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know him. I know his wife Landra. I 
know the family he is so proud of. I 
told him I was going to come to the 
Senate to speak for a few minutes 
about this issue. I said: HARRY, do you 
mind if I talk about your religious be-
lief, since you are the Democratic lead-
er? He said: I never talk about religion. 
To me, it is a personal and private 
matter; have you ever heard me bring 
up the issue of religion? And I said: 
Never, in any of the time I have known 
you. But, he said, you can say this: You 
can say that HARRY REID said, I am a 
person of religious conviction. It guides 
my life. 

So those on the side of the filibuster 
against 10 nominees out of 215—many 
come to this debate on a personal basis 
with religious conviction and religious 
beliefs. We are not in the business of 
discriminating against anyone for their 
religious belief. I will fight for a person 
to have their protection under our Bill 
of Rights to believe what they want to 
believe, that our Government will not 
impose religious beliefs on anyone. 
That freedom, that right, is sacred and 
needs to be protected. What we find, 
unfortunately, is that those who are 
staging this rally have decided to make 
the issue of the filibuster a religious 
issue. It is not and never should be. 

Americans value religious tolerance 
and respect. Those who would use reli-
gion to stir up partisanship or political 
anger do a great disservice to this 
country and to this Constitution. We 
need to be mindful of our responsibil-
ities now more than ever. 

Witness what has occurred in Amer-
ica in the last several weeks. The con-
tentious national debate over the trag-
ic story of Terri Schiavo, a woman who 
survived for 15 years, and after numer-
ous court appeals involving statements 
by her husband as to her intentions, 
statements by her parents as to their 
beliefs and values, the courts ruled in 
Florida that ultimately her decision to 
not have extraordinary means to pro-
long her life would be respected. There 
were those in the House of Representa-
tives, Congressman TOM DELAY of 
Texas and others, who would not ac-
cept the decision of the Florida courts. 
They wanted special legislation to give 
others, including those who were not 
members of her family, the right to go 
to court and to fight the family’s wish-
es, to fight her husband’s wishes, to 
fight the Florida court decisions. 

That matter came to the Senate. 
What we did here was the more respon-
sible course of action. We said, yes, in 
this particular case they may appeal 
the Florida court decisions on the 
Schiavo matter to the Federal courts 
so long as the person who initiates the 
appeal is a person in interest, a mem-
ber of her family, someone who has her 
best interests in mind, and ultimately 
the Federal court will decide whether 
it should be reviewed. That ultimately 
was enacted, and in a matter of 7 days 
the Federal courts, from the lowest 
court to the highest court, said it has 
been decided; we are not going to inter-
vene. 

What happened after that with the 
Schiavo case? Congressman DELAY and 
many others from organizations said: 
That’s it, you cannot trust the Federal 
Judiciary. We have to impeach the 
judges who reach these decisions. They 
have decided that the independence of 
the judiciary needs to be attacked by 
our branch of government. 

Is that new? Of course it is not. Many 
are unhappy with decisions involving 
Federal courts from time to time. But 
to call for the impeachment of Federal 
judges—and some have suggested even 
worse—crosses that line. 

Those who are holding some of these 
rallies have suggested—and I am read-
ing directly from the Family Research 
Council release of April 15. Let me read 
the entire first paragraph, in fairness. 

This is from the Family Research 
Council: 

A day of decision is upon us. Whether it 
was the legalization of abortion, the banning 
of school prayer, the expulsion of the 10 
Commandments from public spaces, or the 
starvation of Terri Schiavo, decisions by the 
courts have not only changed our nation’s 
course, but even led to the taking of human 
lives. As the liberal, anti-Christian dogma of 
the left has been repudiated in almost every 
recent election, the courts have become the 
last great bastion for liberalism. 

They go on to say: 
We must stop this unprecedented filibuster 

of people of faith. 

They call on people to join them on 
Sunday, April 24, for their so-called 
Justice Sunday. It is reported in news-
papers today that the majority leader 
of the Senate will be among those at 
their gathering. I do not dispute Sen-
ator FRIST’s right to speak his mind. I 
will fight for his right for free speech 
and for those who have written this 
publication. But I ask Americans to 
step back for a moment and ask, Is this 
what you want? Do you want to have a 
Federal judiciary and a Congress that 
intervenes in the most private aspects 
of your life and the life of your family? 
Do you believe, as most do in America, 
that we want to be left alone when it 
comes to our Government, that we 
want to face these critical life-and- 
death decisions as a family, under-
standing the wishes of the person in-
volved, praying for the right way to go, 
but making the ultimate choice in that 
hospital room, not in a courtroom? 

Make no mistake, these decisions are 
made time and time again every day, 
hundreds of times, maybe thousands of 
times. Doctors, family members, min-
isters, and others, gather in the quiet 
of a hospital corridor and have to an-
swer the most basic questions. 

It has happened in my family. It has 
happened in most. 

The first thing we ask is, What would 
my brother want? What would my 
mother want? It is a private, personal, 
and family decision. But some believe 
it should not be. They believe anyone 
should be able to go to court to over-
turn that family decision and to inject 
themselves into the most intimate de-
cisions of our personal lives. Sadly, 
that is what part of this debate has dis-
integrated to. 

Let me close by saying this. I see my 
colleague and friend Senator BYRD has 
come to the floor. I do not need to ask 
him, I can guarantee you, without fear 
of contradiction, that in his suit pock-
et he carries the U.S. Constitution. 
There is no Member of the Congress, 
certainly no Member of the Senate, 
who honors this document more every 
day that he serves. And it has been my 
privilege and high honor to serve with 
him. 

I think he understands, as we do, 
that this nuclear option is a full-scale 
assault on our Constitution. It is an as-
sault on the checks and balances which 
make America different, the checks 
and balances in our Government which 
have led to the survival of this Nation 
for over two centuries. 

This nuclear option, sadly, is an at-
tempt to break the rules of the Senate 
in order to change the rules of the Sen-
ate so this President and his majority 
party can have any judicial nominee 
they want. And, sadly, if they prevail, 
it will make it easier for them to ap-
point judges to the bench who are not 
in touch with the ordinary lives of the 
American people, who are not mod-
erate and balanced in their approach, 
but, sadly, go too far. 

This is not an issue of religion. I can-
not tell you the religious beliefs of any 
of the 10 nominees we have filibustered. 
By the Constitution, and by law, we 
cannot even ask that question, nor 
would I. But it is fair to ask those men 
and women, as we have, whether they 
will follow this Constitution, whether 
they will set out to make law or re-
spect law, whether they will honor the 
rights and freedoms of the American 
people. In 10 cases out of 215, it has 
been the decision of at least 41 Mem-
bers of the Senate or more that the 
nominees did not meet that test. 

We need to work together to respect 
the rights of the American people and 
to respect the Constitution which we 
have sworn to uphold and defend. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SUNUNU). The Senator from West Vir-
ginia. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair. 

Mr. President, I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Illinois, Mr. DUR-
BIN, for his kind and overly charitable 
comments concerning me. 

f 

AgJOBS AMNESTY 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, today, I 
oppose the AgJOBS amnesty. I oppose 
it. I oppose it unequivocally. I oppose 
it absolutely. 

The Senate has already heard a great 
number of euphemisms about the 
AgJOBS bill, but let’s be clear from the 
start about what we are discussing. 
AgJOBS is an amnesty for 3 million il-
legal aliens. It is amnesty for aliens 
employed unlawfully in the agricul-
tural sector, and it is amnesty for the 
businesses that hire and exploit them 
as cheap labor. 
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AgJOBS is legislation that embodies 

the darkest and most disturbing ele-
ments of our immigration system; 
namely, illegal aliens being smuggled 
across our borders; unscrupulous em-
ployers taking advantage of undocu-
mented workers; uncontrolled migra-
tion, black markets, and fraudulent 
documents used by terrorists to cir-
cumvent our border security. 

The AgJOBS bill tarnishes the mag-
nanimous promise of a better life en-
shrined on the base of the Statue of 
Liberty. It cheapens the struggle of 
those immigrants who arrived on Ellis 
Island 100 years ago, and all of those 
who have come to this country and fol-
lowed the rules to earn citizenship in 
this great Republic. 

Amnesties beget more illegal immi-
gration—hurtful, destructive, illegal 
immigration. Look at the statistics. 
After President Ronald Reagan signed 
his amnesty into law in 1986, 2.5 mil-
lion illegal immigrants flooded into 
this country. Since the 1986 amnesty, 
the Congress has passed 6 additional 
amnesties, resulting in an explosion in 
the illegal immigrant population, with 
an estimated 900,000 new illegal aliens 
settling in the United States each year, 
hoping to be similarly rewarded. The 
last thing we need is another amnesty 
masquerading as immigration reform. 
Amnesties cheat—amnesties cheat— 
immigrants and U.S. citizens alike. 

Our immigration system is already 
plagued with funding and staffing prob-
lems. It is overwhelmed on the borders, 
in the interior, and in its processing of 
immigration applications. 

Senators need only go to the emer-
gency rooms of the hospitals in this 
city and in the environs of this city. 
Go, see for yourselves. The infrastruc-
ture is already greatly overburdened. 
The infrastructure cannot handle the 
problems that are coming upon us. 

I go to the emergency rooms. I have 
been to them many times, taking my 
own wife of almost 68 years of mar-
riage, taking her. I see the emergency 
rooms. I see how they are overcrowded. 
I see how there are people waiting. I 
see how there are people out in the cor-
ridors, in the halls, lying on cots 
awaiting attention. The schools are 
overburdened. Health services, health 
facilities, just take a look at what is 
happening. It is too much for the infra-
structure. 

Now we are going to increase the 
problem. If the AgJOBS amnesty is en-
acted into law, it is going to get worse. 
My forebears were immigrants, too. 
They came to this country a long time 
ago. It is going to get worse for em-
ployers, worse for immigrants, worse 
for the security of the American peo-
ple. 

Following the passage of the 1986 am-
nesty for 2.7 million illegal aliens, the 
INS had to open temporary offices, hire 

new workers, divert resources from en-
forcement areas. The result was chaos 
that produced rampant fraud, with 
many aliens, almost 20 years later, still 
disputing their amnesty claims in the 
courts. Today’s backlog of immigration 
applications is even larger, with the 
stack of pending applications at 4 mil-
lion and rising. The AgJOBS amnesty 
would dump countless more applica-
tions on an already overtasked immi-
gration system. With resources so 
scarce, the process would literally 
break down, background checks would 
be missed, document verification would 
be ignored, and backlogs would grow, 
encouraging more and more fraud. 

It only took 19 temporary visa hold-
ers to slip through the system to un-
leash the horror of the September 11 
attacks. The AgJOBS proposal would 
shove 3 million illegal aliens, many of 
whom have never gone through a back-
ground check, through our border secu-
rity system, in effect flooding a bu-
reaucracy that is already drowning. It 
is a recipe for disaster. 

It is not mere speculation to suggest 
that a terrorist would exploit an am-
nesty. It has already happened. 
Mahmud Abouhalima, a leader of the 
1993 World Trade Center bombing, was 
legalized—legalized, I say—under the 
1986 amnesty. Only after he was legal-
ized was he able to travel outside of the 
country to the Afghanistan-Pakistan 
border where he received the terrorist 
training he used in the bombing. 

A closer look at the details of the 
AgJOBS amnesty raises even more con-
cern. The only way to secure amnesty 
under the AgJOBS proposal is to seek 
U.S. employment. That puts U.S. citi-
zens in direct competition with illegal 
aliens. Even if U.S. workers are not 
displaced, illegal immigration de-
presses wages. It depresses benefits for 
American jobs. 

Under the AgJOBS amnesty, an ille-
gal alien, once achieving temporary 
status, becomes eligible to apply for 
permanent residency or even citizen-
ship, which puts that alien ahead of 
every immigrant waiting to immigrate 
legally to the United States. That is 
not fair. When amnesty advocates 
evoke the image of Ellis Island and the 
Statue of Liberty, imagine those law- 
abiding immigrants being told to get 
back on the ship because an illegal 
alien had taken their spot. Is that 
right? Is that fair? 

I hope Senators will take a close look 
at this proposal. I want to aid hard- 
working immigrants, but this is am-
nesty for illegal aliens. It is amnesty 
for the unscrupulous employers who 
exploit them. It is amnesty for poten-
tial terrorists seeking to circumvent 
our border defenses. 

The AgJOBS bill is a sweeping, ex-
treme proposal that will undermine our 
immigration system. It has no place on 

this wartime supplemental appropria-
tions bill, and the Senate ought to re-
ject it. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Alabama. 
Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I 

thank Senator BYRD for his thoughtful 
remarks. As I have been doing some re-
search on this AgJOBS bill myself, and 
have become increasingly concerned 
with it, I came upon a report in the 
early 1990s that reviewed the success of 
the 1986 amnesty, or lack of success. I 
wondered—the Senator was here during 
that time—whether the same argu-
ments were made in favor of the bill in 
1986 that are being made today; and 
further, whether he would agree with 
the official Commission’s report that 
the 1986 amnesty was a failure? 

Mr. BYRD. Well, I thank the distin-
guished Senator for his statement. I 
thank him for his attention to my re-
marks. I was here then. I am here now. 
I am concerned about the amnesty we 
are talking about, the AgJOBS am-
nesty. I have stated my feelings about 
it. I am going to leave it at that. I 
thank the distinguished Senator. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL MONDAY, 
APRIL 18, 2005, at 1 P.M. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate stands 
adjourned until 1 p.m. on Monday, 
April 18, 2005. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 1:38 p.m., 
adjourned until Monday, April 18, 2005, 
at 1 p.m. 

f 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nomination received by 
the Senate April 15, 2005: 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

RAYMOND SIMON, OF ARKANSAS, TO BE DEPUTY SEC-
RETARY OF EDUCATION, VICE EUGENE HICKOK, RE-
SIGNED. 

f 

CONFIRMATION 

Executive nomination confirmed by 
the Senate Friday, April 15, 2005: 

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT 

PAMELA HUGHES PATENAUDE, OF NEW HAMPSHIRE, TO 
BE AN ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT. 

f 

DISCHARGED NOMINATION 

The Senate Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs was dis-
charged from further consideration of 
the following nomination and the nom-
ination was confirmed: 

PAMELA HUGHES PATENAUDE, OF NEW HAMPSHIRE, TO 
BE AN ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT. 
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