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should be just and compassionate to 

women.
Contrary to Islamic custom, Muslim 

women and girls are forbidden from re-

ceiving an education. They can be se-

verely punished and even put to death 

for violating Taliban laws. These laws 

enforced by the Taliban are not those 

set forth in the Muslim’s holy book, 

the Koran. The laws are reflective of 

narrow and atypical interpretations of 

Islamic law. 
The end result is that Afghani 

women are confined to their homes to 

live, suffer, and sometimes die in a 

state of fear. The fathers, brothers, 

husbands, uncles, and men of the soci-

ety share in the mistreatment of these 

women. Reports continue to be pub-

lished about the extent of brutality 

that women and little girls are being 

subjected to. Domestic violence is not 

only common but rampant. 
I am horrified by this. It is my belief 

and understanding that women are sup-

posed to be held in high esteem. If this 

is the case, I am forced to wonder how 

these men of the faith can justify such 

inhumane behavior to Muslim women. 
Domestic violence is a phenomenon 

that plagues women nationwide. In the 

United States, a woman is beaten every 

9 seconds. This year, almost 4 million 

American women will be physically 

abused by their husbands or their sig-

nificant others. 
Wife-beating, a common and repug-

nant behavior employed by far too 

many men, results in more injuries re-

quiring medical treatment than rape, 

auto accidents, and mugging combined. 

These figures are disturbing, Mr. 

Speaker, and disheartening, because 

underlying these numbers are those 

not counted that are even more appall-

ing.
For example, 42 percent of murdered 

women are killed by their intimate 

male partner. But a tragic and dis-

graceful irony is that prison terms for 

killing husbands are twice as long as 

those for killing wives. There must be 

parity in sentencing for domestic vio-

lent crimes. The women of this House 

have fought and will continue to fight 

for resources to protect the lives of 

women.
In the 7 years since the passage of 

the Violence Against Women Act, 

VAWA, more than $1.5 billion in grant 

funds have supported the work of pros-

ecutors, law enforcement officers, the 

court, victim advocates, and health 

care and social service professionals. 
Through the support of VAWA fund-

ing, my home State of California main-

tains 23 sexual assault response teams, 

13 domestic violence response teams, 

and scores of domestic violence advo-

cates located in law enforcement agen-

cies throughout the State. 
I am proud of these resources, but 

more work and funding is needed. 

Women need more safe havens and pro-

tection against domestic violence, not 

only for themselves but for their chil-
dren.

Mr. Speaker, we will often hear peo-
ple say that I am a mother of all chil-
dren; and in order to do that, we must 
be the defender of women’s rights. 
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IMMIGRATION AND IMMIGRATION 

REFORM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. TANCREDO) is recognized for 
60 minutes. 

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, I have 
on many occasions risen on this floor 
to address the body with regard to the 
issue of immigration and immigration 
reform, and tonight is no exception to 
that rule. I do this often because I be-
lieve it is a significant problem, per-
haps the most significant problem we 
face in this country from a domestic 
policy standpoint. 

We argue on the floor of the House 
day in and day out and night in and 
night out about a variety of issues. All 
of them, of course, have major con-
sequences.

We have spent a long time debating 
the issue of airline security, for in-
stance. It was mentioned again just in 
the course of the previous speaker’s 
comments. It is undeniably an ex-
tremely important issue, the issue of 
airline security. It is for those of us, 
especially, who fly as often as those of 

us in the House do. 
I, for one, am on an airplane twice a 

week, and my family are off and on air-

planes. I assure the Members that I 

have just as much concern about air-

line security as the next person, and 

perhaps more so, from a very personal 

standpoint. Therefore, the decisions we 

make in this House with regard to the 

particular kind of security that is put 

in place are certainly important. I do 

not mean for a moment to suggest that 

they are not relevant to our debates 

here.
But I do mean to suggest that they 

are not as important, Mr. Speaker, as 

one other issue. That issue is the de-

fense of our borders. 
As I have said on more than one oc-

casion, the defense of this Nation be-

gins with the defense of our borders. 

The extent to which we devote time 

and energy and resources protecting 

the flying public, to the extent to 

which we do that, of course, it is com-

mendable and it is important; and it is 

absolutely the right thing to do. 
But it is amazing to me how much 

time and energy we spend in that. We 

passed something called a stimulus 

package. It is really a security pack-

age. It is designed to make sure that 

the American economy remains strong 

and that people remain employed, and 

we do this as we watch an economy 

that is deteriorating. We all know that. 
We are taking the right steps, I be-

lieve, in the measures that have been 

passed by this House to address this 

economic downturn. But they will, of 

course, take time. 
All of these issues deal with, in a 

way, some directly, some indirectly, 

national security. But in every single 

instance, we also have the issue of im-

migration and immigration reform 

working its way into those discussions. 

I will try to deal with both of them to-

night.
The issue of airline security. Let me 

talk about that on a broader scale. It 

is, of course, important to make sure 

that we are safe when we get on an air-

plane. Is it not also important, is it not 

even of paramount importance, to try 

and do something about the millions of 

people who come across our borders, ei-

ther by land or by air or by sea, every 

single year? And they, for the most 

part, come here not to necessarily do 

us harm, but for their own purposes, al-

most always economic in nature. 
It is understandable. No one is sug-

gesting that it is not the desire of 

every human being on the planet to 

better themselves and to provide more 

for themselves and for their families. 
But they do come across our borders, 

Mr. Speaker; and they do so some-

times, some of these people come 

across our borders with evil intent, as 

we learned all too savagely on Sep-

tember 11. 
Now, there is an undeniable problem. 

It is one of those huge problems; and in 

a way it is like the typical story of the 

500-pound gorilla in the room that no-

body wants to acknowledge, but every-

body knows it is there. In this case, 

‘‘it’’ is a completely broken, com-

pletely incompetent INS, Immigration 

and Naturalization Service. 
I want to focus the first part of my 

remarks this evening, Mr. Speaker, on 

this incompetence and on the desperate 

need we have for national security pur-

poses to not only make sure that the 

flying public is safe, but to make sure 

that we are safe every day on the 

streets of the United States from peo-

ple who come across our border, from 

illegal aliens or from immigrants who 

are here even legally, but have the de-

sire to do us ill. 
We have a responsibility to point this 

out, and I try my best to do so. I have, 

every single time I come to this floor, 

people who write us, who call us, who 

take advantage of e-mail, which is 

right now probably the best way to 

contact us. 
I have people who do that by the 

thousands, contact our office to tell me 

of stories that I have put in the cat-

egory of almost too incredible to be 

true, but they are true. Many, many of 

them are documented. 
Many, many of the stories come from 

people who work for the INS, people 

who are trying their best to do a good 

job in light of a bureaucracy that has 

absolutely no interest in having them 

do a good job, especially if that job is 
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in internal security within the bound-

aries of this United States. 
I am going to start this evening’s dis-

cussion with a story about a gentleman 

by the name of Walter Cadman. Mr. 

Cadman is an employee of the INS, a 

very high-ranking employee. I will tell 

the Members what that specific posi-

tion is in just a moment. But let me 

give a little bit of background, Mr. 

Speaker.
Mr. Cadman’s climb through the bu-

reaucracy of the INS began when he 

joined the service in 1976; and after 

working as an investigator and a re-

gional director, he took over a job in 

Florida, the Florida operations, in 1992. 
Three years later, a seven-member 

congressional fact-finding team visited 

Krome, and that is a facility, a deten-

tion facility for detainees, alien detain-

ees. They visited the Miami Inter-

national Airport also. 
Mr. Cadman was among several high- 

ranking INS officials who attempted to 

deceive these Members of Congress into 

believing that Miami immigration op-

erations were well managed. Mr. 

Cadman and others abruptly released 

58 inmates from the critically over-

crowded Krome detention center 2 days 

before the task force’s visit, according 

to an exhaustive Federal investigation. 

All of this, by the way, everything I 

am telling with regard to this case is 

documentable. Again, if anybody wants 

more details, this is the way, Mr. 

Speaker, that one would obtain those, 

by contacting our office. 

Let me go on. More than 100 other 

aliens were hidden in the facility to 

dupe the House delegation, Members 

from the House of Representatives, to 

give the illusion that the inspection 

process at the Miami airport was well 

managed.
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Staff was bulked up and noncriminal 

detainees were allowed to wait in an 

unsecured lobby rather than in a less 

hospitable holding cell. Inspectors were 

also ordered to remove their gun hol-

sters and handcuffs to portray a much 

kinder, gentler INS that focused on 

customer service. 

This phrase, ‘‘customer service,’’ I 

heard many times from many INS offi-

cials and many people who have come 

to our office as whistleblowers to talk 

to us about the incredible pressure 

under which they have been placed by 

INS management. They are told the 

same thing, that they are to treat any-

one coming, trying to get into this 

country, and even those who have come 

here illegally, as customers; and the 

customer is always right. In this case, 

the customer chose evidently not to 

stay in the cell. 

After more than 45 employees, many 

of them union members, blew the whis-

tle on their bosses, Kromegate broke. 

The office of the Inspector General for 

the Justice Department investigated 

the matter and in June 1996 released its 
197-page report. In this report, Inspec-
tor General Michael Bromwich not 
only detailed the conspiracy behind the 
INS sham but also explained how Mr. 
Cadman and other officials tried to 
cover up the wrongdoing. 

Initially, by the way, Mr. Speaker, 
the Inspector General told a member of 
the delegation, the gentleman from 
California (Mr. GALLEGLY), who was at 
the time I believe even the chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Immigration, 
told him that it would be done, that 
this report would be done within a few 
months, that the facts were clear, and 
if they could get simply the response 
that they required from the INS in 
terms of access to documents, the re-
port would be done in just a few 
months. It actually took over a year 
because, of course, to no one’s real sur-
prise, the INS was not forthcoming 
with the documents that were required 
to conduct the investigation. 

Mr. Bromwich wrote in the report: 
‘‘Moreover and perhaps more troubling, 
Mr. Cadman was a willing participant 
in efforts to mislead INS headquarters 
and then to mislead and delay the in-
vestigation of this matter.’’ That is a 
very damning statement. We have 
heard statements to that effect in 
other cases, people trying to mislead 
investigators, people trying to delay 
the investigation. We remember that 
all too clearly, I think, from past ad-
ministrations.

Anyway, Justice officials found that 
Cadman had presided over meetings in 
which the conspiracy was planned. On 
the day of the visit, Mr. Cadman, re-
portedly red-faced with anger, threat-
ened to arrest two INS inspectors who 
tried to alert representatives about the 
whitewash. Mr. Cadman even called 
airport police. 

Again, this story gets better when I 
tell my colleagues where this gen-
tleman now resides within the INS. So 
just hang with me here a minute. 
Again, put it in the category, unbeliev-
able but true, and of course, with re-
gard to the INS, the folder gets bigger 
and bigger and bigger every day. 

Mr. Cadman’s cover-up efforts began 
after the Office of the Inspector Gen-
eral started its investigation. Mr. 
Cadman, ‘‘did not deny that large num-
bers of aliens had been transferred and 
released from Krome,’’ Mr. Bromwich 
wrote in his report. ‘‘However, Mr. 
Cadman essentially represented that 
all alien movements were normal in 
light of the overcrowded condition 
there.’’

That explanation, investigators de-
termined, was not true. Rather than 
cooperate with investigators, Mr. 
Cadman forced the Justice Department 
to obtain subpoenas to access his com-
puter files. As I say, the Inspector Gen-
eral expected that there would be some 
degree of cooperation. I do not know 
why they thought so, but they did. It 
was not forthcoming, however. 

When the Office of the Inspector Gen-

eral finally gained access to Mr. 

Cadman’s computer, all his e-mails re-

lating to the delegation’s visit had 

been deleted. According to the report, 

‘‘In his interview, Mr. Cadman stated 

that as matter of consistent practice, 

he contemporaneously deleted his elec-

tronic mail messages shortly after re-

sponding to them. In searching his e- 

mail, however, we,’’ the OIG, ‘‘did find 

some of Mr. Cadman’s messages from 

June 1995 which was inconsistent with 

Cadman’s representation to us.’’ 
In an extensive and time-consuming 

process, investigators were eventually 

able to locate 61 messages that had 

been sent or received by Mr. Cadman 

regarding the congressional visit, 

many of which helped OIG, Office of In-

spector General, prove that the offi-

cials had purposely deceived the Con-

gress of the United States. 
‘‘On the basis of the evidence gath-

ered in this investigation, we believe 

the appropriate punishment for Miami 

District Director Walter Cadman falls 

within a range from a 30-day suspen-

sion to termination of employment.’’ 

This was the OIG’s, the Office of In-

spector General’s, conclusion. 
They went on to say that, ‘‘Should he 

not be terminated, we urge his reas-

signment to a position where he would 

not have significant managerial re-

sponsibilities.’’ I want my colleagues 

to listen to that carefully, Mr. Speak-

er. The OIG said should this man not 

get fired, which is as we all know al-

most impossible in the Federal bu-

reaucracy, contrary to the protesta-

tions of those who want to federalize 

the airline security service, but it says, 

‘‘Should he not be terminated, we urge 

his reassignment to a position where 

he would not have significant manage-

rial responsibilities.’’ 
After Mr. Cadman’s removal from 

Miami, he virtually disappeared in the 

INS bureaucracy. Then, on March 4, 

1997, the gentleman from Kentucky 

(Mr. ROGERS) held hearings on 

Kromegate, trying to find out how 

Cadman and his cohorts were punished. 
The gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. 

ROGERS) asked then-Attorney General 

Janet Reno the following question: 
The gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. 

ROGERS): I need to know what hap-

pened to the people. Let us get to the 

bottom line here. What happened to 

the people that misled the Congress? 

Name the names. Where are they now? 
Janet Reno’s response: Dan Cadman 

elected a voluntary demotion to a GS– 

15.
By the way, a GS–15, that is, if not 

the highest, it is close to the highest 

category of GS, of government service, 

that one can get. It is at least $100,000 

a year. 
He elected to take this demotion to 

GS–15, criminal investigator in head-

quarters operations. Okay. That was 

the demotion. 
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Congressman ROGERS: Well, where is 

he now? 
Attorney General Reno: I cannot tell 

you precisely. 
Congressman ROGERS: Is he still 

working?
Attorney General Reno: He accepted 

a voluntary demotion, sir, so I would 

assume he is still working. 
Congressman ROGERS: He is a Justice 

Department official; correct? 
Janet Reno: So far as I know, sir. 
ROGERS: He misled the Congress and 

he still works for the Justice Depart-

ment?
Correct.
Now here is the punch line, Mr. 

Speaker, and listen carefully to this. 

Roughly a year later in 1998 the INS 

promoted Mr. Cadman to head the 

newly formed National Security Unit. 
The gentleman from California (Mr. 

GALLEGLY) represents this whole thing 

as a case where truth is stranger than 

fiction.
Five years after Mr. Cadman left 

south Florida in disgrace, only to take 

a job as a very high-paid INS adminis-

trator and as a, quote, ‘‘demotion,’’ he 

was appointed, if we can believe it, to 

head up the newly formed National Se-

curity Unit. Chalk that up, Mr. Speak-

er, to another incredible but true series 

of events of which we have become 

aware in the last several months as we 

discuss the issue of immigration re-

form in this country. 
We wonder then how is it that so 

many breaches of security could have 

happened over the years? And more re-

cently, how is it that even Mohamed 

Atta, a name all too familiar to every 

one of us now since September 11, how 

is it that Mr. Atta could have been re-

admitted to the country in January 

even though he had left the country? 

He was here on a particular kind of 

visa. He left and he was supposed to 

apply for what is called an I–512 form, 

or authorization to leave the country 

and return. By law he was supposed to 

put that in writing, the reason he was 

leaving and for how long and how long 

he would be gone. Now, he never did 

that.
So, therefore, of course, after he left 

to go to Spain, which he did in January 

and then returned to the United States 

coming through Miami, should never 

been allowed to reenter the country. 

But, of course, the INS did not catch it 

and essentially did not care. That is 

the truth of the matter. They do not 

care.
There is a lot more attention being 

paid to it now, that is true, since Sep-

tember 11. But prior to that time, let 

me just give some examples once again 

of the unbelievable but true incidents 

or situations that we have become 

aware of while we have been doing this 

analysis of the Immigration and Natu-

ralization Service in the United States. 
Approximately 35 million people 

come into the United States every year 

on visas. Now, Mr. Speaker, not every-

one visiting the United States needs a 

visa. People come from certain coun-

tries where we have agreements where 

visas are not necessary. So we have far 

more people coming to the United 

States each year. In fact, we have 

about 500 million visitors a year. But 

about 35 to 40 million come as a result 

of the visa process. 
Now, that process is one where people 

go to the consulate in their home coun-

try. They fill out some forms; and it is 

the responsibility of that consulate of-

ficial to determine whether the person 

making the application is indeed who 

they say they are, number one, and, 

number two, whether or not they have 

any sort of background that would pre-

vent them from being able to come into 

the United States. So about 40 million 

come.
Very little attention is paid, and was 

up until September 11, very little at-

tention is paid to anybody’s back-

ground. They could not care less, 

frankly. Again, they have been told 

that all of these people must be treated 

as customers. Again, if a customer 

wants to come to the United States, 

the customer is always right. So a visa 

is almost automatically granted. 
Once they get here, there are certain 

conditions that they must follow. If 

they are here on a student visa, they 

are supposed to be students. If they are 

here on a work visa, they are supposed 

to work. There is an H1B. This is a cat-

egory of visa of a person, usually a 

white collar worker, usually in very 

high-tech industries, computer pro-

grammers. That is what they are sup-

posed to do while they are here. 
It is estimated somewhere near 40 

percent of all visas are violated every 

year, 12 million, in other words. Twelve 

million people either stay here even 

after their visa says they should go 

home or in some other way violate the 

visa, as many of the 19 hijackers of 

September 11 did. 
The process is one where if someone 

violates their visa or if someone com-

mits a crime while they are in the 

United States as a visa holder, they are 

taken to court. But they are not taken, 

Mr. Speaker, to a regular court, the 

kind of court that we would be taken 

to if we violate the law. Not a district 

court, not a county court. They are 

taken to an immigration court. And 

believe me, there is a significant dif-

ference.
What happens at that point in time is 

fascinating. And I will tell another 

anecdote, another story in a moment, 

another incredible but true story. 
They can go to the immigration 

court, charged with a crime. It could be 

as insignificant as overstaying a visa. 

It could be as significant as murder. 

Crime brings them there. They get ar-

rested and end up in front of a judge, 

and the judge listens to the case, and 

he either gives bail or he throws the 

case out of court or he orders the per-
son deported. Then they are essentially 
turned over to the INS; and that is 
where the problem begins, as we can 
imagine, turned over to the INS for 
their handling of the case, for their en-
forcement essentially. 
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Now, would you believe, Mr. Speaker, 
that there are, as we sit here tonight, 
at least 300,000 people wandering 
around in the United States of America 
completely free to do whatever they 
are doing and want to do, 300,000 people 
who have, in fact, been ordered de-
ported, but the INS has not taken 
charge of it? They have simply let 
them walk. And they have done so be-
cause, I contend, Mr. Speaker, the INS 
does not care. 

We have documentation; and I will 
read from a letter I received, an e-mail 
message we got not too long ago, like 
we get so many times, as I say, hun-
dreds sometimes in a day, and it has 
now accumulated into the thousands of 
letters about this issue, and e-mails 
about this issue, and one of them came 
from an INS agent. Again, I will read 
part of it later, but he essentially ex-
presses the opinion that the INS does 
not care, does not want there to be any 
close scrutiny of these people. The 
whole idea of internal investigations, 
internal security and what happens 
when people come across the border il-
legally, or what happens if they over-
stay, do they go after them? The an-
swer is absolutely not. 

There are literally millions of people 
here. I am using the figure of 300,000, 
which I gave earlier, Mr. Speaker, 
which only refers to people who have 
actually been to a court and then or-
dered deported but have not gone any-
where. When we talk to the INS, they 
say I do not know where they are; I 
have not the slightest idea. This is a 
favorite response of the INS to almost 
every question; it is a shrug of the 
shoulders. I do not know. I do not know 
where they are, have not the slightest 
idea. After all, we can only look at so 
many people. How can we follow all 
these people? They give you a million 
excuses. But, of course, that is their 
job. Theirs to have internal security, 
but nobody cares much about it. So 
300,000 people that have been ordered to 

be deported that the INS have done 

nothing about, did not take them to 

the border and deport them. 
One anecdote here to add to this list 

of incredible but true, unbelievable but 

true, however you want to put it. I will 

give an example of something that hap-

pened. Again, every day I am telling 

somebody about this and they will 

come to me and say, ah, that is noth-

ing, listen to this. It is astounding now. 

Our files, if we stacked them up here, 

they would reach higher than the sign 

here.
A magistrate, an INS magistrate told 

the story to a Member of Congress 
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about a person that came before him as 

a criminal. He had been arrested. He 

was about, I think, 18 or 19 years old, if 

I remember correctly, but he had no 

identification on him. He had mugged 

an old lady, I think broken her arm or 

leg and had stolen her purse. Anyway, 

he had been arrested and taken to im-

migration court. The judge listens to 

the case and orders him deported. Ac-

tually gives him a choice: Do you want 

to go to jail, or do you want to get de-

ported? Well, the kid I think probably 

made the right choice under that cir-

cumstance and said I would just as 

soon go back to Mexico, which is where 

he had come from. 
He told the judge and the arresting 

officers that he was an illegal alien; 

that he was here without permission. 

And he had no identification. He gave 

his name, or he gave a name to the po-

lice and to the judge. They actually, in 

this case, did take this particular per-

son then, put him on a bus, and sent 

him to Mexico through San Diego, I be-

lieve. Shortly after this gentleman got 

into Mexico, he called his mother and 

said, okay, will you bring down my ID 

now. Because, of course, this gen-

tleman was not an illegal alien. He was 

born in the United States, his parents 

were born in the United States, his 

grandparents were born in the United 

States. He was not here illegally. 
But he had learned, Mr. Speaker, he 

had learned that if you say you are an 

illegal alien, you will be taken to im-

migration court and you will not find 

yourself in a prison, or even in a jail 

waiting to go to prison. You will be 

sent on a trip, in this case down to 

Mexico. So he called his mom and said, 

would you bring down the ID; and his 

mom dutifully got in the car, drove 

down to Mexico, drove across the bor-

der, I guess it was 100-some miles from 

their home, handed him his ID and he 

then, of course, came right back across 

the border with her, showing his ID to 

the INS agent, the border guard, as if 

anybody paid attention even there, but 

showed his true ID and came into this 

country as a citizen. 
All records of the original offense, of 

course, were attached to that person 

that was deported to Mexico, not to the 

person that was coming back in. Two 

different people. This guy was an 

American citizen. But he knew how 

corrupt, how messed up the system is. 

He knew that it was better for him to 

pretend to be an illegal alien and take 

advantage of the laxity, the incom-

petence, whatever you want to call it, 

of the INS to get away with his crime. 

Amazing, but true. 
Here is another one. Would you not 

think, Mr. Speaker, that it would be 

only appropriate, certainly expected 

that a high-ranking official of the INS 

would understand the words ‘‘legal’’ 

and ‘‘illegal’’ and the definition of the 

word ‘‘crime″? Would that be asking 

too much? Perhaps we need to give a 

test to every potential administrator 

at INS so they could actually define 

these words; because evidently, Mr. 

Speaker, some of them are having a 

very difficult time with the English 

language and with understanding the 

English language. 
Here is what I mean. Mr. Fred Alex-

ander, the deputy district director for 

the Immigration and Naturalization 

Service. Fairly high-ranking position, 

would you not say? A position where 

you would expect someone to be able to 

understand the English language? Well, 

I am now going to attribute what he is 

quoted as saying to language problems. 

I am not going to suggest that he is ac-

tually abetting criminal behavior, aid-

ing and abetting or encouraging crimi-

nal behavior. That is too much to sug-

gest. Because if you actually ended up 

maybe prosecuting this gentleman for 

aiding and abetting criminal behavior, 

he would be moved up to an even high-

er position within the INS, following 

INS protocol. 
Here is the comment by Mr. Fred Al-

exander: ‘‘It is not a crime to be in the 

United States illegally.’’ It is not a 

crime to be in the United States ille-

gally. Is there something wrong here? 

Maybe it is just that he does not under-

stand the English language; does not 

know what a crime is; does not know 

what the words illegal and legal mean, 

the difference between those two. 
He went on to say: ‘‘It is only a viola-

tion of our civil law.’’ Now, evidently a 

violation of a civil law is not a crime. 

If you are here illegally, it is not a 

crime. What kind of a statement is 

this? It is a reflection of what the INS 

thinks their job is. They believe them-

selves to be social workers. They be-

lieve that they were put here to en-

courage immigration into the United 

States, and it does not matter how 

anybody gets here. 
The INS, for the most part, I will 

contend, Mr. Speaker, would just as 

soon there be no borders whatsoever. 

The INS would then find themselves in 

a position of sending out agents to 

countries all over the world to explain 

why they should come to the United 

States, and that the fact is there would 

be no restrictions against them doing 

so and everything will be better off as 

a result of hundreds of millions of peo-

ple crossing our borders. 
I believe that that is the motivating 

factor and the real basis, the ethos, of 

the INS, I do believe, after all the 

things we have come across here, after 

all the things that have been e-mailed 

or faxed to our office by thousands of 

people, some of them wanting to know 

what they could do about this horren-

dous problem; but many others are like 

the gentleman I am going to read or 

address here in a moment. 
We got this in our fax just a short 

time ago. I cannot reveal his name 

right now, except to say that he, ac-

cording to his letter, works for the 

INS. And I will just read excerpts from 
his letter so as to avoid any indication 
of who he is for fear of whatever ret-
ribution might be in store for him. 

‘‘I wanted to write you and let you 
know that I, as well as my entire ex-
tended family and all my close cowork-
ers and friends, appreciate your efforts 
to reform our immigration policies.’’ 
That is the kind of thing they usually 
start out with. They are not alone, and 
believe me, I know it. We are inundated 
with not just faxes and e-mails but peo-
ple coming to the office, INS agents, 
present and past INS agents, telling me 
essentially the same thing; thanking 
us for doing what we are doing here, 
trying to reform that system. 

I think my colleagues could under-
stand those kinds of things happening, 
Mr. Speaker. We have all been con-
fronted by a Federal employee in this 
agency or that who is disgruntled and 
wants to come and tell his or her story. 
We have to oftentimes look at it in 
light of what the circumstances are: 
Have they actually gotten into some 
sort of trouble, are they being fired or 
something other? But never, ever have 
I had so many people from the same 
agency coming to tell me of the prob-
lems that they face there. 

He says, ‘‘I currently work for the 
Immigration and Naturalization Serv-
ice and have for’’ blank years. I am not 
going to say. He goes on to explain 
what his background has been. He 
served in a variety of different capac-
ities in the INS and he was recently 
transferred. He said, ‘‘Every honest 
border patrol agent will tell you that 
every illegal alien makes it through 
the border, it just takes some longer 
and more attempts than others to get 
across. In any event, make no mistake 
about it, every determined illegal 
alien, from the youngest of the young 
to the oldest of the old, and even dis-
abled aliens can find a wheelchair, and 
make it to the interior of our cities. 
Once they are there, they live amongst 
us with very little fear of discovery and 
deportation.’’

An absolutely true statement. And 
even those outside INS know this is 
true. There is not a Member on this 
floor, and certainly probably most of 
the population of the country recog-
nizes that once an illegal alien is here, 
the chances of their ever being re-
turned to their country of origin are 
slim to none. It is because the ethos in-
side that Department says, come on, 
come on over. 

He goes on to quote something, this 
gentleman who wrote me, goes on to 
quote something that his employer, 
one of his supervisors told him that 
puts in a nutshell everything I have 
said about the INS and the ethos there, 
the thinking. He said, ‘‘I would also 
like to point out that probably close to 
half the illegal aliens in our country 
first entered under some sort of legal 
method and subsequently violated or 
overstayed their original status.’’ 
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This is what I mentioned earlier: 

came here through a legal process, 

under a visa perhaps or some other 

process, but then just simply stayed. 

And there are literally millions. We are 

not sure how many. Figures range from 

7 to 15 million. No one really knows, 

but we know it is in the millions, and 

I certainly believe it is in the double 

digits.
‘‘Here in the interior,’’ he said, 

‘‘there is almost zero enforcement op-

erations which target these violators.’’ 

Absolutely true. Documented time and 

time again. ‘‘Finally,’’ he said, ‘‘I 

would like to make you aware that I 

believe the INS is totally mis-

managed.’’ Again, a common theme. 

‘‘After writing that, I feel it is a com-

plete understatement,’’ he said, ‘‘but 

the English language probably doesn’t 

have a word which would convey my 

sentiments without being vulgar.’’ 
When he was transferred to this par-

ticular district office, he said that his 

new supervisor said to him, and we 

have heard this phrase over and over 

again, Mr. Speaker, ‘‘Now, listen, big 

cases, big headaches; little cases, little 

headaches; and no cases, no head-

aches.’’ ‘‘That in a nutshell,’’ this indi-

vidual writing me goes on to say, 

‘‘seems to be the INS management phi-

losophy.’’
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‘‘That same supervisor told me not to 

be too gung ho about doing my job be-

cause the United States is not ready 

for an efficient immigration service.’’ 

The letter concludes that he would be 

happy to discuss this later with me, 

and that sort of thing. 
Mr. Speaker, I think that in a way 

sums up the attitude of the INS with 

regard to what their job really is. Big 

cases, big headaches. Little cases, lit-

tle headaches. No cases, no headaches. 

And do not be too gung ho about doing 

your job because the United States is 

not ready for an efficient immigration 

service. Maybe this supervisor is right, 

and we are not ready for an efficient 

immigration service. I disagree. 

There was a time when I would stand 

on the floor of the House, as I do to-

night, and ask my colleagues to join 

me in an effort to reform the Immigra-

tion and Naturalization Service, and 

there would be relatively little com-

ment except from the general public. I 

would hear from folks all over Amer-

ica. When I get their e-mail address or 

any other way to contact them, we try 

to respond, and we have thousands and 

thousands who have contacted us in 

that way. 

I would be asking my colleagues time 

and time again for their help on this 

issue, and this gentleman’s observa-

tions were accurate. Nobody really 

cared that we did not have an efficient 

immigration service. There were polit-

ical problems with trying to make it 

efficient.

One party, the Democratic Party, 

recognizes that there is a great deal of 

political support that they get from 

the immigrant communities; they want 

to encourage massive immigration for 

that purpose. The other party sees that 

there are both business interests and 

political problems that develop as a re-

sult of actually trying to do something 

about immigration reform. 
Many businesses are not happy about 

what I talk about here on the floor 

and, believe me, I hear from them. 

They suggest that it is my responsi-

bility to make sure that they have a 

cheap work force. That is really what 

it boils down to. 
They seldom say it in just those 

terms. It starts out ‘‘Mr. Congressman, 

I have to hire them to do the job.’’ We 

explain that we would be willing to 

look at some sort of guest worker pro-

gram, but people should come to the 

United States legally. I try to encour-

age them to think about that as the 

right way to do it. Maybe, yes, they 

will have to pay more money for the 

service. Employers do not like to hear 

that. I was an employer, and I recog-

nize that an employer is always look-

ing for the best help at the lowest 

wage.
But the reality is that there are tre-

mendous problems as a result of mas-

sive immigration to the United States, 

and especially massive illegal immigra-

tion to the United States. Because of 

the problems that I have identified 

with both political parties, for the 

longest time, we could not get anyone 

to pay attention. I would come to the 

floor and say, there are problems with 

standard quality-of-life issues with 

massive immigration, with the balkan-

ization of the American culture and so-

ciety; and there are national security 

problems with not being able to control 

our own border and not knowing who is 

coming across at any given time, not 

knowing what they are doing here, or if 

they have gone home when they are 

supposed to go home. 
I recognize that there are massive 

problems with actually trying to se-

cure our borders. Let me suggest, al-

though I certainly hope that we will 

use the military, either the Active 

Duty military or the National Guard, 

to secure our borders, along with using 

all kinds of technology that is avail-

able. We are not talking about having 

guards standing shoulder to shoulder 

across thousands of miles between Can-

ada and the United States and Mexico 

and the United States, I am talking 

about patrolling, use of sensors and 

overflights, and there are a variety of 

ways.
I am also talking about deploying 

massive numbers of people for internal 

security purposes. We started talking 

tonight about security issues. How 

much more relevant are the discussions 

with regard to the internal security of 

the United States than just the person 

who looks through that little machine 
and screens our bags? I want good ones, 
but I am trying to keep the bad guys 
from coming here in the first place. 

We cannot just stand at the border 
and say, you look like someone who 
wants a job; even though you are ille-
gal, there is probably an eager em-
ployer willing to hire you and often-
times, unfortunately, exploit you. We 
could do that and try our best to figure 
out which ones we want to let in ille-
gally.

The INS would be all for that, by the 
way. They would say, let us look for 
certain characteristics. Are they 
Arabs, let us keep them out. Even 
those, we have to be more specific. The 
reality is we cannot do that. If we are 
going to have secure borders, that 
means that we are going to stop all 
people from coming across the borders 
illegally.

We have to stop it, Mr. Speaker. We 
have no alternative but to try and con-
trol our borders. It is a very difficult 
task. Everybody recognizes that. But I 
suggest that we have to rise to the oc-
casion.

There is hopefully legislation that 
will be making its way through the 
Congress. I understand that there will 
be some legislation coming up soon 
that will actually do something about 
the INS structure. I am not sure what 
it is right now. I think that the chair-
man of the Committee on the Judiciary 
is developing it. I hope that it is com-
prehensive in nature. I hope that it ac-
tually abolishes the INS, or the part of 
the INS that is designed to deal with 
security and enforcement. I hope that 
it abolishes that responsibility that we 
give to Customs, to the Department of 
Agriculture, to the Coast Guard, and a 
variety of other agencies that are cob-
bled together in order to try and create 
some kind of border security. 

Right now there are so many agen-
cies with such conflicting responsibil-
ities and specific regulations as to 
what they can do, what they can look 
at and what the other people cannot, 
people will wait on the border to see 
which line is being monitored by which 
agencies. Certain agencies can look in 
the trunk and certain ones cannot. So 
if you are trying to smuggle drugs into 
the country, you will pick one line. If 
you are trying to smuggle people in, 
you will pick another. Put that in the 
category of idiotic but true. 

I hope that we abolish all of those 
agencies or those parts of it that are 
supposed to deal with border security, 
and I hope that we create a brand-new 
agency. Let us call it the United States 
Border Security Agency for our pur-
poses together tonight, and all of their 
functions are to secure our borders and 
root out those people who have come 

here illegally and send them back. If 

they violated the law while here, they 

serve time for it. 
The reality is, the nature of this 

place and the business we do here and 
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the pressures that are applied by spe-

cial interest groups, especially by im-

migrant support groups, business inter-

est groups and others, we will start out 

perhaps with a very good thought in 

mind, and by the time it works its way 

through the body, it will get diluted. 
People in this business hope that ev-

erybody out there simply forgets the 

connection between the terrorists and 

immigration and our lack of enforce-

ment. The hope is that people will sim-

ply forget about it and we can get back 

to business as usual. Business as usual, 

meaning porous borders, meaning un-

concerned about who is coming across 

and why. There are plenty of people 

who still want that. They desire that 

situation. Again, the political motiva-

tions are strong. 
I hope and I assure you, Mr. Speaker, 

that I will never let this body forget 

this, at least as long as I am here and 

I have breath. I will not let Members 

forget that 19 people came into the 

United States on September 11, all of 

them immigrants, all of them here on 

some status, some of them with legal 

documents, some of them who were 

here illegally because they had over-

stayed; and some of them, six to be ac-

curate, we do not have the slightest 

idea what status they had when they 

came here. The INS cannot tell us 

about six of the individuals, if they 

were here on visas, here on green cards; 

they have no idea. 
That tells us something, does it not, 

about exactly how those people did get 

here. I think they probably waltzed 

across the border without telling the 

INS and asking for a visa. I cannot 

even imagine such a thing, but they 

did. That is why when we talk about 

tightening visa requirements, I am all 

for it. 
But let us assume that we get con-

cerned about handing out visas like 

candy, and we begin to apply more 

scrutiny and we actually have a law if 

it is signed into law, the Antiterrorist 

Act, which has something which we 

proposed, the Immigration Reform 

Caucus, which said that if you are a 

member of a terrorist organization, 

you cannot come into the United 

States. Put this into the unbelievable 

but true category, Mr. Speaker. 
Prior to the passage of that law, the 

antiterrorist law, a person could be a 

member of al-Qaeda, the organization 

that is devoted to our destruction, 

could be a member of that organization 

and that alone would not have been 

enough, would not have been sufficient 

to deny this person a visa. 
There was a law on the book that 

said the INS cannot deny a person a 

visa simply because they belong to a 

terrorist organization or an organiza-

tion that is devoted to destroying the 

United States of America. We did re-

peal that. That is good. 
Now, if we find out that they are a 

member of al-Qaeda or an outfit that 

wants to destroy us, we can deny them 

a visa; and boy, do I feel better about 

that. The terrorist with his or her 

bomb in the bag waiting to come 

across, when they do not get the visa, 

do they go home and say, sorry, Mr. bin 

Laden, I cannot get my visa. You will 

have to get somebody else. 
Does anybody believe that is what is 

going to happen? Does anybody believe 

that they will not simply use the same 

path that everybody else uses to come 

into the United States illegally, that 

is, the millions and millions of people 

who cross our border illegally? No. 

They will waltz across our southern 

border or northern border, or find a 

way to fly in undetected because our 

borders are porous, and there is no real 

defense mechanism, while we are wran-

gling over having these people who 

look through the screening device, 

whether they should be paid by the 

Federal Government or somebody else, 

as to whether that matters, as to 

whether they are competent. Amazing. 
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But that is what we wrangle over. 

And we do that to our peril. 
If we do not address this issue, Mr. 

Speaker, if we do not do everything in 

our power to stop people from coming 

into the United States illegally, to find 

those who are here illegally and deport 

them, if we do not do everything in our 

power to accomplish that goal, then if, 

God forbid, another event similar to 

the 11th were to occur and it turns out 

that it was perpetrated by somebody 

who is here either on falsified papers, 

snuck across the border, here even le-

gally but eventually became illegal be-

cause they violated their visa status, 

any one of the wide variety of reasons 

that someone like that can get into the 

United States today and stay here, if 

that happens, Mr. Speaker, then we are 

not just being irresponsible in this 

body, we are actually culpable, because 

we have the opportunity to try and 

stop it. 
Can I guarantee that even if we im-

plemented the most stringent border 

controls that we would never have an 

incident again like September 11? Of 

course not. Of course not. But I can tell 

you this, just because I cannot guar-

antee that we will never have such an 

incident does not mean that we should 

not do everything in our power to try 

to stop it. 

We have a great window of oppor-

tunity, Mr. Speaker, in this body be-

cause the American people are with us, 

those of us who want immigration re-

form. I hear from you. I guarantee you. 

They want to know, they write me, 

they call me, they e-mail me and say, 

what do I do, what can I do to help? 

There are plenty of things that we can 

suggest and we do. There are bills com-

ing up that need to be passed. There is 

action that needs to be taken. Suffice 

it to say, Mr. Speaker, that this body 

needs to represent the common sense 

that is manifest time and time again in 

the information I receive, from, quote, 

your average Americans. God bless 

them for being there. God bless them 

for being willing to come forward and 

tell their story, sometimes to their 

own detriment, to the fear of losing 

their job. 

My immigration reform caucus, Mr. 

Speaker, will be holding a hearing, we 

believe next Thursday, at which we 

will have at least one individual that 

we have been able to obtain or we are 

working to obtain whistleblower status 

for if that is what is necessary to get 

him to be able to speak to us. He is an 

INS agent. He has been an INS agent 

for over 30 years. His stories about the 

troubled agency are again almost unbe-

lievable but true. I hope that he will 

not be treated unjustly by being will-

ing to come forward. I assure you that 

we will do everything we can to protect 

him from any retribution that might 

attempt to be wreaked upon him be-

cause of his willingness to come for-

ward.

There are hundreds out there, Mr. 

Speaker, hundreds that are willing to 

tell the story. They just need someone 

to hear it and then act upon it. I ask 

this body to heed their message. They 

know the threat to America. These are 

patriotic Americans who watched what 

happened on September 11 and shed the 

tears, the same tears, the kind of tears 

that you and I and everybody else shed. 

They work for the INS. They know the 

problems. They know and some of them 

tell me in very specific terms about 

what they believe happened and what 

they believe is wrong with the agency 

they work for that helped cause the 

horrible events of September 11. 

Please, Mr. Speaker, I urge you and 

everyone else, all my other colleagues, 

to move expeditiously to reform immi-

gration, to abolish the INS, create a 

new, a better homeland defense organi-

zation, stop illegal immigration at the 

border by every method we have at our 

disposal, devote resources to identi-

fying the people who are in the United 

States illegally, and yes, deporting 

them.

Mr. Speaker, these may be harsh 

words; but these are harsh times in 

which we live. Who could have thought 

that we would be here talking about 

buildings collapsing as a result of ter-

rorists turning planes into bombs? The 

days to be shy about immigration re-

form are over with. They were over 

with for me a long time ago. They 

should be over with for all of us. I am 

encouraged by the response we get 

from average Americans. Now all I 

need to get, Mr. Speaker, is the same 

response by my colleagues here. 
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