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Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, I want to 

thank the gentleman for reading that 
citation and so we have laid out for 
Gunny Sergeant Bohr’s family at least 
publication of his service to our coun-
try and to our flag that will never 
make the front page of The Washington 
Post because unless he denies sugar for 
the tea of detainees at Guantanamo, he 
will not merit that kind of attention; 
but we have literally, again, 16,000 
Bronze Stars were earned, and all those 
are not earned for valor. All Silver 
Stars are earned for valor. 

We have got a picture, and I would 
ask the gentleman if he could hold that 
picture up. That is the picture of a GI 
giving some stuff to some kids. That is 
the story of the American GI. The Ma-
rines right now, they went up and got 
in battle at Fallujah, but you know 
what they brought to Fallujah? They 
brought soccer balls to Fallujah be-
cause they wanted to help people and 
to be good and American GIs are good 
to people. 

I am reminded in the days when the 
liberals were talking about how Viet-
nam hated us and just wanted us out 
and if we would just get out of there, 
by golly, the Viet Cong and the MVA 
could create a people’s paradise. When 
the GIs left Vietnam, about half that 
country tried to swim after us; and for 
years after that, they would get out 
and push off in a leaky shrimp boat 
into the South China Sea, some of 
them to be capsized and drowned, a few 
of them to make refugee camps like 
the one in Hong Kong. 

I am kind of reminded of Senator 
KERRY, meeting in Paris with the 
North Vietnamese leaders must have 
felt strongly they were on the right 
side of this thing. I am reminded that 
when those people pushed off in those 
leaky shrimp boats and got to Hong 
Kong and later were forcibly repatri-
ated to what was described as the Peo-
ple’s Paradise of Communist Vietnam, 
if you look at the photographs of those 
refugees being taken back to so-called 
people’s paradise, you will notice that 
many of them were shrieking and cry-
ing and holding on to the chain link of 
the detaining facility. They had to be 
sedated and forcibly removed from that 
squalid refugee camp because that 
squalid refugee camp in Hong Kong 
meant one thing to them that they 
would never see in Vietnam. It meant 
freedom, and that is the real story of 
the American presence in Vietnam. 

It is also the story of the American 
presence in Tokyo. After World War II, 
we had the capability of doing any-
thing we wanted to the Japanese peo-
ple, and the warlords of Japan told 
their people to expect us to be as bad 
to them as they had been to the rest of 
the world, when they raped and killed 
over 100,000 people in Manking, China; 
when they beheaded many of our Amer-
ican captives; killed a third of our 
POWs. Yet American GIs walked down 
the streets of Tokyo and handed out 
Hershey bars to the kids, and there 
were almost no incidents of mistreat-
ment of civilians by Americans. 

Once again, if you take that drop in 
the bucket, that one group of people 
that did wrong at Abu Ghraib and 
match them against the 300,000 GIs who 
did right, it should not dominate 127 
articles out of one paper alone. So I 
thank my friend for letting me ramble 
on here. I think we have had a good 
discussion. I would like to hear his 
closing thoughts. 

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. Mr. Speak-
er, I just would be grateful to listen to 
your rambling at anytime. I think you 
so poignantly expressed the nobility of 
the American soldier. They are the 
most noble fighting force in the world. 
There is a verse that says, Greater love 
hath no man than this, than man lay 
down his life for his friends, and I am 
certain of what the American soldier 
has done. 

I find it kind of interesting as a clos-
ing thought that one of the members of 
the Iraq Governing Council and leader 
of Iraq’s Assyrian Democratic Move-
ment that visited here, his name is 
Younadem Kana, and he came to Amer-
ica and these were his words about our 
American soldiers in a sense. They are 
really to all of us. 

He said: ‘‘We are calling on America 
not to stop; to go on with us on this 
blessed mission, which the Iraqi people 
will never forget: this blessed mission 
of liberation, of democracy, and of free-
dom.’’ 

‘‘The Iraqi people are free now,’’ 
Kana proclaims. ‘‘For first time in the 
history of Iraq, for the first time in 14 
centuries, our neighbors, and the ma-
jority of people today, recognize us and 
acknowledge us. We are all together on 
the Governing Council, and the cabi-
net; our rights are guaranteed under 
the fundamental law. 

‘‘We appreciate the losses of the 
United States of those 700 victims, 
martyrs we call them, who shed their 
blood on Iraqi soil. But compare the 
losses in 1 year of fighting terrorism to 
the roughly 3,000 people terrorism 
killed in America in 2 minutes. Think 
of the $84 billion lost in those 2 min-
utes, and compare that to the financial 
cost in Iraq. You have to make these 
comparisons, and then choose whether 
to fight the terrorists in the Middle 
East and keep yourselves safe, or to 
fight terrorism here, in your own 
home.’’ 

Then he says, ‘‘I am at risk all of the 
time. But this is the price of freedom.’’ 

Our soldiers have certainly taught us 
the price of freedom. 

f 

DEFENDING THE HOMELAND 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

GARRETT of New Jersey). Under the 
Speaker’s announced policy of January 
7, 2003, the gentleman from Colorado 
(Mr. TANCREDO) is recognized for 60 
minutes. 

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, we 
have, I think, had an incredibly inter-
esting hour preceding this and discus-
sion of our efforts in Iraq and indeed 
around the world in the fight against 
terror. 

I want to talk a little tonight about 
our efforts to defend the homeland, es-
sentially. Our efforts to deal with the 
fact that we recognize all the things 
that we have said up to this point in 
time, the last hour at least, have been 
rather ominous. They have been fright-
ening in many ways because they lay 
out a situation for us that we cannot 
ignore, and that is this, that our en-
emies are willing; that they will go to 
any length to try and bring us down; 
that they are driven by a theocratic 
and ideological motivation that knows 
no bounds. They are fanatical. 

Unfortunately, every single day in 
the paper we see the fact that some-
body has decided to commit another 
act of terrorism, blow themselves up or 
set off a bomb along the side of the 
road and kill Americans and kill West-
erners and kill members of the coali-
tion forces; and we recognize, as I say, 
that these people are fanatics. They 
are driven with a passion that knows 
no bounds. They will do anything nec-
essary to advance their cause, any-
thing. 

That includes, of course, bringing the 
war here to our shores. We have seen it 
happen. We also know that it is not 
just a possibility, that it will happen 
again. It is a probability. So we have 
been talking in more grandiose terms 
for the last hour about how to fight the 
war on terror.

b 2015 

I must tell you that I sort of reject or 
am concerned about the use of the 
word ‘‘terror’’ to describe the enemy, 
because it is an amorphous term. It 
does not really and truly let people un-
derstand exactly what it is and who it 
is we are up against. I believe that this 
is a war against fundamentalist Islam. 
It has been going on for a long time. It 
has gotten hot and cold. It has been 
fought in various places around the 
world and never been really very much 
at the top of our list of concerns be-
cause the oceans have separated us. 
This war has gone on, East against 
West, if you will, certainly fundamen-
talist Islam against Judeo-Christianity 
for now centuries. This is the latest 
iteration but it is much more dan-
gerous than any other stage of this 
conflict because, of course, today’s 
technology provides those folks with 
an ability to strike us regardless of the 
fact that we have oceans separating us. 

They do so by coming into our coun-
try. They come across undefended bor-
ders, both northern and southern bor-
ders of the United States. They come 
into Canada where their policy of im-
migration is so liberal, especially their 
policy toward people who claim to be 
refugees, is so liberal that I have only 
slightly jokingly said that Osama bin 
Laden could land in Toronto after hav-
ing cut off his beard, call himself Omar 
the tentmaker and claim to be a ref-
ugee and the Canadian government 
would immediately allow him entrance 
into Canada and, by the way, give him 
$150 for his trouble and tell him to 
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come back in 6 months for a review of 
his case. 

We know that people have come into 
both Canada and into Mexico who are 
in fact terrorists. They are part of the 
fundamental Islamic terrorist organi-
zations. They come into the United 
States among a flood of immigrants 
coming into this country, mostly ille-
gally, across our northern and southern 
borders, most of them, of course, as we 
have said over and over, coming for rel-
atively benign reasons, not coming 
necessarily to be Americans, not be-
cause they are hoping against hope to 
connect up with this thing called the 
American dream, to disavow their past 
allegiances, to ignore the country of 
origin, to break with the old and start 
with the new. No, no, that is not what 
is motivating most of the people who 
are coming into the country at this 
time illegally. They are coming simply 
for the economic advantage that the 
Nation offers. 

Of course, that is a very alluring re-
ward and it is one that most of our 
grandparents had in mind when they 
came, also. But there was a great dif-
ference between the immigration of the 
1900s, the early 1900s and late 1800s, not 
just in the type of people who were 
coming because many of them were 
coming also with the desire to cut with 
the old and attach to the new. That is 
something my grandparents talked 
about often. But they also were coming 
into a country that was quite different. 
As I have said on many occasions, the 
country into which they came was a 
country that required much of them. 
When they got here, they had two 
choices and only two choices. They 
could work or they could starve. There 
was nothing else. There was no social 
service benefit. There was no aid to 
families with dependent children. 
There were no food stamps. There was 
nothing that was provided to them but 
what their own labor could in fact de-
velop and provide. As a result of that 
and the fact that you had people in the 
United States who expected people who 
came here to become Americans, you 
had a great deal of pressure on the im-
migrant community coming into the 
country, a great deal of pressure to in-
tegrate into the society. Sometimes 
that took an ugly tone and aspect but 
for the most part it happened in a rel-
atively communal way.

Immigrants came into our public 
school systems where they were taught 
in English. Their parents attempting 
to get better jobs recognized that one 
of the things they had to do in order to 
acquire that next step up the economic 
ladder was to learn English. In doing 
so, we saw that the pressure to inte-
grate and to assimilate from our side 
and the pressure to integrate and as-
similate from their side worked rel-
atively well, so that out of all of the 
ghettos, the Italian ghetto, the Jewish 
ghetto, Hungarian, Polish, you name 
it, out of those ghettos that were scat-
tered along our East Coast and some of 
our major cities in the Midwest even, 

out of them came a group of people 
that spread out over the country as 
Americans, losing, detaching their 
identity, detaching from their past 
identity and connecting with the new 
one. 

This was a different country, as I say, 
and to a certain extent people moti-
vated by different reasons when they 
came. We have changed a great deal, of 
course, about who we are, and we have 
begun to become obsessed as a nation 
and a culture with the concept of 
multiculturalism and diversity. 

Recently I was told about a school in 
my district, a community college in 
Colorado, I believe it was Red Rocks 
Community College, where they had a 
diversity week that had been planned 
and booths would be set up to again ex-
plore and heap accolades upon the fact 
that we are such a diverse society. A 
group of students looking at the array 
of booths that had been set up realized 
that they did not find themselves rep-
resented at any of these different 
booths because they were simply Amer-
icans. They were not identifying with 
people who thought of themselves as 
something else before they thought of 
themselves as Americans. And so they 
went to the administration at the 
school and they asked if they could set 
up an American booth. After some con-
sternation, they were allowed to do so. 
So you had among all of the other 
booths, and I do not know how they 
were named or how they were divided, 
but among all the booths talking about 
the different groups of people who are 
here, we had another one called the 
American booth. 

We have, of course, seen hundreds of 
examples of what happens in our 
schools and in our society in general 
when the media and the academic in-
stitutions are all devoted to focusing in 
on the issue of diversity, focusing in on 
all the things that separate us as a peo-
ple and not by the things that hold us 
together. Diversity is a fine thing and 
we can enjoy it and we can explore it, 
but it cannot ever be the only thing 
that holds us together because, of 
course, it is oxymoronic to even think 
that that is a possibility, that diver-
sity is our only commonly held value. 

Yet that is what is happening to us. 
That is what I see in the schools I go 
to. That is what I see continually being 
held up as the ultimate goal for all 
Americans, to be diverse and to wor-
ship multiculturalism. It is a cult that 
has developed around this whole thing. 
I call it the cult of multiculturalism 
because we have people that are driven 
and consumed by it to the point where 
anything that is said that suggests 
that American culture, that Western 
civilization has value, anything that 
even intimates that there is something 
about us that is admirable as a nation 
is looked upon with horror, with a sort 
of revulsion, with a great deal of angst 
when you talk about it. Somehow the 
cult of multiculturalism has gotten a 
lot of people to believe that the only 
way that you can appreciate or express 

your appreciation for any other culture 
in the world is to denigrate your own, 
is to say there is something wrong with 
us. 

Not too long ago, I went to visit a 
school in my district. It was a brand 
new building. The first classes had been 
in only for a few months. It was a high 
school in Douglas County, a very 
upscale county in Colorado, one of the 
fastest growing counties in the United 
States. I was asked to go to speak. I 
went. The entire student body, about 
250 because, as I say, the school had 
just opened, it was the first classes, 
about 250 students came into the audi-
torium to hear and their teachers lined 
up on the sides of the walls and we had 
an interesting discussion. After about 
15 or 20 minutes, they started sending 
up questions. The first question they 
sent up, the first one I opened said, 
what do you think is the most serious 
problem facing the United States? I 
said, well, let me ask you a question 
and then perhaps I can answer that 
question for you. How many of you be-
lieve you live in the greatest nation in 
the world? A simple question, one that 
I think most people would assume 
would elicit an immediate and positive 
response. How many of you think you 
live in the best country in the world, 
the greatest nation in the world? Inter-
estingly, after a moment or two of fair-
ly uneasy silence, about two dozen kids 
raised their hand. The rest looked and 
even those that raised their hands 
looked at the teachers that were lined 
up on the wall and were leery about it. 
You could see this. Do not get me 
wrong. I am not suggesting that the 
other 200 kids in the auditorium were 
disagreeing with that necessarily. I did 
not get that feeling. But what I think 
I saw there was a group of students 
who had been completely and totally 
uneducated about who we are, what we 
are and whether or not there is any 
value here. Therefore, if they said yes 
to that question, who knows, some-
body, a teacher, perhaps, seeing them 
do that, may have when they went 
back into their room asked them to ex-
plain why they said that and they had 
challenged them, almost certainly 
would have, and they could not defend 
it. That is the feeling I had. They were 
not intellectually armed with the abil-
ity to make that defense. 

I suggest to you that we could do this 
in any high school in the United States 
of America and we would get varying 
degrees of response but you would not, 
I think, for the most part be surprised 
to hear if we did this that a majority of 
students chose not to raise their hands 
in support of that concept. And some 
would be doing it because they do not 
believe it is, but in fact there are other 
cultures’ ideas or cultures and nations 
as good if not better than the United 
States and so why should they be so 
chauvinistic to express a desire to ex-
plore the greatness of America. 

And so we talked a little bit about 
that. Actually the principal came up to 
me at the end and was concerned about 
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it. Remember, he had only been there a 
couple of months himself. I certainly 
do not blame him. As a matter of fact, 
I was very encouraged by my discus-
sion with him. He was concerned about 
what he saw. He had read a book that 
I had read and we talked about it at 
length. It was called ‘‘Clash of Civiliza-
tions’’ by Samuel Huntington. Mr. 
Huntington has a new book out now 
that I will be mentioning in a minute 
or two. We were talking about this phe-
nomenon, of what is going on in the 
United States, about how difficult it is 
now for us as a nation to really think 
about who we are and where we are 
going and what it is we are trying to 
accomplish and whether or not it is 
worth it. It is easy for us to react vis-
cerally when we are attacked. When we 
see planes crashing into buildings and 
thousands of Americans dying, we 
react viscerally. 

I will never forget reading about 
what was happening on a street in Bos-
ton where there had been several flags 
flying, none of which were American 
flags, up to September 11 and then 
right afterwards on this street in Bos-
ton, there appeared something like 50 
American flags and a bunch of others.

b 2030 
And every single week since Sep-

tember 11, there are fewer and fewer 
American flags flying there. In fact, 
now we are back to the original num-
ber of other flags being flown on this 
particular street, and we have sensed 
that there is a loss of, I do not want to 
say enthusiasm for this war, for our ac-
tions in it, but we can tell it is dimin-
ishing; and you really have to ask 
yourself whether or not that is the rea-
son that it is happening, is that it is 
partly a result of our own unwilling-
ness to, number one, understand who 
we are fighting. That is, it is not just 
a terrorist, that it is an ‘‘ism,’’ fun-
damentalism, Islamic fundamentalism, 
and that it is threatening our way of 
life. It is threatening us, that the peo-
ple who hold the beliefs that we call Is-
lamic fundamentalists are people who 
will come here, and who are here and 
who would kill every single one of us 
and our children, because we do not fit 
with their view of the world. 

If we do not see this and we do not 
think of it and it is just this, quote, 
war against terror, we can easily lose, 
I think, the willingness to continue in 
the pursuit of the goals which I said in 
the earlier hour I believe to be admi-
rable. 

I worry about the issue, and I talk 
about immigration, and I talk about 
what is happening inside our country, 
this cult of multiculturalism; and peo-
ple suggest that it is confusing to them 
to understand how we connect the two, 
but I think it is relatively easy. It is 
simple. 

The cult of multiculturalism is prob-
lematic. It is propped up by massive 
immigration and by just the political 
forces that are arrayed in the United 
States for open borders, for sort of a 
new world order. 

I will never forget having a discus-
sion in Mexico with a gentleman by the 
name of Juan Hernendez, who was the 
head of something called the Ministry 
for Mexicans Living in the United 
States, which I thought at the time 
was a strange name for any sort of 
ministry. I asked him maybe 2 years 
ago what it was about, and he said, 
Well, it is to increase the flow. And I 
said, The flow? He said, Yes, the flow of 
people into the United States, of Mexi-
can nationals into the United States. I 
said, Why would you want to do that? 
He said, Well, Congressman, it is pretty 
simple. Well, first of all, we have a pop-
ulation of people in Mexico between 
the ages of 18 and 25 that has doubled 
in 10 years. He said, The unemploy-
ment rate for that particular group of 
the population is about 40 percent. 
That is a very unstable situation. Mov-
ing them north where there are jobs, 
that is good for us, relieves the prob-
lems that we have here in terms of un-
employment. 

He said, then of course a secondary 
benefit as a result of this movement of 
people, and he just kept calling it mi-
gration instead of immigration, he 
said, And the good thing that happens 
as a result of this migration is the fact 
that all those people who go send 
money home to Mexico. 

In those days, that was 2 years ago, it 
was about $13 billion a year. It is closer 
to 15 or $16 billion dollars a year now, 
and reports just came out a little bit 
ago. By the way, they are called remit-
tances. That is what the term is to de-
scribe the dollars flowing from the 
United States to countries outside our 
borders, and the remittances now com-
prise about $30 billion flowing to Latin 
America alone, somewhere around 40 to 
$45 billion going out over the rest of 
the world, in total, I should say. This is 
an enormous, enormous amount of 
money; and it accounts actually for 
more than 10 percent of the gross do-
mestic product of at least seven or 
eight countries out there. 

In Mexico it is more significant than 
any foreign investment whatsoever, 
than any corporations investing in 
Mexico. It is more significant than 
tourism dollars. It is second only, in 
terms of the dollars coming into the 
country, to Pemex, the country’s oil 
company, governmentally owned oil 
company. 

So he said, This is an enormously im-
portant thing for us, moving our unem-
ployment north, having them em-
ployed, and sending money back. But 
there was something else that he men-
tioned. He said, And besides that, hav-
ing lots of Mexican nationals in the 
United States, and, by the way, he did 
not distinguish legal or illegal nation-
als in the United States and he did not 
care and he told us it did not matter to 
him, that that distinction was not im-
portant, just moving people north was 
the goal of the Government of Mexico. 

Again, when we talk about what is 
different today about immigration pol-
icy, what is different today about what 

is happening in the world, I guarantee 
my colleagues in early 1900s, late 1800s, 
few, if any, governments around the 
world were actually pushing their peo-
ple into the United States, were actu-
ally encouraging the depopulation of 
their own country. 

But now Mexico is not alone in this. 
Now Guatemala, El Salvador, Hon-
duras, all kinds of countries are push-
ing us constantly to open our borders. 
They are always talking about the 
need for us to relax our immigration 
policy. Remember, they relaxed their 
immigration policy not one iota. Mex-
ico and all of these countries have a 
very strong immigration policy. If one 
sneaks into their country, they are in 
big trouble. They will go to jail if they 
are found there without the proper doc-
uments. 

I have visited the detention camps in 
Mexico. They are not nice places. They 
are not places where people are given 
nice uniforms, shoes, clothing, a bunk, 
chess tables, checker tables, basketball 
courts. And what I am describing of 
course are the detention centers that 
we provide in the United States. Free 
medical care. By the way, one comes 
into the detention center and the first 
thing they do in the United States is 
get a physical, a dental and medical 
exam. Anything that is wrong with 
them we will take care of. They have 
actually turned themselves in in order 
to take advantage of the medical. 

Again, it is not really much of a joke, 
but I am amazed at the irony of the 
fact that there are two groups of people 
in the country that can get all of the 
free medical attention they need, and 
those are people who are in prison and 
people who are here illegally. They 
have access to all of the medical facili-
ties in the United States. Even when 
we arrest them for being here illegally, 
we provide them mental and dental 
treatment. If they have bad teeth, we 
will take care of it. If they have can-
cer, we will send them to an oncologist. 
One can get an MRI. There are huge 
machines that are not available to peo-
ple in my own district, that cannot af-
ford that kind of medical help. But we 
provide it to people who are coming 
here illegally, as opposed to what the 
other countries in the world do for peo-
ple who sneak into their country. If I 
sneak into Mexico and I am found 
there and I cannot prove that I am a 
Mexican citizen or that I have a visa, if 
I am in Mexico or Guatemala or any 
other place almost on the Earth, if I 
say I am sorry, I do not have the docu-
mentation, can I send my children to 
the schools in Mexico or Guatemala or 
Honduras or France or anywhere else 
in the world, of course not. 

Can I expect to be treated if I am 
there with some disease and they know 
I am there illegally? No. Can I get a 
driver’s license in any country in the 
world if I am there illegally? Of course 
not. Any country but one. Can I get so-
cial service benefits if I am in any 
other country in the world illegally? Of 
course not. Yet all of these countries 
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demand from us a policy that says, 
Open your door, we want in, we will 
benefit. The government benefits as a 
result of the fact that you are so stupid 
that you do not secure your own bor-
ders, and, by golly, we do not want you 
doing it. 

And as I mentioned, Mr. Hernendez 
said that the other good thing about 
the movement of massive numbers of 
Mexican nationals into the United 
States was that, in fact, he said, They 
will influence your government’s pol-
icy vis-a-vis Mexico, just their pres-
ence, he said. Just the numbers, he 
said. That is certainly true, absolutely 
true, and it was so candid. It was so re-
freshing to have somebody actually say 
what we all know to be true, but so 
many people want to skirt that issue. 
Why do Members not find it bizarre or 
peculiar at least that the President of 
Mexico or the President of other var-
ious other countries in Latin America 
are demanding that we simply open our 
borders? 

And they are doing many things to 
try to force us to do that. They are try-
ing all kinds of diplomatic ways of 
doing it. They are, interestingly, even 
using the issue of treaty relationships, 
extradition treaties, in order to pres-
sure us to open our borders. Mexico has 
decided that they will not return any-
body to the United States who is want-
ed here for a crime for which they 
could be sentenced to death. Not too 
long ago they decided to expand that 
definition of cruel and unusual punish-
ment to anybody who could possibly be 
sentenced to life in prison. That is 
cruel and unusual punishment. Let me 
tell the Members if they have ever been 
around, as I say, a Mexican prison, 
they would suggest it is a lot fewer 
years than life in prison that could be 
described as cruel and unusual in that 
system. But, nonetheless, that is their 
position. And now we have got hun-
dreds, in fact, even thousands of people 
having committed murders in the 
United States, fleeing to Mexico to 
seek protection of the government. 

David March, a Los Angeles County 
deputy sheriff, was pulling over a gen-
tleman in the streets of Los Angeles 
not too long ago, and when he walked 
up to the car, this person in the car 
shot him in the torso. He fell to the 
ground. The guy got out of the car, put 
two bullets into his head, waved some 
sort of gang sign, got in and drove off. 
He is now in Mexico. Everybody knows 
where he is. Everybody knows where 
this gentleman is. They will not extra-
dite him. By the way, we found out 
that he had twice before come into the 
United States illegally, twice before 
was returned to Mexico, and of course, 
because the borders are porous, just 
turned around and walked in. And by 
the way, there were, as I understand it, 
outstanding warrants out on him at 
the time for violent crimes. 

Now Mexico knows exactly where he 
is, will not send him back. And when 
we ask why, they say it is because the 
court said that they cannot send people 

back for cruel and unusual punish-
ment. Here is the truth of the matter: 
they will not send him back until we 
liberalize our immigration policy with 
them. 

There are now 600 warrants out in 
California alone, in the Los Angeles 
County area alone, 600 warrants, mur-
der warrants, out for people who fled to 
Mexico; 300 more in the rest of the 
State, almost 1,000 people alone from 
Mexico spread cross the United States. 
Who knows how many thousands of 
other people have sought the protec-
tion of the Mexican Government after 
having committed heinous crimes here. 
And Mexico refuses to do anything 
about it, while simultaneously de-
manding that we open up our borders. 

It was impressive that Mr. Hernendez 
would say what he said. He went on, by 
the way, to say something at the very 
end of the conversation that startled 
all of us. There were three Members of 
the Congress there. And again his can-
did response to our questions was just 
really quite amazing. When we all sug-
gested and I suggested that I thought 
the actions by his government could 
actually be called aggressive actions 
against another country, using their 
people, using their immigration and 
our immigration policy to actually try 
to change America, he said, Congress-
man, in a relatively condescending 
way, You know what? It is not two 
countries. It is just a region. 

Maybe so, in his mind anyway. And 
in the minds of many people here in 
the Congress, certainly in the adminis-
tration I know there are people who be-
lieve that is the case that borders are 
no longer of any value, they are irrele-
vant, and they only serve to impede 
the flow of goods and services and peo-
ple; and the sooner that we essentially 
get rid of them and move toward a Eu-
ropean Union model, the better we are.

b 2045 

The next iteration of that movement 
in the United States or on the North 
American continent will be the Free 
Trade of the Americas coming up here 
for a vote at some time, we are not 
sure when, they are still negotiating, 
but that is what in store. 

It is always couched in the language 
of ‘‘free trade.’’ Certainly I came here 
as a free trader. I am more and more 
concerned about the implications of 
free trade, and especially the immigra-
tion implications of free trade, cer-
tainly the job implications of free 
trade. 

But, that is where we are moving to-
ward, this concept, this world of just a 
region and not nation-state. The idea 
of the nation-state is old, anachro-
nistic, and harmful, in that we should 
not be teaching our children that there 
is something unique about America, 
because, after all, we are soon going to 
sort of expand our horizons and we will 
not be thinking of things like the na-
tion-state any more. 

I worry about the degree to which 
that clash of civilizations that Samuel 

Huntington talked about can be won by 
the West if we become more and more 
confused about who we are, about what 
it is we are trying to accomplish in the 
world and why who we are matters. 

This is Mr. Huntington’s latest tome, 
it is called Who Are We? Who Are We? 
It has only been out for a short time. I 
have gotten about three-quarters of the 
way through it on plane flights back 
and forth from my home in Denver to 
Washington. 

It is a fascinating read, and I cer-
tainly would recommend it to anyone 
out there who is interested in this kind 
of an issue, because he asks a very im-
portant question: Who are we? He talks 
about the implications of massive im-
migration into the country and how 
this exacerbates the problem of trying 
to figure out in fact who we are, when 
internally, as I say, we have changed 
ourselves. 

The cult of multi-culturalism tells 
our children, and certainly tells immi-
grants coming here, they should not 
connect to anything we think of as an 
American ideal; that we are just a cul-
ture, just a place on the planet, we are 
all just residents. That is what it is, we 
are just residents here, with no other 
significance; and that soon all bound-
aries, all borders will be gone, and we 
will all be joining hands and singing 
Kumbaya. 

Well, it will be out of tune, I will tell 
you that, and I do not believe for a mo-
ment that that is the world, that that 
kind of idealistic impression of where 
we could be, is where we indeed would 
go. 

I believe that the concept of the na-
tion-state is important. I believe that 
the United States of America is unique 
in many ways. It is certainly unique in 
that it is the only country, when it was 
started in the 1770s, it was the first 
country ever started on the basis of 
ideas alone. 

That is enormously important for us 
to think about. It was not a group of 
people who were necessarily held to-
gether by ethnicity; it was not a group 
of people held together because a king 
or monarch had drawn a circle or lines 
around a particular chunk of land and 
said this is a country. 

Our country started because of a set 
of ideas. It is true, for the most part, 
the people here at the time were much 
more homogenous than today’s society, 
but we were able to sustain the ideas 
and ideals of America because the peo-
ple coming here and the people here in 
a way forced that assimilation and un-
derstanding and acceptance. They said 
if you are going to be here, you have to 
speak English and you have to think 
about yourself as an American first, 
and you cannot have a thing called 
dual citizenship. 

Today there are millions, I saw an es-
timate not long ago of 10 million Amer-
icans, who carry dual citizenship. It 
spiked right after Mexico allowed 
Mexican nationals to claim dual citi-
zenship also. Our neighbors to the 
south are wonderful people, and it is 
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important to understand that in order 
to debate this issue successfully and 
with any degree of hope that we can be 
successful in moving the public policy 
of this country in one way, it is impor-
tant to know that you should never, 
ever, ever come to this issue with ani-
mus in your heart for any people or Na-
tion or ethnic group. It is not a racial 
issue in the slightest. 

The people who argue this, or on the 
other side of this debate, will con-
stantly try to change the discussion 
and change the debate to some sort of 
racial thing. They do that usually 
when they run out of all intellectual 
argument, and that is the last arrow in 
their quiver, racist, xenophobe, ethno-
centricity, all of these things that are 
epithets that most people in this room 
would certainly shrink away from and 
would resent being called. No one 
wants to be called those things. 

The hope of our opponents in this 
issue is they will, by using those terms, 
they will eventually shift the debate 
away from the real issues, as to who we 
are, where we are going and how we are 
going to get there as a Nation, as one 
group of people held together by a com-
mon set of ideas. Instead of that, we 
will want to talk about personalities 
and cast aspersions and make people 
think less of you because of what 
names you are called. 

But it has nothing to do with that. 
At least it certainly does not have any-
thing to do with that in my heart or 
mind. But it is a strong desire to see us 
think about these issues in a rational 
way, and begin to think about the im-
portance of establishing and reestab-
lishing borders, securing those borders, 
not just because we know people are 
coming across for the purpose of doing 
us great harm, but also because it will 
help us begin to once again think about 
who we are and determine whether or 
not in fact we are worthy to be here 
and be the light shining to the world 
that Ronald Reagan so eloquently de-
scribed us as. 

There is nothing, absolutely nothing, 
that guarantees our success as a civili-
zation; nothing. Certainly older ones, 
certainly ones that were more expan-
sive, had more of a far-flung empire 
and thought of themselves as imper-
vious to any sort of aggression, are 
gone, they are below the sands of time, 
and the people living in those civiliza-
tions that are long since gone certainly 
thought to themselves for the most 
part that they were going to be there 
forever. 

There is nothing that says we will 
achieve that. There is nothing that 
says we will achieve another 50 years of 
preeminence in the world if in fact we 
lose sight of who we are, if we cannot 
answer this question that Samuel Hun-
tington asks. 

So we have to attack this from many 
angles, and I try to talk about it, as 
well as I can anyway on evenings like 
this, try to encourage people to think 
about these issues. And simultaneously 
we have to address the more mundane 

aspects of it. Will we increase the num-
ber of Border Patrol? Will we actually 
use the military assets that we have to 
secure our borders? Will we go to other 
countries around the world and tell 
them that we need them to help us se-
cure our own borders, just as they se-
cure theirs, and encourage them to 
stop trying to change America in order 
to benefit their own situation, and to 
begin thinking about how they can in-
ternally change who and what they are 
to accomplish what we have. 

As long as we allow ourselves, as long 
as we allow America to be the pressure 
valve, the release valve, for the world, 
for the Third World, there is very little 
pressure there left to push back and 
say to countries, you have to figure out 
a way to do this yourself, and do it in-
ternally. 

We have to tell our local politicians, 
again, this is the mundane aspect of it, 
this is the coming down to the nitty-
gritty aspect of our discussion about 
this rather heady topic sometimes, and 
that is what we have to tell our State 
and local officials that they have the 
responsibility, and that responsibility 
is to help maintain the integrity of the 
United States of America; and that 
when they pass idiotic laws, like sanc-
tuary city laws, or when States like 
Maine declare themselves to be sanc-
tuary States, that all of the misguided, 
gooey, sort of idealism that may have 
gone into the discussion and may have 
gone into the decision-making process 
in order to get them to that point is 
not going to help us in the long run, 
and it is going to in fact hurt us. 

It is very difficult. The Federal Gov-
ernment has a rather schizophrenic 
history of dealing with the issue of im-
migration. Sometimes we tell the old 
INS to go out there and do their job; to 
go into work sites and find people who 
are working illegally; to find the em-
ployers who are in fact employing peo-
ple who are here illegally. So they do 
it. They did it in Georgia a few years 
ago, they did it in Nebraska, in the 
packinghouses of Nebraska and the 
onion growers in Georgia. And they 
were immediately, immediately, exco-
riated by Members of the Senate from 
those States, and certainly Members of 
the House in those States, and told to 
stop it, knock it off; you are bothering 
our producers and our business inter-
ests. 

So the INS said, I was just trying to 
enforce the law. They were told, well, 
the law is good to talk about. It is not 
good to enforce it, so forget about it. 

Then we get mad and we say, how can 
it be that we have got 13 to 15 million 
people in this country illegally, we 
have got 400,000 or 500,000 actually or-
dered deported who simply walked 
away, they are out there somewhere? 
Every time we pick someone up who is 
now arrested or alleged to have plotted 
some act of violence against the United 
States, in the last few days you have 
been reading about this, all of these 
people, of course, are here illegally. 

How did they get here? What is going 
on? How come Homeland Security did 

not protect us? They get a lot of mixed 
messages from this body and the other 
body. It is very difficult for them to 
figure out what exactly it is they are 
supposed to do. And we have to com-
mend every single man and woman who 
works day and night trying to defend 
those borders. 

I have visited the northern border 
and the southern border many times. I 
have commended those people who 
work in those jobs, thankless jobs, 
frustrating jobs, because they know 
that for every one person that they 
stop from getting into this country il-
legally, two or three are getting by 
them. Sometimes they are getting by 
because of the stupid bureaucratic poli-
cies we have in place, and sometimes 
just because they are overwhelmed. 

When the President makes a speech, 
as he did in December, and holds out 
the possibility of amnesty, and al-
though he does not like calling it am-
nesty, of course, that is exactly what it 
was. When he holds that carrot out 
there, what do you think is going to 
happen? We are going to be flooded by 
people trying to get into this country. 

Of course, the numbers have gone up 
dramatically in the last 6 months. 
Why? It is strange. How could this hap-
pen? I will tell you why. The Border 
Patrol was actually taking surveys, 
why are you coming? ‘‘Amnesty.’’ This 
is a word they learned. ‘‘I am coming 
for amnesty.’’ 

I said when the President gave the 
speech that even if that bill he has pro-
posed, even if that concept does not be-
come law, the fact is that it has al-
ready done great damage. 

You are not going to hear a debate 
about this issue during the campaign, 
because, for one thing, I will tell you 
what happened on our side. The reac-
tion to the President’s speech was 
overwhelmingly negative by most 
Americans, Democrats and Repub-
licans. So you are not going to hear 
much about it anymore. 

On the Democratic side they also 
know that their position and the posi-
tion of Mr. KERRY is that of open bor-
ders, of greater immigration. The only 
thing wrong with the President’s plan 
they said is it did not go far enough. 
They also know that that is not really 
the message that is going to attract a 
lot of voters to their party. 

A certain segment they want to pla-
cate, pander to, both sides, so we will 
use it in selected venues, but we are 
not going to be talking about it during 
the debates, because this is just not 
something either side really wants to 
bring up, because it attracts very few 
people when you start talking about 
amnesty, when you start talking about 
the fact you are willing to open the 
borders and you are not willing to ac-
tually look at the issue of immigration 
in any detail and any depth.

b 2100 

But we need to do that. That is ex-
actly what we need to do, is to look at 
this issue in detail and in depth. It is 
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more important than just the jobs 
issue, although that is enormously im-
portant, especially if you are one of the 
men and women who has lost their job 
as the result of the importation of mas-
sive numbers of cheap labor and then 
sometimes not so cheap labor, higher-
priced labor in the field of technology, 
but lower priced than when you were 
doing the job. If you are some of the 
hundreds of thousands of people who 
have been thrown out of work by H1B 
visa recipients, people who have come 
here primarily from India; again, good, 
hard-working people, nothing against 
them or who they are, but they came 
here. Why? Because they will work for 
less. 

The President said he wants to make 
sure every willing worker meets up 
with every willing employer. And I 
keep thinking, now, you really do not 
mean that, Mr. President. Because 
really there are billions of willing 
workers out there, and they are willing 
to undercut whoever is here working; 
and the people who are the most af-
fected by this, the most negatively af-
fected immediately are, of course, low-
income earners in this country whose 
wages have been held down because of 
the massive numbers of people coming 
here, low-skilled, low-wage workers. 

This does not accrue to our benefit 
ever at any place, at any time. It does 
not accrue to our benefit from the 
standpoint of the ‘‘taxes’’ these folks 
pay, because I assure my colleagues, 
they soak up a lot more in revenue in 
the provision of service and in the cre-
ation and maintenance of the infra-
structure necessary to support millions 
of people who are here illegally. They 
soak up far more dollars there than 
they ever provide through the tax sys-
tem which, of course, is a progressive 
tax which says if you make very little, 
we take very little away. Not only 
that, we will not only not take very 
much money away if you do not make 
much; we will give you some money. 

So now, the greatest scam going is 
coming here to the United States, fil-
ing income tax forms, getting false So-
cial Security numbers, filing forms, 
listing a whole bunch of people on that 
form who are your children, and the 
IRS will give you an ITIN, an Indi-
vidual Taxpayer Identification Num-
ber, for each one of those children who 
are ostensibly, supposedly in some 
other country, but you claim them, 
you can have them, you claim them; 
and you of course pay no taxes because 
you have so many deductions, and you 
in turn get an earned income tax cred-
it. 

So it is not a net benefit to the coun-
try in any way I can think of. We have 
plenty of diversity. We really and truly 
need to start thinking about what 
holds us together as a Nation and not 
what splits us apart. And we have to 
stop kowtowing to the other countries 
around who see us as the sugar daddy 
who will keep them in power, keep 
their corrupt governments in power by 
allowing dollars to flow back into 

those countries by the people they 
have essentially helped shove into the 
United States of America. And I mean 
that literally, sometimes with buses 
hired by the Government of Mexico to 
bring people to the United States, 
sometimes just to the border, let them 
off, walking into the border, into the 
desert. That is how much their govern-
ment cares about them. Or how many 
of them perish. 

Then of course we are told it is our 
fault that people are dying in the 
desert. And I keep saying, now, wait a 
minute, wait a minute. Just tell me, 
what have I missed here? How many 
people, how many people have actually 
died coming into this country through 
a port of entry? How many have 
starved to death or died of dehydration 
or had some other kind of thing befall 
them coming through the right way. 
Nobody, of course. 

There is a way to come into this 
country. It is absolutely safe. It is 
called a port of entry, and it is called 
with our permission. If you choose to 
come some other way, some bad things 
could happen to you; but it really is 
not our fault, no matter how bad they 
want to make us feel that this is hap-
pening. We take a million and a half 
people a year legally. We take another 
half a million or so through a visa 
process. We are the most liberal coun-
try in the world when it comes to tak-
ing people in here legally. And yet, of 
course, many millions more come ille-
gally. Why? Because of course we have 
people here who want to employ them. 
We have the cheap labor crowd. We 
have people on the other side of the 
aisle who see this as a source of votes. 
So we see this then that of massive im-
migration, a source of votes over there, 
a source of cheap labor over here. That 
is why we cannot get any sort of an 
agreement. 

I am going to have, Mr. Speaker, sev-
eral amendments for the bills that are 
coming up this week, especially the 
Homeland Security bill, and I am going 
to try to amend the appropriations 
bills saying that any State or locality 
that actually provides sanctuary for 
people who are here illegally, refuses 
to help the INS, or now the Bureau of 
Immigration and Control and Enforce-
ment, refuses to help us enforce the 
law; by the way, it is already right now 
on the books. In 1996 we passed a law 
saying that, in fact, it is illegal for 
States or localities to prevent the flow 
of information to the INS or from INS. 

Of course, unfortunately, there is no 
penalty, so people are doing it all over 
the place. Cities accepting the 
matricula consular, telling any na-
tional living here that they can have 
all of the benefits they want by simply 
showing a card that is given to them 
by a foreign government, not by the 
United States. Giving people drivers li-
censes, giving people who are here ille-
gally all kinds of benefits that had 
been heretofore allowed to go only to 
people who are citizens. But remember, 
that concept of citizenship is under at-

tack. It means nothing, it means noth-
ing to many people in this country, and 
if it means anything at all, it is a nega-
tive connotation: citizenship. 

So we teach our children that they 
should not be citizens of the country; 
they should be citizens of the world, if 
anything. And we do this, again, as I 
say, we pursue this kind of bizarre so-
cial policy at our peril. And when I in-
troduce these bills, we will see just how 
far this pressure has gotten us. We will 
see the fact that this cult of 
multiculturalism truly has infected 
even this body. Because I will suggest 
that no city or State that gives a driv-
er’s license should be able to get a 
grant from the homeland security. 

I am going to eventually try to do 
the same thing with the transportation 
bill and say that they cannot get Fed-
eral funds for highways if you give ille-
gal aliens drivers licenses. It will go 
down. I did this last year. I think we 
got about 122 votes. We will see, maybe 
we will gain a little, maybe we will 
lose a little. Yet if we were to ask 
every single American how they would 
vote on this, without exception I know 
how it would come down. My amend-
ment would win overwhelmingly. But 
in this body, again, held captive by the 
cult of multiculturalism, it will go 
down. 

I am going to offer an amendment 
later on to the appropriations bill for 
foreign operations, which is the bill 
that we use to provide money to for-
eign governments, the foreign aid bill. 
I am going to say that any country 
that is receiving remittances from the 
United States, that the amount of re-
mittances coming to that country will 
reduce the appropriation we have for 
them in the foreign aid bill. Because 
after all, if foreign aid is simply the 
transfer of wealth from one country to 
another, it is happening through remit-
tances and probably a lot more effec-
tively than providing it by way of a 
check to a foreign government, often-
times corrupt government that pockets 
the money themselves. Again, put that 
out to a vote, Mr. Speaker, and I sug-
gest to my colleagues that without ex-
ception, it would be overwhelmingly 
passed by the people of this country. 

It will not go far here, at least not 
this time. Maybe the next time, maybe 
the time after that and the time after 
that. Because I guarantee my col-
leagues I will bring it up as long as I 
can, as often as I can, in every venue 
that I can. In every bill that I can try 
to attach something to, I will, because 
I want the debate to occur, and I want 
the American people to see just how far 
we have moved away from their idea of 
what America is all about, to the one 
of the elites, what we think America 
should be all about. Just a region, after 
all, not a separate country. 

They are wrong, and as long as I have 
breath and I am able to express an 
opinion on this floor, I will state that. 
They are wrong.
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ARMY SPECIALIST KYLE GRIFFIN: 
LOVED BY MANY, A HERO TO ALL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
TANCREDO). Under a previous order of 
the House, the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. GARRETT) is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I wish to simply begin by as-
sociating myself with the comments 
that the gentleman made earlier, along 
with those of the gentleman from Ari-
zona (Mr. FRANKS) and the gentleman 
from California (Mr. HUNTER) with re-
gard to the war in Iraq and specifically 
our brave men and women who are 
fighting our cause over there. 

Specifically at this time, I just want 
to bring to the attention of this House 
and this body and also to Americans at 
home one particular soldier, Army Spe-
cialist Kyle Griffin, a man, a hero, who 
made the ultimate sacrifice on behalf 
of this Nation. 

Some men will be remembered for he-
roic acts, others for the type of persons 
they were. Kyle Griffin will be remem-
bered and treasured for both of these. 

In a world that has become a place of 
hostilities and violence, of terror and 
fear, the brave men and women like 
Kyle Griffin are selflessly and tire-
lessly building and ensuring peace and 
liberty throughout the globe. 

Back on May 30, 2003, one of our own 
was taken from us. Kyle was a young 
man that everyone of his Emerson 
community in New Jersey was proud 
of; and he will be surely missed by his 
mother, his father, his sister, and his 
brother. As an Army Specialist, Kyle 
was a dedicated soldier and a true pa-
triot. 

Since the tragic day of September 11, 
our country has been at war, it has 
been a war on terror. Kyle was one of 
the many heroic Americans who heard 
the call to defend this Nation and did 
so by donning our country’s uniform. 

Kyle made the ultimate sacrifice to 
preserve and defend the freedom and 
liberty that every American loves and 
cherishes. We must all vow now to 
never forget the price that has been 
paid in all of our names. 

Army Specialist Griffin will always 
be remembered as a true hero and an 
American who forever we can be proud 
of. I pray that God may bless his fam-
ily.

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab-

sence was granted to: 
Ms. CARSON of Indiana (at the request 

of Ms. PELOSI) for June 14 and today on 
account of official business. 

Mr. LAMPSON (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for today before 3:00 p.m. on 
account of airline delays. 

Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida 
(at the request of Mr. DELAY) for today 
on account of medical reasons.

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 Ms. WOOLSEY) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material): 

Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. EMANUEL, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California, for 

5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BROWN of Ohio, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. MCDERMOTT, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
Mr. STRICKLAND, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. WELDON of Florida) to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material): 

Mr. TIAHRT, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. TERRY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DUNCAN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. NUSSLE, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Member (at his own 

request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:) 

Mr. GARRETT of New Jersey, for 5 
minutes, today.

f 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

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

H.R. 1822. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 3751 West 6th Street in Los Angeles, Cali-
fornia, as the ‘‘Dosan Ahn Chang Ho Post Of-
fice’’. 

H.R. 2130. An act to redesignate the facil-
ity of the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 121 Kinderkamack Road in River 
Edge, New Jersey, as the ‘‘New Bridge Land-
ing Post Office’’. 

H.R. 2438. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 115 West Pine Street in Hattiesburg, Mis-
sissippi, as the ‘‘Major Henry A. Commiskey, 
Sr. Post Office Building’’. 

H.R. 3029. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 255 North Main Street in Jonesboro, Geor-
gia, as the ‘‘S. Truett Cathy Post Office 
Building’’. 

H.R. 3059. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 304 West Michigan Street in Stuttgart, 
Arkansas, as the ‘‘Lloyd L. Burke Post Of-
fice’’. 

H.R. 3068. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 2055 Siesta Drive in Sarasota, Florida, as 
the ‘‘Brigadier General (AUS–Ret.) John H. 
McLain Post Office’’. 

H.R. 3234. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 14 Chestnut Street in Liberty, New York, 
as the ‘‘Ben R. Gerow Post Office Building’’. 

H.R. 3300. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 15500 Pearl Road in Strongsville, Ohio, as 
the ‘‘Walter F. Ehrnfelt, Jr. Post Office 
Building’’. 

H.R. 3353. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 525 Main Street in Tarboro, North Caro-
lina, as the ‘‘George Henry White Post Office 
Building’’. 

H.R. 3536. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 210 Main Street in Malden, Illinois, as the 
‘‘Army Staff Sgt. Lincoln Hollinsaid Malden 
Post Office’’. 

H.R. 3537. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 185 State Street in Manhattan, Illinois, as 
the ‘‘Army Pvt. Shawn Pahnke Manhattan 
Post Office’’. 

H.R. 3538. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 201 South Chicago Avenue in Saint Anne, 
Illinois, as the ‘‘Marine Capt. Ryan Beaupre 
Saint Anne Post Office’’. 

H.R. 3690. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 2 West Main Street in Batavia, New York, 
as the ‘‘Barber Conable Post Office Build-
ing’’. 

H.R. 3733. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 410 Huston Street in Altamont, Kansas, as 
the ‘‘Myron V. George Post Office’’. 

H.R. 3740. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 223 South Main Street in Roxboro, North 
Carolina, as the ‘‘Oscar Scott Woody Post 
Office Building’’.

H.R. 3769. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 137 East Young High Pike in Knoxville, 
Tennessee, as the ‘‘Ben Atchley Post Office 
Building’’. 

H.R. 3855. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 607 Pershing Drive in Laclede, Missouri, 
as the ‘‘General John J. Pershing Post Of-
fice’’. 

H.R. 3917. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 695 Marconi Boulevard in Copiague, New 
York, as the ‘‘Maxine S. Postal United 
States Post Office’’. 

H.R. 3939. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 14–24 Abbot Road in Fair Lawn, New Jer-
sey, as the ‘‘Mary Ann Collura Post Office 
Building’’. 

H.R. 3942. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 7 Commercial Boulevard in Middletown, 
Rhode Island, as the ‘‘Rhode Island Veterans 
Post Office Building’’. 

H.R. 4037. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 475 Kell Farm Drive in Cape Girardeau, 
Missouri, as the ‘‘Richard G. Wilson Proc-
essing and Distribution Facility’’. 

H.R. 4176. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 122 West Elwood Avenue in Raeford, North 
Carolina, as the ‘‘Bobby Marshall Gentry 
Post Office Building’’. 

H.R. 4299. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 410 South Jackson Road in Edinburg, 
Texas, as the ‘‘Dr. Miguel A. Nevarez Post 
Office Building’’. 

f 

BILL PRESENTED TO THE 
PRESIDENT 

Jeff Trandahl, Clerk of the House re-
ports that on June 10, 2004 he presented 
to the President of the United States, 
for his approval, the following bill.

H.R. 1086. To encourage the development 
and promulgation of voluntary consensus 
standards by providing relief under the anti-
trust laws to standards development organi-
zations with respect to conduct engaged in 
for the purpose of developing voluntary con-
sensus standards, and for other purposes.
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