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gone quite a ways up of people that 
were left out that would be com-
pensated and would be able to get the 
benefit of the tax cut without adding 
to the national debt, because in our 
plan that would be paid for, and that is 
the fiscally responsible way of doing it. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, we have 
talked about the economy. We have 
talked about fiscal policy and budget 
propriety. 

We have not talked about the moral 
question of intergenerational burdens. 
That is a fancy way of saying what we 
are doing here, if we continue down the 
path we are on right now, stacking 
debt on top of debt, building $4 trillion 
in deficits and debt over the next 10 
years, is take the tab of these tax cuts, 
the defense build-up and everything 
else that we are doing now but not 
fully paying for, and leaving it to our 
children. We are leaving them a legacy 
of debt. 

On top of the responsibility of main-
taining and sustaining the Social Secu-
rity program, which is underfunded and 
will be significantly underfunded with 
77 million baby boomers, doubling the 
number of beneficiaries in a matter of 
a few years; Medicare, same situation, 
the same increase in benefits that is 
looming in the future; they will have 
to sustain both of those promises, both 
of those programs, the benefits prom-
ise. And on top of that, if that were not 
enough, we are telling our children, the 
next generation, that they are going to 
have to bear as much as $12 trillion in 
gross statutory debt subject to limit. 

It is just totally immoral, not just 
bad fiscal policy, not just bad economic 
policy. It is immoral and the wrong 
thing for us to do to our children and 
their children. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. When we 
spend without paying for it, we run up 
debt and you have to pay interest on 
the national debt. This is a family of 
four’s portion of interest on the na-
tional debt. It is going up year after 
year after year. 

When President Clinton left office, 
the projection was at that time if you 
did not take any action the interest on 
the national debt, just maintain serv-
ices, kept the Tax Code as it is, inter-
est on the national debt by 2013 would 
be zero. Instead, a family of four’s por-
tion of the national debt would be 
$8,500 and rising. At the same time, the 
Social Security Trust Fund would stop 
running the surplus that we have been 
spending and turned into a significant 
deficit. 

Mr. SPRATT. The gentleman made a 
very significant point a minute ago, 
namely, in 2001, we stood at the fork of 
the road. Prior to Mr. Bush coming to 
office, we were on the cusp of adopting 
a very conservative economic policy 
which would have called upon us to for-
swear ever again spending anything in 
the Medicare or Social Security Trust 
Funds except for those benefits, and 
using the funds in the meantime solely 
to buy up outstanding debt, not newly 
issued debt, but outstanding debt so 

that over a period of about 10 years we 
could have just about paid off the debt 
held by the public, and therefore, 
Treasury would have been interest free, 
would have had no interest obligation 
to pay to the public at a time when the 
baby boomers began to come to the 
Treasury or at least assert their de-
mands for benefits which they had been 
promised and draw down their benefits. 
The Treasury would be in a more sol-
vent situation than it has been in since 
the Second World War. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. During the 
Presidential campaign, everyone had 
agreed that you would have a lockbox; 
you would not touch the Social Secu-
rity money that was supposed to be for 
Social Security, and Medicare money 
collected for Medicare should be re-
served for Medicare. Instead, we passed 
a $1 trillion tax cut and dipped into 
that spending, into great deficit. 

Mr. SPRATT. More than dipped into 
it. For every year that we forecast, all 
10 years to get to the right-hand edge 
of the paper, cannot see anymore, we 
will fully expend the Social Security 
surplus, fully draw it down and spend it 
for non-Social Security purposes. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. You wonder 
how you could pay the Social Security 
challenge that is shown on this chart, 
because instead of a nice surplus that 
we have been spending, we are going to 
have to actually come up with even 
more money. At the same time, the in-
terest on the national debt is increas-
ing. We are going to have to come up 
with more cash to pay this. And the 
tax cut, the amount of money that 
went to the top 1 percent in 2001, not 
2003, 2001, that tax cut to the upper 1 
percent only would have been sufficient 
to cover all of this red ink, for 75 years, 
no reduction in benefits. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, if I can 
reclaim my time, we are about to be 
gaveled down. Basically what we have 
said tonight is we are not opposed to a 
tax cut. We have proposed them before. 
We will propose them again. We recog-
nize they can stimulate the economy if 
they are directed in the right manner. 
But we are deeply concerned about 
deficits and debt, and of course, we are 
primed for stacking deficits upon defi-
cits and building the debt ever bigger 
every year. We simply do not believe 
that is the right prescription for our 
economic future.

f 

IMMIGRATION REFORM 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FEENEY). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 7, 2003, the 
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. 
TANCREDO) is recognized for half the 
time until midnight, approximately 
561⁄2 minutes. 

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, it has 
been very elucidating listening to the 
folks who have such concerns about the 
possibility of a tax cut going to people 
that think they deserve it, and al-
though it is not the topic of my discus-
sion tonight or my presentation, I still 

feel it is worthy of some sort of rhet-
oric, and that is what we are really see-
ing, interestingly, is a discussion of 
what should be the tax cut policy of 
this country as proposed by the Demo-
crats. 

That is great. It is great to hear. It is 
a wonderful thing actually to hear 
Democrats say things like we need a 
tax cut. I am sure they almost have to 
gag when they say it, but the reality is 
we need a tax cut. It is just not the one 
that you guys proposed. You guys pro-
posed a tax cut for the rich and all this 
and other stuff, but what is even more 
fascinating about this, Mr. Speaker, is 
that we all know, there is not a single 
person in this body who thinks, and 
perhaps I hope very few people in the 
listening audience in America who 
think, that there would be any tax cut 
proposal from the other side tonight or 
any other time had not we proposed 
one first. 

Does anybody really believe that if 
the other party were in charge of the 
Congress of the United States or the 
White House that there would be any 
sort of tax cut proposal we would be de-
bating? Does anybody really think for 
a second that there would have been 
something that the Democrats would 
have said we need a tax cut, because 
those words do not emanate freely and 
easily from our friends on the other 
side. They are prompted, they are 
urged and they come with great dif-
ficulty; and so they say, well, okay, we 
have a tax cut, we want a tax cut, but 
in reality, it is not the one that you 
guys have proposed. 

We will take a tax cut anytime, any-
place, anywhere. A tax cut is essen-
tially and generally a good thing. Hav-
ing people pay less of their hard-earned 
money for the task of expanded govern-
ment is a good thing, I think, and so 
the fact that we would have even got-
ten the Democrats into the position of 
debating what their tax cut policy 
would be is a great, great boon for 
America. It is a great thing for all of us 
to have them try to stand up and de-
fend a tax cut policy that they would 
never have put in place in a million 
years. No one thinks it, no one believes 
it, no one has the slightest idea that 
that would have come out of the Demo-
cratic Party had they been in charge of 
the Congress of the United States. 

That is part of who we are and what 
we are all about is reducing the cost of 
government to the people of this coun-
try; and so they think, well, we have to 
figure out a way to attack that. We 
have to attack the President. We have 
to attack the Party, the Republican 
Party, for doing this. How do we do it? 
I know. Let us drag up all of those 
things that we have used, time after 
time after time, somewhat success-
fully. Let us always say that it is the 
rich guys that the Republicans are giv-
ing a break to and it is the poor that 
are not getting their due rewards, and 
maybe they will buy it this time, or I 
should say maybe they will still buy it. 
Maybe we can still get the people who 
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believe that, in fact, people should not 
be, that people do not, in fact, earn 
what they attain through the labor and 
the sweat of their brow, and that some-
how or other everyone in this race of 
life should end up at the finish line at 
the same time. 

I used to teach ninth grade social 
studies at Jefferson County Drake Jun-
ior High, and one time one of my stu-
dents asked about the difference be-
tween conservatives and liberals and 
how I would describe that. I said, I am 
a conservative and I want you to take 
that into consideration when I tell you 
how I think about that. I said, this is 
the way I really do envision our divi-
sion in our country between these two 
major philosophies of the Republicans 
generally and Democrats generally. Re-
publicans are generally conservative. 
Democrats are generally liberal. Not 
all, of course; differences on both sides. 
But for the most part, you can say this: 
that if you look at life as a race, and 
start at birth, and the finish line is 
death, and a lot of things can happen 
to you in between time, and you are 
trying to accomplish certain goals as 
you move through life, that for the 
most part a liberal would say that ev-
eryone has to end up at the finish line 
at the same time. That is the impor-
tant role of government, to make sure 
that everyone ends up at the finish line 
at the same time, that there are no 
winners and there are no losers; every-
body gets there at the same time. 

That is an idealistic approach and 
idealistic thought and philosophy. And 
remember, I am trying to explain this 
to ninth graders. I said, then, on the 
other hand, you have conservatives I 
think are saying if the government has 
any role at all, it makes sure the gate 
opens up exactly at the same time and 
everybody has the same opportunity, 
and if government has any role at all, 
it is to make sure there are no obsta-
cles in the way, but no one is going to 
make sure you end up at the finish line 
at the same time because if you do 
that, of course, it is not a race. Pretty 
soon, if you do that, everybody walks 
because why should you run? It does 
not matter; we will all be at the finish 
line at the same time. 

It is true, it can be portrayed as 
hard-hearted from a conservative 
standpoint to say that government’s 
responsibility is to simply make sure 
that the gates open on time and that 
from that point on make sure that 
there are no obstacles in the race, and 
there will be losers, there will be win-
ners, and people will say how dare you, 
how can you accept that? That is, the 
government should not be in the posi-
tion of accepting the idea that there 
are winners and losers. That is the way 
of life. 

I wish I could be on an NBA team. I 
am not tall enough. I am not capable of 
it. There are a lot of things I cannot do 
as a result of some of the short-
comings, literally and figuratively, 
that I think I face. And so no matter 
how much I would like the government 

to make sure I could get on that team, 
and therefore participate, and want the 
government to make sure that I am 
able to make baskets the same way as 
any other member of that team, it does 
not work that way. 

So I think our position is right. I 
think that in fact in the race of life, 
the government has relatively few re-
sponsibilities, and that the most im-
portant one is to make sure that the 
gates open up exactly at the same time 
and there are no obstacles in the track 
and that whoever ends up at the finish 
line, some win and some do not, and 
there are a hundred different races. We 
all are better at some things than oth-
ers. It is not just where you race. We 
all accomplish certain things that we 
can do better than other people, and 
that is, again, the way of life.

b 2215 

We have to accept that. But our 
friends on the other side of the aisle 
keep suggesting that somehow or other 
we have to say that in fact all people 
will end up at the finish line at the 
same time, and that is a winning sort 
of political proposal. People will re-
spond, especially those who know they 
cannot make it to the finish line will 
say, yes, we should have the govern-
ment stop everybody else until I get 
there. But in the total scheme of 
things, I do not think that will be the 
best for the country. I hope America 
understands when we start talking 
about tax cuts and who should get 
them and who should not, the reality is 
that if the Democrats were in charge of 
this place, there would be no tax cuts, 
there would be tax increases because 
that is the way they run government. 
That is the way they ran it for 40 
years. That is why we are in power, and 
they are not. 

Now I want to get on to the issue 
that I wanted to address tonight, and 
that of course revolves around the 
issue of immigration and immigration 
reform. Tonight I want to talk about a 
couple of things. First of all, I want to 
talk about the impact of legal and ille-
gal immigration on American society 
in one particular area, the area of jobs. 
A lot of the rhetoric we have heard on 
the floor and we will certainly hear 
over and over again revolves around 
whether or not the tax cut package we 
have just passed in this Congress and 
signed by the President, whether or not 
that will create jobs because we all 
know that is an important thing for 
the country and that is what we all 
want. 

The creation of jobs, I do not know of 
a single person in the Congress who 
would be opposed to it. Members recog-
nize it is an important thing for us all, 
and it will be the stimulus for America 
in terms of us getting on the road to 
economic recovery. 

Well, there are various ways to do 
that; and I believe firmly that tax cuts 
do in fact create a stimulus that will 
improve the opportunity for many 
Americans and improve the job oppor-

tunities, especially for millions of 
Americans. I believe that. But there is 
something else, Mr. Speaker, that 
could be done and that no one, not our 
side, not their side, no one wants to 
talk about, and that is the number of 
jobs that would be created if we en-
forced our immigration laws. That is 
all. Just that. Not even impose new im-
migration laws or try to deal with the 
fact that we have got crossing our bor-
ders every day literally thousands and 
thousands of people coming, low-
skilled people who are seeking jobs in 
America and getting them by employ-
ers who are using these folks and, in 
fact, abusing them in many ways. 

But if we just enforced the laws on 
the books, and surprising as it may be, 
it is against the law to hire someone 
who is here illegally. Now, who does 
not know somebody who may be or 
probably is hiring somebody or is in 
fact working for somebody in violation 
of that law. We all do. We all have an-
ecdotal references we make to in-
stances where somebody may be here 
working and they may be here ille-
gally. We all know that. 

Now the first thing we usually hear 
when we raise the question is the ques-
tion of real-world impact on American 
jobs and employment, and that these 
millions of illegal immigrants take 
only the jobs that Americans do not 
want to do. That is a mantra. We have 
to have people here from all over the 
world taking jobs because in fact there 
are a few jobs that Americans will not 
do, and we need all these folks to do 
the hard stuff. 

I am sure Members have heard that 
refrain many, many times. If it were 
true, the other problems brought about 
by illegal immigration would still re-
main, but we would not be worried 
about the loss of jobs or an adverse im-
pact on wage rates. But is it true that 
illegal immigrants are taking jobs that 
no one else would take, no American 
citizen? I believe that the weight of the 
evidence is that it is not true. I believe 
there is ample evidence to the con-
trary. I believe there is ample evidence 
that illegal immigrants are increas-
ingly taking jobs that American citi-
zens would do willingly if wage rates 
for these jobs were not artificially sup-
pressed by the ready supply of cheap 
labor from so-called undocumented 
aliens. 

Mr. Speaker, about 6 months ago 
now, there was an article in the Denver 
paper, the Rocky Mountain News, and 
it was interesting because it was a 
news article rather than a want ad; but 
it was a news article about a want ad 
and the article was about an ad that 
had been placed in the paper by a res-
taurant in Denver, a restaurant I have 
visited many times and know well, it is 
called Luna Restaurant. It is in an area 
where I grew up in north Denver. The 
article was interesting because it said 
Luna Restaurant puts an ad in the 
paper for a $3-an-hour waiter. We all 
know that waiters and waitresses make 
less than minimum wage because tips 
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are included. So this position was for a 
$3-an-hour waiter. The article was in 
the paper because it was a news story. 
And what was the news story? The 
news story was the day that the article 
appeared there were 600 applicants for 
the job. 

Mr. Speaker, maybe some of those 
people, maybe a majority of those peo-
ple were here illegally and were willing 
to do jobs that no one else was willing 
to do, but I do not believe that all 600 
applicants were illegal immigrants. I 
believe a lot of them were American 
citizens looking for a job. 

It is undoubtedly and undeniably 
true that illegal aliens will work for 
lower wage rates than legal immi-
grants or American citizens. They do 
so because the wage is higher than 
they would earn back in Mexico, Gua-
temala, or other poorer nations. We all 
understand this, and most Americans 
sympathize with their plight. We can 
admire people willing to travel thou-
sands of miles and evade the U.S. Bor-
der Patrol to get to Chicago or Phila-
delphia or Seattle in order to better 
their lives economically. There is noth-
ing wrong with that goal in and of 
itself, and we can respect it because it 
is the goal that was in front of all of 
our grandparents or great grandparents 
or however long ago our family herit-
age established roots here in the 
United States. 

But there are several things wrong 
with the consequences of that behav-
ior; and they need to be discussed even 
though it is not popular to do so, even 
though people get very antsy when you 
bring this up. They sort of go, oh, gosh, 
he is going to start talking about im-
migration again. I do not like dealing 
with that because people might think I 
am a racist or a xenophobe, so let us 
not talk about. Well, it needs to be 
talked about. 

First of all, one of the consequences 
of the behavior is that people are en-
tering our country illegally, and the 
habit of breaking one law for economic 
benefit often creates a disregard for 
law and a willingness to violate other 
laws for personal benefit. And the more 
we choose to ignore it, the more we 
pretend that it is a law that we can 
wink at, a law that, gee, I know it is a 
law, but, and I have heard that 100 
times. If it is a law, but, if it is a law 
that does not have importance, if it is 
a law that is not meaningful, then I 
urge this body to do what it should do. 

Mr. Speaker, if there are laws in the 
books in America that are no longer 
valid and meaningful, repeal them. I 
urge this body to actually address this 
issue head on and bring a bill forward 
in this body that says we will repeal all 
laws regarding immigration. We will 
essentially erase our borders. We will 
eliminate the Border Patrol, close the 
stations, the ports of entry because 
after all, we cannot control it. And if 
people want to come to the United 
States, for the most benign or most 
wonderful reasons, the reasons that we 
can all applaud, let them come. Why 

should we call someone here illegal? 
Why should we draw any sort of con-
clusions about someone who came into 
this country without our permission? 
Let us just let them all come from 
wherever they want to come and as 
many as wish to come. 

Now, I want that debated in this 
House. I want Members to vote yea or 
nay to this concept. If you vote ‘‘yea,’’ 
you are for erasing the borders. You 
can make that case to your constitu-
ents. Try and make that case. Some of 
us will be able to do so. Some of us will 
not be at all excited about that possi-
bility and will vote ‘‘no.’’ I will not 
vote for such a bill, of course. I am a 
‘‘no’’ vote because I do not believe it is 
good for America. I will tell Members I 
am a ‘‘no’’ vote on the issue of elimi-
nating borders. I believe it goes to the 
very basic, to the heart of what we call 
our country, to the heart of national 
sovereignty. I will make the case as 
strongly as I can against any sort of 
bill that would in fact invalidate the 
borders. But that is exactly what we 
are doing, Mr. Speaker, every single 
day. 

That is the problem. It is happening, 
our opponents, the people who want 
the elimination of borders, know they 
can accomplish their goal by pre-
tending that they support national sov-
ereignty and national security. They 
can stand up and suggest that all day 
long. They do not want to vote on this 
idea of whether or not we should erase 
our borders because in their heart of 
hearts many people want to, and many 
times they want to for political rea-
sons. They know that people coming 
into this country as immigrants tend 
to vote for one party over the other. 
They tend to vote for the Democrats. 
The other side of the aisle knows that. 

Again, this is not brain surgery we 
are dealing with here. It is politics 101. 
How do they gain supporters, espe-
cially when their side is losing? Where 
do they look? If the majority of Ameri-
cans are now turning to the Republican 
Party or becoming more conservative 
and expressing that, where do the 
Democrats look for people who will 
support their efforts? Where do they 
look for people who support their ef-
forts, for greater welfare and expanded 
government? They go to the immigrant 
class coming into the United States. 

So it is not unusual, it is not illogi-
cal, it is not crazy for us to deal with 
it in that way, for political parties to 
look at it that way. So our friends on 
the other side of the aisle see massive 
immigration and say, I do not care 
whether they are coming here legally 
or not. They eventually become my 
voters, so I am for it. So I am going to 
on the one side of my mouth I am 
going to suggest that we need national 
security, everybody should come in le-
gally, wink, wink. On the other side I 
am going to say we need your help, we 
need your labor, and vote for me when 
you get here, whether you do so legally 
or not. 

On our side of the aisle, on the Re-
publican side of the aisle, we have 

many Members who look at this whole 
thing and say there is an awful lot of 
cheap labor that is coming into this 
country, and that is good for business. 
That keeps wage rates low, prices low, 
and what is good for business, as Calvin 
Coolidge said, is good for America. 

Mr. Speaker, in this case it is not 
good for America. I would challenge 
my opponents on the other side of the 
aisle and I would challenge my oppo-
nents on this side of the aisle that mas-
sive immigration today both legally 
and illegally is not good for America. 

Now, as I mentioned, the first con-
sequence of ignoring the fact that peo-
ple come in illegally and break our 
laws is that is the wrong way to start 
off your citizenship in the United 
States. Of course it is not citizenship, 
your residency in the United States.

b 2230 

The second consequence of this law-
breaking behavior, the consequence of 
entering our country illegally, is that 
they also enter our labor market ille-
gally. It is this consequence that I wish 
to talk about this evening. 

I want to ask you to consider, Mr. 
Speaker, some aspects of this under-
ground labor market that is not get-
ting much attention or discussion in 
the press and not much attention by 
this body or policymakers in general. 
In the first place, with the possible ex-
ception of a few agricultural jobs, it is 
simply not true that Americans will 
not do certain jobs because of their low 
status or because they involve hard 
labor. We have done these jobs 
throughout our history and well into 
the second half of the 20th century. 
Mechanization of agriculture over the 
past 100 years has led to a diminishing 
need for farm labor and our food is the 
least expensive in the world because of 
this. This trend was well established 
long before agricultural interests start-
ed relying on migrant labor and becom-
ing more and more dependent on illegal 
migrant labor. Fewer and fewer Ameri-
cans were needed to harvest our crops 
and there was an adequate supply of in-
digenous labor in the vast majority of 
cases. Harvesting peaches and toma-
toes and strawberries is indeed very 
hard work. Mechanization has taken 
over in many crops but there is still a 
need for some amount of seasonal phys-
ical labor in some sectors of agri-
culture. Does this require 8 or 10 or 13 
million illegal immigrants? I do not 
think so. 

There is another aspect of this that 
is very important to understand, Mr. 
Speaker, and, that is, when we allow 
massive immigration of low-skilled, 
low-wage workers, we have a tendency, 
therefore, to screw around with the 
market in a way. What we do is actu-
ally delay the implementation of the 
use of technology to accomplish cer-
tain goals. Specifically I remember 
when we used to have a bracero pro-
gram in the United States. That was a 
program that allowed migrant workers, 
mostly from Mexico, to come in and do 
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agricultural labor. And they had to re-
turn to Mexico and they could not 
bring families. When that program was 
ended, there was an outcry from the to-
mato growers in the United States. 
There was a massive sort of rush to 
legislative remedies. They wanted us to 
do something because they kept say-
ing, it is impossible for us to actually 
do our job. We cannot possibly grow to-
matoes, we cannot harvest tomatoes, 
without the help of this kind of labor. 
So we ended up in a situation where we 
went ahead and eliminated this bracero 
program. And what happened? Did to-
mato growers go out of business as 
they said they would? No. They were 
forced to actually invest in technology, 
to invest in different kinds of tech-
nology and actually develop some sort 
of mechanized approach to doing the 
labor that had been done heretofore by 
individuals. So today tomato growers 
in the United States are far more pro-
ductive than they ever were before 
when they relied solely on individuals 
picking tomatoes. Now they can do it 
with machines, now they can do it 
more cost effectively, and they are 
more productive in the process. 

So when we import massive numbers 
of illegal workers into this country, or 
even legal workers who are low-skilled, 
low-wage workers, we need to actually 
again get involved and kind of skew 
the marketplace. We mess up the proc-
ess that should lead to a development 
of greater use of technology and pro-
ductivity. To the extent that American 
workers cannot be found for some sea-
sonal agricultural jobs, that need can 
be met by a new guest worker program. 
I intend to introduce legislation to ac-
complish that goal very soon. A well-
designed and properly managed guest 
worker program would allow migrant 
workers to come into this country le-
gally, work as long as they are needed 
in jobs that are certified as requiring 
foreign nationals and then return to 
their homes. That is the important 
part we ought to remember about guest 
worker. Guest worker is a program 
that allows people to come into the 
country for a period of time, do a spe-
cific job, and return to their country of 
origin. That is a guest worker program. 
On the other side, you can have people 
come into the country and begin the 
process of becoming a citizen of the 
United States; that is called immigra-
tion. Two different things. 

We are right now by far the most lib-
eral Nation on the planet in terms of 
who we let come into the country le-
gally, 1 million, 1.5 million every year. 
We are also, of course, the most liberal 
Nation in the world in terms of who we 
let come into the country illegally, 1 
million, 1.5 million people every year, 
that we turn a blind eye to. We do so 
for the reasons I mentioned earlier, po-
litical advantage for the Democrats, a 
business interest for the Republicans. 
And so we ignore the law. 

Once again I go back and say to my 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle, if 
you want to accomplish your goals and 

let people into the country at their de-
sire, not in any way, shape, or form 
connected to our needs in this country, 
if you want to do that to the Demo-
cratic Party, fine. To Republicans, if 
you want to just have a massive influx 
of low-skilled, low-wage workers in 
order to reduce the cost of labor, fine, 
let us tell America that is where we 
stand. Let us have a bill that actually 
eliminates the borders, allows people 
to come at their desire, not in response 
to our need. Let us do that. Let us let 
Americans know how you feel about 
this. Unfortunately, I do not think we 
are going to get that bill in this session 
or the next session, because I have 
never seen it introduced by anybody on 
either side of the aisle. 

And so when the other side of the 
aisle, the Democrats, talk about job 
creation and the need to protect work-
ers in America, I find it always fas-
cinating that they never ever want to 
talk about the thing that would pro-
tect American workers to a very large 
extent, and that is to actually control 
our own borders and to allow people 
into this country based upon our needs 
and to determine what those are. If 
they are, in fact, needs that can only 
be filled by low-skilled, low-wage work-
ers, fine. If that is it, fine. If in reality, 
quote, no American wants to do these 
jobs, then, yeah, they are open to any-
body who wants to come in and work 
hard and accomplish their life’s goals.

What about the jobs in other areas, 
the so-called low-status jobs that now 
employ illegal aliens? What about res-
taurants and car washes and leaf blow-
ers and gardeners and carpet installers 
and hotel and motel housekeeping 
staff? These are a few of the typical 
jobs we are told that cannot be filled 
except by illegal aliens who will work 
for less money than legal workers or 
citizens. But should we stop and think 
about the statement they will work for 
less money, because that is really what 
we should add to the first part of the 
statement. There are jobs Americans 
will not do, at least for the money 
someone is willing to pay them to do 
it. It is true, but it is half a truth and 
hides a deeper reality. The illegal 
aliens will indeed work for less money 
because they can, because they come 
from a culture where $6 an hour is 
more than a living wage, and that fam-
ily members often pool their incomes 
and share living quarters. This is to 
their credit. I do not mean to demean 
their efforts. They are doing exactly 
what my grandparents did and our 
great grandparents or however long 
ago our individual families ended up in 
this country. Most of them came for 
the same reason. I do not for a moment 
mean to demean that particular goal. 
But it is only half the story and the 
half that everyone sees and under-
stands. The other half is that American 
workers used to do these jobs before 
the supply of cheap foreign labor drove 
down wage rates relative to the rest of 
the economy. In other words, the con-
ventional wisdom has the story exactly 

backwards. We do not have 8 to 13 mil-
lion illegal aliens in this country be-
cause we need them to fill jobs. We 
have 8 to 13 million illegal aliens in 
this country because there is a ready 
supply of cheap labor to keep wage 
rates low. We have that ready supply of 
cheap labor because we have an open 
border policy. 

Once again, maybe you can make 
this case, Mr. Speaker. Maybe it is 
something that all Americans will 
agree with. Maybe our friends on the 
other side of the aisle and my col-
leagues on this side will in their heart 
of hearts say, yes, it is true that we 
have to keep people in very low-wage 
situations because it is good for the 
economy. I just want them to make 
that case to their constituents, that is 
all. That is all that I ask. I want them 
to tell the people who are struggling in 
those low-wage jobs that they are there 
and they are going to be there for a 
long time, and there is no real oppor-
tunity for advancement because open 
borders will keep wage rates low and, 
therefore, the economy moving.

Do we need an open borders policy? 
Not to help our economy, which would 
adjust and prosper without the supply 
of cheap labor, just as I mentioned ear-
lier in what I described about what 
happened in the tomato growing indus-
try. It is interesting how business does 
adjust and how the economy does in 
fact relate to these things called labor 
shortages. We would adjust and we 
would prosper without the supply of 
cheap labor. But because it benefits 
Mexico and maintains good relations 
with the Mexican Government and be-
cause it benefits the cheap labor advo-
cates in the Congress of the United 
States and the political advantage that 
our friends in the Democratic Party 
get because of massive immigration, 
we will continue the program. If these 
workers were not available, if we did 
not maintain an open border policy, 
our economy would adjust and we 
would continue to be the most pros-
perous Nation in the world. The few 
companies that must have such low-
wage workers in order to compete in 
the marketplace will move their plants 
to the source of the labor. But our his-
tory teaches that most employers will 
not do this. Denied a source of below-
market cheap labor, employers will 
generally not move their operations. 
Instead, they do one of two things. 
They will either mechanize their oper-
ations, as agriculture has in fact done 
steadily over the past 150 years, or they 
will raise their wages to attract Amer-
ican workers or legal workers. 

Actually there is another part to 
this. We will increase productivity. 
That is what we have done. Because in 
reality, no matter how much we talk 
about the need for open borders, it is 
very difficult to compete in a world in 
which, today especially, you can move 
work to worker anyplace in the world. 
So how does American labor compete? 
It is not, frankly, with just the impor-
tation of cheap labor; it is with the de-
velopment and the continual increase 
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of productivity by the American work-
er. When this is done across the entire 
industry, it does not disadvantage any 
one employer because all employers 
are in the same boat. Costs to the con-
sumer will rise as the cost of labor 
rises, but the product will be produced 
and will be available on the market. To 
cite one of the most obvious examples, 
if restaurants in New York City and 
San Francisco and Dallas could not 
employ these illegal immigrants as 
their dishwashers and busboys and 
valet parking attendants, they would 
be forced to pay slightly higher wages 
to legal workers. Would they all go out 
of business? No, they would not. I re-
spectfully submit that it would not be 
a calamity for our economy to have to 
pay a price for a prime rib dinner that 
would move from like $16 to $16.50, and 
the price of delivery of pizza to go up 50 
percent, if the car wash goes up from 
$12 to $13, if the price of a Motel 6 room 
increases from $34.95 in Lubbock to 
$36.95. 

I recognize that this might be a dif-
ficult adjustment for some people, but 
we have been through hardships that 
we endured and we can endure this one. 
To offset these temporary adjustments 
in our life-style, there would be many 
favorable things that would happen in 
our economy if the supply of cheap 
labor and illegal labor was cut off. The 
first thing we would notice is that our 
college students could in fact find sum-
mer jobs and part-time jobs year 
around. Some of the 8 million unem-
ployed Americans would find jobs in 
the service industries at a higher wage 
than is now offered. As the job magnet 
disappears, the flow of illegal aliens 
across our borders, now estimated at 
1.5 million a year, would stop. This 
would have some very positive effects 
on our economy. Hospitals, law en-
forcement agencies, and public schools 
all across the border States and in 
many of our bigger cities would notice 
a diminished burden on their budgets. 
As a result, State and local govern-
ments all across the West and South 
would discover they have revenues 
available that had previously been de-
voted to the needs of a growing immi-
grant community. Legal immigrants 
seeking jobs would not be competing 
with people willing to work for below-
market wages. The U.S. Border Patrol 
and the Customs Service could con-
centrate all of their energies on stop-
ping the flow of illegal drugs into our 
Nation instead of worrying about the 
flow of illegal people; people like sev-
eral members of my own community in 
Denver, Colorado; people in my own 
neighborhood. One gentleman in par-
ticular comes to mind. He is employed 
in the high-tech industry, and we will 
talk about that in a few minutes, about 
exactly what is happening there be-
cause we have spent most of the time 
talking about low-skilled, low-wage 
workers, but there is just as big a prob-
lem, if not more so, in the area of 
white collar workers, high-skilled 
workers in the United States and the 

various programs that we operate to 
bring people into this country to dis-
place American workers in this area. 
My friend is one of those.
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He is an individual that has been out 
of work for a year or year and a half in 
the high-tech industry. He now works a 
little bit for us, and at nighttime 
drives a limousine to keep a roof over 
his head and food on the table. If you 
ask him, you know, when you were a 
high-tech worker and in this very high 
position in this industry that you were 
involved in, would you believe that you 
would be driving a limousine at night 
picking people up and taking them to 
the airport, he would said no; but it 
does not matter, because that is what I 
need to do. That is what I have to do 
today. 

That is the case for millions of Amer-
icans. They are looking for ways to 
keep the roof over their heads and food 
on the table. They will take jobs. They 
will take jobs, if available. 

As I said, Mr. Speaker, the 600 people 
that applied for that $3-an-hour job at 
the Luna Restaurant as a waiter were 
not all illegal immigrants. I do not 
know how many, but I would guess 50 
percent were people who have lived 
here all their lives. They were Amer-
ican citizens, and they were looking for 
a job; and their chances of getting it 
were diminished by the fact that so 
many people are here and working here 
and living here illegally. 

I want to reiterate, it is not a slam 
against those people. They are doing 
what they need to do, what they want 
to do, what they have to do to try to 
improve theirs lives. I totally under-
stand and relate to that. I empathize 
with them in every single way. I know 
what my grandparents went through, 
and I hear this a thousand times, that 
we are a Nation of immigrants and ev-
erybody came here and worked hard. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a time when in 
America we have to determine what 
our needs are, what our needs are, and 
to what extent we want to disenfran-
chise and do things that do not benefit 
the American citizens of this country, 
so as to improve the lot of those people 
who are not citizens. How much of 
what we have in America do we wish to 
diminish? How much has to sink in 
order to allow this other part to rise? 
This is something we have to think 
about. It is harsh. I know that to many 
people, they feel that to be something 
that they would just as soon not think 
about, not deal with; but it is impor-
tant for us to understand and deal 
with. 

Is it right? Is it okay? If it is, if you 
believe so, if you come down on the 
side that says that we need to in fact 
allow for markets to work and simply 
have as many people who want a job in 
the United States to come across the 
border and get it, if that is true, if that 
is what we want, then eliminate the 
border. Erase the border. Forget about 
a border. Allow people to come to this 

country at their whim, at their desire. 
Allow them to come from every coun-
try in the world. 

Now, what would happen, I ask? 
Would all of our lives be benefited? 
Would everybody in the United States 
be better off, the people living here, 
would they be better off as a result? 
Would the quality of our life go up, or 
would it be diminished? If it would in-
crease, let us do it. Let us pass the bill. 
Let us put it on the floor; let us debate 
it. To the extent you can make the 
case to the American public that the 
United States should be open to every 
single person in every single country 
who wants to come here, then let us do 
it. 

The thing I just hate, the thing that 
I rail against, is the idea that we are 
going to actually accomplish that goal, 
but we are going to sneak it through. 
We are not going to tell Americans 
that is what we want, that is the goal 
we are trying to accomplish, to reduce 
everyone’s standard of living in order 
to accomplish this sort of idealistic lib-
ertarian goal of having markets actu-
ally determine all aspects of our soci-
ety. Let us just say it. That is what I 
want from this Congress. That is what 
I expect from my colleagues and the 
President of the United States. I expect 
him to tell the truth about where we 
are going, about what they want to ac-
complish, because it is one or the 
other. We cannot have it both ways. Ei-
ther you have unlimited massive immi-
gration into the country, the elimi-
nation of the borders, or you do not. 

There is another very important di-
mension to this whole debate over ille-
gal workers, and it is a good news story 
when you really look into it and under-
stand it. I am thinking of the role that 
millions of American workers play in 
our Social Security trust fund and the 
actuaries for payout to tomorrow’s re-
tirees. 

One of the arguments frequently 
heard in this Capitol is that the Nation 
benefits from all these illegal workers 
because many of them do in fact pay 
into the Social Security system, but 
they never gain any of the benefits. 
The argument runs that if they are a 
net-plus for the system, they will help 
fund the future payouts for retirees. 

A recent research report by econo-
mist John Attarian called ‘‘Immigra-
tion: Wrong Answer For Social Secu-
rity’’ examines the numbers and the 
projects and comes to a different con-
clusion entirely. 

Dr. Attarian’s analysis of all the 
most pertinent research by many orga-
nizations and many pro-immigration 
advocates shows that in order to make 
any significant dent in the long-term 
deficit projected for the Social Secu-
rity system, we would have to quad-
ruple the number of high-wage immi-
grants in the technology field, not the 
low-wage workers who come from 
across our borders illegally. Moreover, 
the actual fiscal effects of massive ille-
gal immigration are probably negative, 
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because the low-wage workers con-
tribute less in Social Security payroll 
taxes than the workers they displace. 

If you depress the wage rates paid to 
workers in order to hire illegal aliens 
instead of higher-wage citizens, you de-
crease the net income of the Social Se-
curity trust fund. You do not increase 
it. 

Yet there is another aspect of this 
labor market that needs greater atten-
tion and some serious scrutiny. We 
have talked only about the myth of 
low-wage jobs that supposedly no one 
wants to do. There is a growing prob-
lem with higher-level jobs that are now 
being taken by illegal aliens and that 
no one wants to talk about. 

This is a strange thing, this public si-
lence about the loss of jobs in the con-
struction industry, jobs that pay $12, 
$14 and $15 an hour, that are being 
filled by illegal workers. 

Please, someone explain to me how it 
is that contractors cannot find legal 
workers to do these jobs? Do you really 
believe, does anyone in this body, any-
one even in Washington, where the air 
here is so rarified that it has some-
times affected all of our thinking and 
we have a hard time relating to the 
people we represent, the working 
Americans, does it really occur to any-
one that there are in fact many Ameri-
cans who will not take $12 to $14 or $15 
hour jobs in the construction industry, 
and therefore they go begging and we 
have to import illegal aliens? 

The explanation, however, is simple. 
The jobs that a contractor is willing to 
pay an illegal worker $14 an hour to do, 
he would have to pay $16 to $18 to car-
penters, union workers, brick masons 
and union workers. More importantly, 
when hiring the illegal worker instead 
of the American worker, the employer 
does not have to pay withholding tax 
or workman’s comp or health benefits. 
Thus, he reduces his labor costs by as 
much as 50 percent by breaking the 
law. 

You may be surprised to learn that 
this practice is very widespread in our 
Nation, especially in the West and Mid-
west. The Denver Post recently ran a 
front page investigative report on this 
phenomenon. The investigative re-
porter revealed that there is a large 
underground network of labor brokers 
who specialize in providing illegal 
workers for the construction industry. 
They provide buses and transport ille-
gal workers from one site to another 
when a project is completed. There are 
thousands of workers involved in this 
scheme all across the West and Mid-
west. 

Two very interesting questions arise 
when looking at this matter. The first 
one is obvious: Why does the U.S. 
Labor Department let employers get 
away with this violation of our labor 
laws? Why are arrests and prosecutions 
so rare? 

The second question is not so obvi-
ous, but it is equally curious: Why are 
the labor unions not objecting to this 
loss of jobs to their members? Thou-

sands of jobs, and probably tens of 
thousands on a national scale, are 
going to illegal workers who are not 
union members. 

Where is the voice? Where is the 
process of the AFL–CIO when union 
workers lose their jobs and are dis-
placed by illegal aliens? Where is the 
protest from our deficit hawks when 
the IRS loses millions of dollars in 
withholding because these illegal 
workers are paid off the books or as 
independent contractors who do not 
have to pay withholding? 

Where is the protest by the pro-
ponents of workers’ safety rules and 
standards when it is revealed that hun-
dreds of thousands of workers are not 
being covered by workman’s comp laws 
because employers are skirting the law 
in wholesale fashion, and neither the 
U.S. Labor Department nor State au-
thorities are willing to do anything 
about it? 

Where are the Nation’s frontline 
newspapers and news networks? Is this 
story not told because it is not politi-
cally correct to talk about it? 

I will soon introduce a new guest 
worker program that will offer a real 
and equitable solution to the so-called 
labor shortage. We will authorize un-
limited guest workers into this coun-
try to fill legitimate jobs that cannot 
‘‘be filled by citizens and legal resi-
dents.’’ If the employer can dem-
onstrate a real need, if he can offer a 
job to a foreign national, then that 
worker can enter the job market and 
work at it for up to 2 years. There will 
be penalties for fraud, and a part of the 
worker’s wages will be withheld until 
he or she returns to the home country. 

This is another issue. We will see 
other Members introduce legislation 
for guest worker programs; and for the 
most part, they will be disguised as a 
guest worker program with the purpose 
of creating amnesty for people who are 
here illegally. This cannot be. This is 
absolutely inappropriate. We should 
never, ever, ever reward people for 
breaking the law, whether it is the em-
ployer who benefits or the illegal alien. 
We should not do that as a Congress; 
we should not do that as a Nation. 

So if you need to come into this 
country and if we need the labor, we 
should have a legal process for that to 
occur, a process that guarantees the 
rights of the people coming into the 
country so they are not abused by the 
people who are hired by them to sneak 
them into the country, the coyotes, the 
people that packed them into the back 
of semis, like in Texas, where they 
died, 19 of them just recently, or where 
they bring them into the country or 
bring them near the border and the 
women are raped and the men in the 
family are robbed and they are shoved 
into the border. 

We have testimony from people who 
have ranches near the southern border, 
and at nighttime they can hear the 
screams of women being raped by the 
coyotes who have taken them to this 
point where the promised land is just 

on the other side, but at that point 
they take advantage of them in every 
single way imaginable and shove them 
into the desert and they die there by 
the hundreds. 

We can protect them. We can stop 
them from doing that. We can stop the 
coyotes from doing this. We can pro-
tect workers coming into the United 
States and make sure they are paid at 
least the minimum wage. We can be 
sure they are in fact given the kind of 
protection that American workers de-
serve, that all workers deserve. 

On the other hand, we can protect 
our own interests in this country and 
protect the interests of Americans who 
need jobs. If there are truly ‘‘jobs that 
Americans will not do,’’ fine, let some-
body prove that; and when they prove 
it, let them import labor for that pur-
pose. It is okay with me. But I will as-
sure you that if that test were really 
that difficult, if we truly put it out 
there in that way, prove that no Amer-
ican wants this job for what you are 
willing to pay, for what the going rate 
is, by the way, not just what you are 
willing to pay, what the going rate for 
this job is, okay, you can bring in a 
guest worker. But I guarantee, Mr. 
Speaker, that most of these jobs that 
we are being told would only be taken 
by people we have to bring in here ille-
gally would in fact be taken by Amer-
ican citizens. To the extent that is not 
true, fine, import workers. Bring them 
in legally so that they are protected in 
their rights and so that our rights are 
also protected. 

There would be penalties for fraud, 
and part of the workers wage would be 
withheld, as I say. The penalties for 
fraud are important, because we have 
to stop the demand side of this equa-
tion just as much as the supply side. 
There are hundreds, if not thousands, 
of American corporations that are tak-
ing advantage of our laws, that are im-
porting workers, that are actually in-
volved in the process, not just of hiring 
illegal aliens, but bringing them into 
the country. 

Tysons Foods, Tysons Foods in Ar-
kansas is being prosecuted by the U.S. 
Government, and it is a showcase. I 
really and truly applaud the Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service for 
bringing this case, because I hope peo-
ple in Tysons Foods, if they are found 
guilty, actually go to jail for what they 
have done, because they are part of, ac-
cording to the government’s case any-
way, Tysons Foods and the executives 
at Tysons Foods were actually involved 
in the importation of illegal workers.

b 2300 

Well, that even goes one step beyond 
just hiring someone who is here ille-
gally, and the people who did that 
should go to jail. American corpora-
tions who knowingly hire people who 
are here illegally should be punished to 
the fullest extent of the law, and we 
should not wink at it and we should 
not just pretend that it is the problem 
of the illegal worker coming into this 
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country. He is coming or she is coming 
for a job. That job is being offered by 
an American corporation or an Amer-
ican company or just an American cit-
izen, and we have to stop that. Each 
are culpable. When those people died in 
Victorville, California, the people who 
are responsible for their death, beyond 
those individuals who put themselves 
in harm’s way, who decided to actually 
take the risk of coming into this coun-
try illegally, beyond those people, 
there is still more culpability. Part of 
it goes to those American employers 
who enticed these people into the 
United States. Part of it goes to our 
own government and every Member of 
this Congress who refuses to deal with 
the issue of illegal immigration. Yes, it 
is our responsibility. Yes, their blood is 
on our hands. 

Mr. Speaker, I state that categori-
cally, that we have, over the course of 
the last couple of decades, made it en-
ticing for them to come to the country 
illegally; made it illegal to do so, of 
course, to come without our permis-
sion; but, on the other hand said well, 
if you can do it, if you can make it, we 
will look the other way. So, of course, 
millions do, and some of them get 
caught in this trap, and some of them 
die. It is our fault. We share the blame. 
So does the Mexican Government for 
encouraging this flow, for doing every-
thing possible to move unemployed 
young Mexican workers into the 
United States to reduce their own 
problems in Mexico and to increase re-
mittances from people who come to the 
United States and send money back to 
Mexico, which becomes a significant 
part of their own GDP. 

They also encourage the flow of ille-
gal immigrants into the United States 
from Mexico in order to have them, as 
I was told by Juan Hernandez, who was 
at that time the head of the ministry 
in Mexico called the Ministry for Mexi-
cans Living in the United States. He 
said that it helps them influence our 
government’s policy, the massive num-
ber of Mexican nationals living in the 
United States helps them, he said, in-
fluence our government’s policy vis-a-
vis Mexico. So Mexico has a role to 
play and is equally culpable for the 
deaths of the people that have come 
across this border and found them-
selves in horrible circumstances and 
died as a result or were harmed in the 
process. 

Mr. Speaker, all of these people have 
some role to play and some degree of 
culpability, and I say to every single 
one of them, I challenge you to actu-
ally deal with this forthrightly. Stand 
up in front of the American public and 
state unequivocally that what you 
want is, in fact, a Nation where there 
are no barriers to immigration, where 
people can come at their will. Say that. 
It may win. It may win a majority of 
the votes in the Congress of the United 
States and the President may sign that 
kind of a bill. I, as I say, am a ‘‘no’’ 
vote, but it may happen. I just want 
the debate. I want it to happen in this 

body. I want it to be done in a de jure 
fashion, not in a de facto way. 

I know that what we are doing in 
America today is in fact moving in ex-
actly that direction. We are elimi-
nating our borders, but we are not 
doing it through a legal process; we are 
doing it in a de facto way, by looking 
the other way. And there are many, 
many bad things that happen as a re-
sult of that desire on our part to look 
the other way. Well, I want to force 
this Congress, I want to force this Na-
tion, I want to force the President of 
the United States to look at this 
straight in the eye, and say we are 
going to deal with it one way or the 
other. Open our borders or secure 
them. Those are the only two options 
open to us as a Nation. Take your pick. 
Vote on one side or the other. Let us 
get this job done. Let us tell the people 
where we really stand. Let us get this 
problem solved one way or the other.

f 

POSTWAR IRAQ: WINNING THE 
PEACE AND FINDING WEAPONS 
OF MASS DESTRUCTION 

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

Mr. HOEFFEL. Mr. Speaker, I will be 
joined by several colleagues this 
evening in a discussion about Iraq, 
with two fundamental questions to be 
addressed: First, are we winning the 
peace in Iraq after our impressive and 
important military victory, are we 
winning the peace in Iraq? And sec-
ondly, where in the world are the weap-
ons of mass destruction? 

I will be joined shortly by the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. MENEN-
DEZ), the minority caucus chair and a 
senior member of the Committee on 
International Relations, and by the 
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
DELAHUNT), a senior member of the 
House Committee on International Re-
lations, and several others. We would 
like to have a colloquy this evening 
amongst ourselves to discuss this issue, 
to raise these issues for the American 
people. 

Let me make a few points to get us 
started. We all agree that our Armed 
Forces performed brilliantly in Iraq. 
We are very proud of our young men 
and young women in uniform, and the 
military victory we won was important 
in that it removed the threat posed to 
regional and even world peace by the 
murderous regime of Saddam Hussein. 
But while the military victory is ours, 
the military mission is not yet accom-
plished, because we have not found and 
disarmed and dismantled the weapons 
of mass destruction. 

There must be an accounting to Con-
gress, to the American people, and to 
our allies regarding the weapons of 
mass destruction. They are certainly, 
in the hands of a terrorist, the greatest 
security challenge we face, and yet we 
do not know where the weapons of 

mass destruction are today. We need to 
determine what we must do to disarm 
and dismantle them. We must deter-
mine who has the custody of those 
weapons and what steps we must re-
quire of any new custodian to render 
those weapons harmless. If the weapons 
have been destroyed, then how did that 
happen, and how is it possible that our 
security agencies would not have 
known? And, fundamentally, did the 
Bush administration overstate its case 
for war against Iraq, based upon weap-
ons of mass destruction? Did the ad-
ministration mislead the Congress and 
the American people intentionally, or 
not, about Iraq’s weapons of mass de-
struction program? Did the Bush ad-
ministration misuse the intelligence 
gathered by our national security 
agencies? Did they hear only what they 
wanted to hear? Did they believe only 
what they wanted to believe? Or did 
they tell us only what they wanted us 
to hear about the weapons of mass de-
struction? 

The Bush administration has a grow-
ing credibility gap, Mr. Speaker, re-
garding the weapons of mass destruc-
tion in Iraq, and we must have a full 
accounting. 

Let me quickly touch on the second 
topic before turning to my colleagues, 
and that would be whether we are win-
ning the peace in Iraq. We are faced 
with enormous challenges: peace-
keeping, humanitarian aid, reconstruc-
tion, and building a new government. 
And the truth is that events in post-
conflict Iraq are not going as well as 
they should. Security is a huge prob-
lem. Rampant lawlessness is blocking 
the economic recovery and the estab-
lishment of a civil society that we all 
want to achieve. Humanitarian aid is 
lacking. Reconstruction has not even 
started. And the establishment of a 
pluralistic and representative govern-
ment seems a very long way off as the 
demands of religious and ethnic groups 
are loud and unresolved. 

What are we doing in Iraq to deal 
with this? We have replaced all of the 
senior administrators that we first 
sent under Jay Garner and have re-
placed them with a new crew under 
Paul Bremmer. We have won the 
United Nations’ approval by the Secu-
rity Council of U.N. Resolution 1483 
which names the U.S. and Great Brit-
ain as occupying powers, occupying 
powers under international law in Iraq. 
So we are responsible for the recovery, 
the reconstruction, the administration, 
and the establishment of a new govern-
ment in Iraq as the occupying power. 

Well, what have we done to get the 
ball rolling here? First came the 
Chalabi plan, Ahmed Chalabi, a 30- or 
35-year exile from Iraq, head of the 
Iraqi National Congress. He visited my 
office on October 3, 2002. I believe he 
was making the rounds of members of 
the Committee on International Rela-
tions. To tell my colleagues the truth, 
I found Mr. Chalabi to be a blowhard, 
to be a blusterer, full of spin, the kind 
of man my grandfather would have 
called a four-flusher.
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