; but in the school text 
white male soldiers are represented far 
less in photos and words than all oth-
ers. 

A Washington State teacher sub-
stituted the word Christmas with the 

word winter in a carol to be sung in a 
school program so as not to appear to 
be favoring one faith over another. 

In a school district in New Mexico, 
the introduction to a textbook called 
‘‘500 Years of Chicano History in Pic-
tures’’ states this book was written in 
response to the bicentennial celebra-
tion of the 1776 American Revolution. 
Not a bad idea. This is an interesting 
thing. But it was written ‘‘in response 
to the bicentennial celebration of the 
1776 American Revolution and its lies.’’ 
That is what the book was written for. 
Its stated purpose is to celebrate ‘‘our 
resistance to being colonized and ab-
sorbed by racist empire builders.’’ The 
book describes defenders of the Alamo 
as slave owners, land speculators, and 
Indian killers. Davey Crockett is de-
scribed as a cannibal. The 1847 war on 
Mexico is described as an unprovoked 
U.S. invasion. The chapter headings in-
clude, Death to the Invader, U.S. Con-
quest and Betrayal, We Are Now a U.S. 
Colony, In Occupied America, and They 
Stole the Land. This is a textbook used 
in New Mexico. 

There are literally hundreds of exam-
ples that I could give of this cult of 
multiculturalism, this attempt to 
make children sensitive to other cul-
tures by degrading our own. This is the 
concept that we live in this world 
where I am okay, you are okay cul-
tures and civilizations; that everyone 
is the same as everyone else and that 
all things are relative. We cannot con-
demn or look down upon or criticize 
any other nation, culture, or civiliza-
tion. 

Well, this has seeped into the fabric 
of our society to the point where about 
a month ago I went to a high school in 
my district. It was recently built and 
in one of the wealthiest counties in 
America. It was a beautiful school, 
with all the finest trappings, and 
bright-eyed bushy-tailed kids who cer-
tainly were competent in skills in a va-
riety of areas. They came in to talk to 
me. We had about 200 of them. And at 
the end of the conversation, they sent 
up several questions. One of them was, 
What do you think is the most serious 
problem we face as a Nation? 

I said, Well, before I answer that 
question, I am going to ask you a ques-
tion. Remember, 200 high school stu-
dents. I said, How many of you believe 
that you live in the greatest country 
on Earth? Take a guess, Madam Speak-
er, as to how many raised their hand. 
Out of 200 students, and the question 
was, Do you believe you live in the 
greatest country on Earth, about two 
dozen said yes. About two dozen actu-
ally raised their hands. 

Now, I found this incredible. And 
what I said was, I can answer your 
question now about what I think is the 
greatest problem. And this is it, the 
fact that 175 of you or so could not an-
swer this question in the affirmative. 

And many of them, Madam Speaker, 
I do not think for a moment were say-
ing I hate America. Most of them sim-
ply could not feel comfortable about 

raising their hand because they may 
have been asked to actually defend the 
proposition, and that is what made 
them uncomfortable. I taught for many 
years, and I could see that look in their 
eyes: if I raise my hand, you might call 
on me, and I do not know if I can actu-
ally defend that proposition, that 
America is the greatest. What if you 
ask me to prove it? What if you ask me 
why I believe that it is? So it is best I 
just do not even raise my hand. 

And it is because, Madam Speaker, 
that they have been taught that they 
should not dare suggest that this is 
something good, individually signifi-
cant, and in fact the best. What would 
people think if you said you lived in 
the best country in the world? How 
would they react? How would I defend 
it? This is the product of this 
multiculturalist phenomenon. 

And when you combine it with mas-
sive immigration into the country, of 
people who are not coming here nec-
essarily to become American but sim-
ply to get the job no one else would 
get, and you tell them this same stuff, 
that there is nothing unique, nothing 
good, nothing of value, then we are cre-
ating a Balkanized society that will 
not know the answer to the question of 
who are we. 

Who are we, is a great question. What 
is our purpose? What is the thing that 
we should all be gathering around? Are 
there any ideas or ideals that all of us, 
regardless of whether we are from 
Azerbaijan or Zimbabwe, whoever we 
are, when we come here to the United 
States, is there nothing at all that we 
should establish as being the primary 
thing people should adhere to; some 
ideas that are of value and that sepa-
rate us from all the rest of the world; 
things like the concept of the rule of 
law; all of those things that are identi-
fied in the Bill of Rights, especially in 
the first amendment? 

Those are uniquely Western ideas. 
This Nation, as opposed to all other na-
tions, was founded on ideas. No other 
nation has that claim. In that respect, 
we are unique and wonderful. But we 
are also vulnerable. I mean, it is in fact 
ideas that we need to hold us together. 
It is not ethnicity. We do not all look 
the same and have the same back-
ground. We did not come here speaking 
the same languages or even worship-
ping the same God. So what other na-
tions have to hold them together, the 
culture that they share in common, we 
do not have. 

All we have, Madam Speaker, is ideas 
that made this country, and they are 
articulated in the Constitution and es-
pecially in the Bill of Rights. And it is 
imperative we tell our children in high 
school about them and that we trans-
mit those values and ideas and ideals 
to them. It is imperative that we ask, 
in fact demand from people who are 
coming in to this country, that they 
also adhere to them. 

That is not too much to ask. We are 
not asking people to change their reli-
gion. We are not asking them to 

VerDate mar 24 2004 02:50 Apr 01, 2004 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00040 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K31MR7.104 H31PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H1783 March 31, 2004 
change their cultural identity. We are 
asking them to rally around a set of 
ideas. We should be asking, and we 
used to ask that. We asked it of my 
grandparents. But we do not ask it any 
more. In fact, we attempt to stop it. 
There is this hatred. It is almost a 
death wish for the country, in a way, 
that continues to push us in this direc-
tion, this radical multiculturalist path. 

There are certain ideas that 
supercede others, and I suggest that di-
versity is not one of them. I mean, the 
one thing that we supposedly all have 
in common should not be our love of di-
versity. There are other things that are 
more important. There are ideas that 
are more important, and we should 
teach our children about them, and we 
should teach immigrants to respect 
and adhere to them. We do not do this, 
I think, to our peril. 

So when I talk about the issue of im-
migration and immigration reform, it 
is not simply because I am concerned 
about jobs, which of course I am, and I 
believe it is a significant factor and 
something we should talk about when 
we talk about jobs. It is not just be-
cause I am concerned about the impact 
on our economy in terms of the health 
care costs and social service benefits 
that massive immigration imposes on 
us, although I am concerned about 
that. And it is certainly a concern 
about the costs we have to incarcerate. 
Twenty-five percent of the population 
of our Federal prisons, 25 percent, are 
people who are noncitizens of the 
United States. These are huge costs we 
incur. 

Cheap labor is not cheap. Or I should 
say it is only cheap to the employer. It 
is not cheap to the rest of us. It costs 
a fortune. And those things we should 
talk about. But those things are not 
even the most dangerous aspects of 
massive immigration, both legal and il-
legal, until it combines with this cult 
of multiculturalism. That is the dan-
gerous thing. 

And this is a tough subject. It is very 
difficult sometimes, I know, to make 
this case because its requires us to 
really think about this in depth. You 
can make bumper stickers out of a 
chunk of this discussion, but you really 
have a hard time conveying this in a 
30-second commercial. It is so much 
easier to use slogans and demagoguery, 
as our opponents are so able to do and 
so wont to do. 

I do hope that we will think about 
this. I introduced a resolution a couple 
of weeks ago; and it simply states that 
all people, all children graduating from 
our schools, it is a sense of the Con-
gress, should be able to articulate an 
appreciation for Western Civilization. 
What is so tough about that? And yet I 
do not know whether we are even going 
to get it on the floor of this House for 
fear someone will be offended by the 
discussion of whether or not our chil-
dren should be able to articulate an ap-
preciation of Western Civilization. 

Now, you may say, well, who could be 
against that? How could anybody be 

against it? Why should we not be able 
to do that? Well, because, of course, we 
may be offending someone else. 

b 2300 
We are not saying that anybody 

should condemn any other civilization, 
should criticize any other civilization. 
We are just saying they should be able 
to articulate an appreciation of west-
ern civilization, which is what started 
this. I do not care again if you are here 
from Azerbaijan or Zimbabwe. Any-
body coming here should eventually be 
able to articulate that appreciation. It 
is important because it does in fact es-
tablish a canon, a set of ideas, around 
which we should all gather. 

I have introduced that resolution. I 
have also asked other State legislators 
all over the country to do the same 
thing. I think to date we have 15 or 20 
State legislators who have agreed to do 
so in their individual States. I have 
several hundred people who have gone 
to our Web site, www.house.gov/ 
tancredo, and gone to Our Heritage Our 
Hope page and there they can sign up, 
they can take a resolution, I have got 
a model resolution that they can take 
to their school board and have them 
pass it saying that their children will 
be able to articulate this. 

I hope people will do that. I hope peo-
ple will actually go to our Web site, 
take that resolution, go to their school 
board and ask them to adopt it. If 
nothing else but to hear the debate 
that will ensue. If nothing else but to 
hear somebody say, oh, no, we could 
not, absolutely could not ask a student 
or demand that of our students, that 
they be able to articulate an apprecia-
tion for western civilization. Would 
that not be an interesting debate? I 
hope they will do it. 

Once again, it is www.house.gov/ 
tancredo, go to Our Heritage Our Hope. 

I hope they do it, Madam Speaker; 
and I hope all over this country we will 
begin this debate as to whether or not 
this is an important requirement and 
whether it is meaningful and whether 
our children and the people who come 
into this country should be able to 
rally around a set of ideas that sepa-
rate us from all other places. 

Because, Madam Speaker, I have ab-
solutely no doubt about it, this is the 
greatest nation on the face of the 
earth. There is plenty of empirical evi-
dence to prove it. Because when the 
gates are opened all over the world, 
which way and where do people go? 
You just do not see that many fleeing 
from the West to say, Pakistan or 
Zimbabwe or anywhere else, but you 
see millions flowing here. 

People do speak and vote with their 
feet; and to the extent that they can 
get here, they will come, or to western 
Europe, because it offers something 
that they do not have. It offers hope. I 
do not blame them for trying to come. 
It is the hope and desire I think of 
most people to certainly improve the 
quality of their life economically. 

But all I am saying is that, when you 
get here, there is more to being an 

American than just getting a job. At 
least there should be. It should mean 
more than that. Or else we are just a 
place of residence, that is all, not citi-
zens. We are just a place of residence, 
people who reside here, not people who 
have an affinity for the ideas and ideals 
that made America what it is. This is 
my fear. It is one that is sometimes 
difficult to encapsulate, even in an 
hour-long speech, although I appreciate 
the ability that the House provides for 
us to come here on the floor and opine 
like this. 

It is I think a very serious issue, and 
I hope and I pray that we will as a Na-
tion begin to grapple with it and that 
even in this House we will begin to de-
bate what it means to be an American 
and what we have to do in terms of our 
own domestic policy and our immigra-
tion policy to enhance that concept. It 
will determine not just what kind of a 
nation we are in the future that is bal-
kanized, united or divided, it will de-
termine whether we are a nation at all, 
and that is why we absolutely must 
enter into this debate. 

f 

RECESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 
GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida). Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess subject to 
the call of the Chair. 

Accordingly (at 11 o’clock and 4 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess 
subject to the call of the Chair. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

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

7350. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Review Group, FSA, Department of 
Agriculture, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Farm Loan Programs Account 
Servicing Policies--Elimination of 30-Day 
Past-Due Period (RIN: 0560-AG50) received 
March 23, 2004, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture. 

7351. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Department of Defense, transmitting the De-
partment’s Evaluation of the TRICARE Pro-
gram FY 2004 Report to Congress, pursuant 
to 10 U.S.C. 1073 note; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

7352. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Navy, Department of Defense, transmitting a 
proposal to transfer the historic harbor tug 
ex-HOGA (YTM 146) to the Arkansas Inland 
Maritime Museum, North Little Rock, Ar-
kansas, a non-profit organization, pursuant 
to 10 U.S.C. 7306; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

7353. A letter from the Secretary, Federal 
Trade Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule — Prohibiting Against 
Circumventing Treatment as a Nationwide 
Consumer Reporting Agency (RIN: 3084- 
AA94) received March 2, 2004, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services. 

7354. A letter from the Assistant Secretary, 
Division of Corporation Finance, Securities 
and Exchange Commission, transmitting the 
Commission’s final rule — Additional Form 
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