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Ecstasy can occasionally enslave and occa-

sionally offer transcendence. Usually, it does 
neither. For Adrienne, the Midwestern 
woman who has been a frequent user for the 
past five years, ecstasy is a key part of life. 
‘‘E makes shirtless, disgusting men, a club 
with broken bathrooms, a deejay that plays 
crap and vomiting into a trash can the best 
night of your life,’’ she says with a laugh. ‘‘It 
has done two things in my life,’’ she reflects. 
‘‘I had always been aloof or insecure or snob-
by, however you want to put it. And I took 
it and realized, you know what, we’re all 
here; we’re all dancing; we’re not so dif-
ferent. I allowed myself to get closer to peo-
ple. Everything was more positive. But my 
life also became, quickly, all about the next 
time I would do it * * * You feel at ease with 
yourself and right with the world, and that’s 
a feeling you want to duplicate—every single 
week.’’ 

f 

THREAT OF THE PEOPLE’S REPUB-
LIC OF CHINA AND MASSIVE UN-
CONTROLLED IMMIGRATION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
ISSA). Under the Speaker’s announced 
policy of January 3, 2001, the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. TANCREDO) 
is recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the majority leader. 

Mr. TANCREDO. Mr. Speaker, today 
being Flag Day, millions of Americans 
around the country are honoring the 
Nation through honoring the flag. Nat-
urally, our thoughts turn to a number 
of subjects on a day like today. 

I just returned from a particularly 
stirring presentation that was held 
over in the Cannon Caucus Building for 
veterans, at which time I was able to 
give a little bit of a presentation. It 
was a very powerful event, beautiful 
music, and a lot of great speeches 
about the country, about the Nation, 
about where we are as a Nation and 
about where we hope to go. 

Mr. Speaker, this evening I want to 
talk about a couple of things that I be-
lieve to be the most significant threats 
this Nation faces; one is an external 
threat, and that threat is the People’s 
Republic of China. 

I characterize that nation as a 
threat, because of the actions taken by 
the Chinese, not just in the recent 
past, by the forcing down of one of our 
planes, but I suggest that China is a 
threat to the United States and can be 
identified as such as a result of ana-
lyzing China’s history and its most re-
cent actions together. 

China is a nation with a very long 
history of aggressive behavior; that be-
havior is often activated by grievances, 
both actual grievances and perceived 
and contrived. 

It is motivated by a sort of raging 
nationalism that finds expression in 
expanding its borders in xenophobia. I 
believe that the best way to success-
fully deal with China is to understand 
these realities and to fashion a foreign 
policy accordingly. 

Later on, I will discuss what I believe 
to be the other most significant threat 

to the United States and that is inter-
nally. It is not a foreign threat, it is an 
internal threat, and that is massive un-
controlled immigration into this coun-
try, both legal and illegal. 

I recognize that both of these sub-
jects are quite controversial. Both of 
these subjects always engender a lot of 
emotion and a lot of discussion. The 
latter, the issue of immigration, does 
not get much attention on this floor, 
because there is a fear, a natural fear, 
on the part of a lot of people, a lot of 
my colleagues to address this, for fear 
that they will be characterized or 
mischaracterized, as the case may be, 
as a result of their opposition or con-
cern about massive immigration into 
this Nation. 

It is, nonetheless, the second topic I 
will deal with. First, I want to stay 
with the topic of the People’s Republic 
of China. 

Another important understanding for 
Americans with regard to China, some-
thing we must come to grips with is 
the fact that China believes itself to be 
our number one enemy. They look at 
us as their enemy. There is absolutely 
nothing we can do by way of appease-
ment that will ever change this reality. 

Here in the United States, as in most 
democracies, there is a basic unwilling-
ness to confront the harsh realities of 
nature. We want to attribute always 
the hostile actions of others to benign 
intent. 

History, of course, has proven that 
this particular course of action is al-
ways dangerous and sometimes disas-
trous. From a historical perspective, 
China provides an unparalleled view of 
a nation in the constant grip of abso-
lutism. Indeed, this tradition goes back 
to the very founding of the Chinese 
state by the Chang dynasty in 1766 B.C. 
The governmental structure at that 
time was sophisticated, and an auto-
crat ruled it. When addressing his sub-
jects, he referred to himself as I, the 
single one man. 

For literally thousands of years, the 
Chinese people have been treated as 
disposable resources of the state. The 
recent discovery of the famed Terra 
Cotta Warriors in China’s ancient Cap-
itol of Xian have survived far longer 
than the bones of the thousands of con-
struction workers who were buried 
alive to hide the location of the tomb 
from grave robbers. 

I find this to be a more interesting 
aspect of Chinese and a more revealing 
aspect of Chinese culture than the 
craftsmanship of the artists involved. 

China’s long history is an unbroken 
international internalization of the 
concept of externally expanding power 
as a guiding principle of foreign policy. 

A China scholar by the name of Ste-
ven Moser states that this desire for 
hegemony is still deeply embedded in 
China’s national dream work, intrinsic 
to its national identity and implicated 
in what it believes to be its natural 
destiny. 

Mr. Moser divides China’s quest for 
hegemony in three parts, basic hegem-
ony, he says, the recovery of Taiwan, 
and the assertion of undisputed control 
over the South China Sea. Regional he-
gemony is the extension of the Chinese 
empire to maximum extent of its old, 
what they call their old Celestial Em-
pire. 

Finally, global hegemony, this is a 
worldwide contest with the United 
States to replace the current Pax 
Americana with a Pax Sinoca. 

Certainly many observers disagree 
with Mr. Moser’s characterization of 
modern day China. They would argue 
that time have changed and that new 
realities have forced a cultural and po-
litical metamorphosis in the PRC. 

They go on to contend that the 
United States should fashion a foreign 
policy to accommodate this change. 
This, of course, is one of the arguments 
that was made during the recent de-
bate here in this Congress over PNTR, 
or permanent normal trade relation-
ships, with China. 

The other very powerful argument 
that was made for PNTR, and about 
which I will say more later, when 
something like this, we do not really 
care about America’s national security 
interests. There is money to be made 
by buying cheap in China and selling 
dear in the rest of the world. Well, let 
us test the theory of the modern day 
Chamberlains that rely on the accom-
modating rather than confronting 
China. 

China, of course, is already acquired, 
through more peaceful mechanisms, 
Hong Kong and Macau; but they are 
now preparing for Taiwan to follow 
suit, peacefully or otherwise. China is 
aggressively assembling the military 
capabilities to protect its war power 
beyond its present internationally rec-
ognized borders. 

Six days ago, China masked amphib-
ious vehicles and landing craft on an 
island near Taiwan as part of a large- 
scale military exercise. These exercises 
are expected to be one of the largest 
shore-based war games held by the Chi-
nese military in recent history. 

China’s capability to deliver the nu-
clear weapons to targets which include 
Los Angeles and many other cities in 
the United States has been perfected 
by the application of advanced tech-
nology that has been both purchased 
and stolen from the United States. 

China has embarked upon the con-
struction of three missile bases along 
the coast to threaten Taiwan. My col-
leagues may recall that they fired sev-
eral missiles toward Taiwan just not 
too long ago. 

Mr. Speaker, a little over 1 year ago, 
China exploded a neutron bomb; that 
event went relatively unpublicized in 
the Western press. Included in the 
plans for this basic hegemony of the re-
gion is the occupation of the Spratly 
and Paracel Island group. No fewer 
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than 11 naval bases have been con-
structed in this area in the very recent 
past. 

By the way, these are very important 
sites strategically, as they control the 
sea lanes connecting the Strait of 
Malaca and the Taiwan Strait. From 
there you can easily strengthen the 
Philippines and Brunei and Thailand. 

In recent history, China began its 
quest to regain the Celestial Empire, 
that was an area stretching from the 
Russian Far East to Lake Bakal and 
most of southern Asia, by sending 
troops into Tibet, Inner Mongolia and 
Manchuria. 

They are using nonmilitary assets to 
project Chinese influence around the 
region by exporting human beings. 
There are now over 60 million Chinese 
expatriates in surrounding countries 
operating businesses that generate al-
most $700 billion a year, which is, by 
the way, almost equal to the entire 
Gross Domestic Product of the Com-
munist Chinese. 

Chinese now outnumber Russians. 
Chinese now outnumber Russians in Si-
beria. In 1995, the Russian Defense Min-
ister Pavel Grachev warned the Chi-
nese were in the process of making a 
peaceful conquest of the Russian Far 
East. Russians are fearful of this mass 
immigration, but the Chinese love it. 

The outflow relieves unemployment. 
It facilitates trade and, more impor-
tantly, it strengthens the historical 
claims to the land. By the way, all this 
sounds unfortunately very familiar to 
some of the things that are happening 
in our own country and, again, about 
which I will speak more in the future. 

There is a significant increase in ac-
tivity of a variety of sorts in 
Tajikistan and Kazakhstan and Mon-
golia and Korea. 

Eventually, the Chinese believe they 
will be in direct confrontation with the 
United States. Their military and po-
litical leaders have stated this on sev-
eral occasions. We, however, would 
rather whistle past the graveyard, 
which by the way may well be the one 
that we would all rest in if China had 
their way. 

Now many people disagree. Again 
they will say that the era of mono-
lithic communism is dead and the era 
of democratic capitalism has replaced 
it. Well, philosophical communism is 
indeed a rotting corpse, but totali-
tarian communism is alive and well in 
the PRC. In fact, throughout the world, 
political oppression can and does coex-
ist quite comfortably with various 
iterations of capitalism. 
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One can make the case that political 
freedom cannot long exist without eco-
nomic freedom; but the opposite case 
that economic freedom leads inevitably 
to political liberty is much weaker. 

In fact, let us look closely at China 
over the last 20 years of economic re-

forms. Today, remember, after the last 
20 years of economic reforms where 
democratic capitalism was supposed to 
have been making inroads in China, 
after 20 years of this, every major dis-
sident in China has been jailed or they 
have been exiled. 

According to the State Department 
nation report this year, thousands of 
unregistered religious institutions 
have been either closed or destroyed. 
Hundreds of Falun Gong have been im-
prisoned. Thousands more have been 
sentenced to, quote, reeducation camps 
or locked up in mental hospitals. 

On April 23, the Chinese arrested a 
79-year-old bishop and seven other 
Catholic clergymen in anticipation of 
problems arising out of the celebration 
of Easter. Two days ago, they arrested 
35 Christians for worshipping outside 
their official church. They were sen-
tenced to labor camps. 

Speaking of labor camps, the number 
in China now stands around 1,100. 
These are places of human misery on a 
scale equivalent to anything seen in 
Nazi Germany or in the Soviet gulag. 
In fact, they have become an integral 
part of the Chinese economy through 
the sale of products made by slave 
labor. By the way, much of this can be 
found in almost every store in Amer-
ica. As we all know, China is the source 
the Pentagon went to to purchase the 
berets, the black berets that they were 
going to provide our military with. 

A particularly lucrative industry has 
grown up around the harvesting and 
sale of human organs in China. Pris-
oners in these labor camps are cat-
egorized according to blood types and 
other pertinent information. When or-
ders come in from around the world for 
certain body parts, the appropriate 
prisoners are slaughtered. Their organs 
are packed and sent off to the highest 
bidder. 

In 1996, the Chinese Government ad-
mitted that 20,000 kidneys had been 
harvested from prisoners. By the way, 
in most cases, they took them two at a 
time. 

All this is going on while American 
culture supposedly makes inroads into 
every part of the world and while the 
Internet provides a window to the 
world to all who can afford the hard-
ware or get access to it. All this is 
going on subsequent to all the political 
strategies designed to bring China into 
the community of nations. It goes on 
after we pass PNTR. It will continue to 
go on until the United States and the 
rest of the world draw the proverbial 
line in the sand and make it clear that 
Chinese plans for basic regional and 
global hegemony are unattainable. 

China may eventually be forced to 
accept the world as it is and accept 
that role as a peaceful participant in 
the March toward democratic cap-
italism. But it will not happen as a re-
sult of a policy of appeasement. 

I worry, Mr. Speaker, about the fact 
that this Congress will be asked once 

again to approve normal trade rela-
tions with China because, although we 
passed over, certainly, my objection 
and that of many of our colleagues 
here, we did pass last year PNTR. 

China has not, in fact, joined the 
WTO, the World Trade Organization. 
As a result of the fact that they have 
not yet joined the WTO, they have not 
achieved PNTR with the United States. 
So we will every year now until they 
are in the WTO, the President will still 
have to request normal trade relations 
with China. I fear that it will be ex-
tended to them. 

Mr. Speaker, I will never forget what 
we went through here on this floor and 
in this body on the debate over that 
particular issue. I personally have 
never ever been lobbied more heavily, 
more pressure applied to try to get me 
to vote for normal trade relations with 
China. 

Nothing that I ever dealt with here 
on the floor, not issues of abortion, not 
issues of gun-related laws, nothing 
matched the pressure that we faced 
from the corporate lobby in this Na-
tion, the corporate lobby that puts 
profits above patriotism. That is the 
only way we can describe what they 
were doing here. 

I will not call them American cor-
porations because, Mr. Speaker, they 
had absolutely no allegiance to this 
country. They were much more con-
cerned with that market they believed 
that existed in China. Really, what 
they wanted to do was import very 
cheap Chinese products and sell them 
in lucrative markets. 

The idea that we were going to have 
a two-way trade was what they would 
constantly refer to. But, Mr. Speaker, 
that will never happen. First of all, 
there is no market there. Although 
there are certainly a billion and a half 
people, they cannot buy our products. 
They do not have the money, number 
one. 

Number two, the Chinese Govern-
ment will never allow massive trade 
with the United States. They only 
allow it going the other way, to the ex-
tent that we now sell to them only 2 
percent of our exports, but we buy 40 
percent of theirs. 

Our trade imbalance with them last 
year was $86 billion. This is what we 
called trade. It is not trade. It is an im-
balance that is detrimental to the 
United States and to American work-
ers. Not only that, it is detrimental to 
the security of the United States, be-
cause when we make China stronger 
economically, we in fact provide them 
with the means to build the armaments 
to threaten us eventually. Taiwan 
today, the United States tomorrow. I 
believe this to be true, Mr. Speaker. I 
believe that China is our most signifi-
cant and most serious threat exter-
nally. 

Now, let me get to the internal 
threat to the Nation. Since 1970, more 
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than 40 million foreign citizens and 
their descendents have been added to 
the local communities of the United 
States. Last month, the New York 
Times reported the Nation’s population 
grew by more in the 1990s than in any 
other decade in United States history. 
For the first time since the 19th cen-
tury, the population of all 50 States in-
creased, with 80 percent of the Amer-
ican counties experiencing growth. 

Demographic change on such a mas-
sive scale inevitably has created win-
ners and losers here in America. It is 
time, in fact way past time, that we 
asked ourselves what is the level of im-
migration that is best for America; in 
fact, what is even the level of immigra-
tion that can help the rest of the 
world. 

It is difficult to discuss this, because 
everyone here, certainly on this floor, 
all of us, all of my colleagues, every-
body that we know as friends and rel-
atives who are immigrants to this Na-
tion and relatively recent. My family 
came here in the late 1800s. 

So it is not immigrants in and of 
themselves with which we find fault. 
Certainly I do not. I understand en-
tirely the desire for all of these people 
to come to the United States. I do not 
blame them. If I were in their situa-
tion, I am sure I would be trying to do 
exactly the same thing. 

But we must ask each other, Mr. 
Speaker, we must as those of us who 
have been elected and the Nation’s fu-
ture put in our hands for at least this 
period of time, we must ask ourselves 
if massive immigration on the scale 
that we have been witnessing it over 
the last couple of decades is in fact the 
best thing for America from this point 
on. 

Mr. Speaker, in the heyday of immi-
gration into this Nation, in the late 
1800s, in the early 1900s when my grand-
parents came here, the height of immi-
gration, we call that the Golden Era, in 
fact we never had more than a couple 
hundred thousand immigrants a year 
during that period of time. 

This year, and for every year for the 
last decade or more, we have had at 
least 1 million immigrants a year over 
that period of time. We have had about 
another 250,000 a year who come here 
every year under refugee status. 

Now, I am going to try to explain 
what has happened here by the use of 
this chart. As my colleagues can see, in 
1970, the population of the United 
States was 203 million. By the year 
2000, the population had gone up to 281 
million. 

How much of this population increase 
can be attributed to immigration, and 
how much can be attributed to what we 
would call the natural, the birth rate 
of the people here that we refer to as 
the baby boomers and the people who 
are indigenous to the United States 
prior to this time? 

The green area of this chart indicates 
what the growth in this country would 

have been, what the population of this 
Nation would have been in the year 
2000, the 2000 census, had it not been for 
immigration. As my colleagues can 
see, it would have been about 243 mil-
lion people. It is actually 281 million 
people. 

By the way, this is a very low count 
because it does not really capture the 
number of especially illegal immi-
grants who are here in the country, and 
there are millions and millions of 
them. 

But one can see, Mr. Speaker, what I 
am talking about here, in that we have 
had almost the exact same growth rate 
from the baby boomer generation, we 
call the baby boom echo, because we 
are having an increased birth rate in 
the United States, and it will continue 
to increase until about the year 2020. It 
then levels off, and it actually starts 
downward. That is what we would call 
the natural birth rate here in the 
United States taking out immigration. 

But the fact is that immigrants and 
their descendants amount to almost 
exactly as much growth in the last 10 
years as the entire baby boom echo, 
bringing this up to 281 million. 

Mr. Speaker, there was a time when 
this land could absorb this kind of pop-
ulation growth. But I suggest to my 
colleagues that every single day on the 
floor of this House, when Members of 
the Democratic Party get up and talk 
about their problems, the problems in 
California especially, the problems 
with energy consumption in the United 
States generally, they always blame it 
on the producers, the price gouging 
electric producers, power producers. 

Even we, Mr. Speaker, on the other 
side trying to explain supply and de-
mand to those people who have a desire 
to not listen miss the important point 
that this particular thing plays in the 
debate over natural resources in the 
United States. 

Mr. Speaker, I suggest to my col-
leagues that what we are seeing in 
California today we are going to see 
happen throughout the United States 
as a result of massive population in-
creases, increases in population that 
force a demand on resources. It is a 
natural function. 

We are actually in many States 
below where we were several years ago 
in per capita use of resources, per cap-
ita use of energy resources specifically. 
We have been able to conserve enough. 
We have been able to improve products. 
We have been able to do a number of 
things that actually have reduced per 
capita usage. 

But it does not matter when the 
number of people in this country keeps 
climbing so dramatically. I want to 
tell my colleagues how dramatic it is 
going to be with this other chart here. 

I just returned recently, I had an op-
portunity to speak in Los Angeles. As 
most people know, Los Angeles is a 
city that is inundated with immigra-

tion. The numbers of people are grow-
ing dramatically. I have to tell my col-
leagues that, for the most part, it has 
affected the quality of life in that city. 

A lot of people I talk to actually use 
the phrase we have escaped from Los 
Angeles. They had moved to all the 
areas in the suburbs outside. Many, 
many more people I know living in my 
own community in my district came 
from California, and they came because 
they said it is a quality of life issue. 

It is absolutely true that the quality 
of life has been eroding both in Los An-
geles and other areas where massive 
numbers of people are congregated. We 
find that as a result, of course, tremen-
dous demands are placed on resources. 

We recognize that what was just yes-
terday a beautiful pasture is today 
sprouting houses. We recognize that 
where we took a walk with our dog and 
with our family maybe just a few 
months ago is now some sort of indus-
trial park development. A road is com-
ing through in an area that was a 
pleasant pasture land a short time ago. 

In Colorado, we are forced with enor-
mous expenditures for infrastructural 
development all to meet what, popu-
lation growth. Population growth. A 
lot of people think to themselves, well, 
gosh, is it the case that we are having 
such an enormous growth of population 
just internally in this country? Be-
cause I know most people are quite 
concerned. I mean, the two-child fam-
ily, a lot of people recognize that that 
is what is, maybe, the optimum num-
ber, and they try very much to achieve 
just that goal. 

Well, it is not that birth rate that we 
are concerned about. It is not the nat-
ural birth rate in the country that will 
propel us into this dire strait that is 
the expansion of the Los Angeles all 
over the United States of America. 

Nothing against the people who live 
there in Los Angeles. Many people I am 
sure love it. But I will tell my col-
leagues that it is a megalopolis by any-
body’s definition, and it faces some of 
the most difficult situations of any 
city in the United States as a result of 
that. 

That is what I am referring to when 
I talk about the fact that we are ex-
panding. That is exactly what cities 
are going to be looking like all over 
the United States in a relatively short 
time because this chart shows what is 
going to happen. 
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This is the dramatic evidence of pop-
ulation and what will happen if we con-
tinue to have immigration at this par-
ticular level. This does not presume to 
define what will happen to the popu-
lation because of legal immigration. 
Remember, this is just what is going to 
happen by the year 2100 to the popu-
lation of the United States of America 
if we allow immigration to continue at 
the numbers that we have today. 
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Again, I have to reiterate, it does not 

count the fact that we are doubling our 
immigration rate every year with ille-
gal immigrants. About 1 million 
illegals come in every year. About 2 to 
3 million we gain. Nobody is really 
sure, of course, we cannot really count 
them all that easily, but the best pre-
diction we have of this is that 2 to 3 
million a year are net gains. So, in 
fact, this doubles. This doubles if 
present trends continue, 571 million at 
2100. 

Then where will our cities be? Then 
how much will gas prices be? How dif-
ficult will it be for us to deliver nat-
ural gas from one place to another? 
How much will it cost to do that? What 
will the smog be like in these cities? 
What will be the quality of life for 
Americans in the year 2100 if we allow 
immigration to continue at this level? 

Mr. Speaker, I suggest that it is 
nothing any of us here would like to 
think of. We cannot describe it as a 
pleasant place to be under these cir-
cumstances. That is why I characterize 
this as a threat, almost equal with the 
threat posed to the United States ex-
ternally by aggressor nations. 

This is happening, and we are doing 
it. We have the ability to control this, 
Mr. Speaker. This is something we can 
handle because in fact we have the 
power in this body to control immigra-
tion, at least to try to bring it under 
control. Certainly there will always be 
people coming across our borders ille-
gally, but we have to at least try to 
preserve the integrity of the border. We 
must at least try to reduce immigra-
tion. 

Can we handle 50,000 a year? Yes. Can 
we handle 100,000 a year? Yes. Can we 
handle 150,000 a year? Okay. Give me 
200,000 a year, but not a million a year 
legally and twice that many illegally. 
We cannot handle it. It is the numbers. 
It is not where they come from. I do 
not care where they are coming from, 
whether it is Mexico or Guatemala or 
China or Cuba or Haiti. I do not care. 
The place of origin is not important; it 
is the numbers. It is the numbers. This 
is not a racial issue. It is the numbers. 

I am somewhat discouraged because 
it is so difficult to get this subject 
dealt with openly, even, as I say, here 
in this body. People are afraid to dis-
cuss it. People choose to avoid it. As I 
was walking over here with the staff 
person carrying these charts, we were 
walking through the tunnel area com-
ing over and an another Member of the 
House walked by and he said, oh, you 
are going to do a Special Order? I said, 
yes. He said, what about? I said, immi-
gration. I am trying to talk about im-
migration control. He said, oh, brother, 
good luck. He said good luck because 
he knows that this is not a popular 
subject. It is very difficult to get my 
colleagues to really want to focus on 
it, but I think it is an enormously im-
portant thing for us to do. 

We control immigration. No State 
does. No State has the ability to estab-
lish numbers for the people coming in. 
They cannot control their own borders. 
That is uniquely the territory of the 
United States, the Federal Govern-
ment. It is our responsibility. It is a re-
sponsibility, Mr. Speaker, that I think 
we have abdicated. We have done so for 
a lot of reasons. We have abdicated this 
responsibility, to a certain extent, and 
have allowed this massive immigration 
because there are political implica-
tions to this. And, yes, I will say it, po-
litical parties and specific individuals 
within political parties want to manip-
ulate and use immigration as a polit-
ical tool. 

We all recall that in the last adminis-
tration, the President, then-President 
Clinton, forced the INS to go through 
this hurry-up process to bring all these 
people in and give them citizenship. 
Well, why, I wonder? Why did he force 
them to ratchet up the time frame in-
volved, shorten the time frame in-
volved and ratchet up their energy to 
get all these people registered, get 
them all in here in the United States, 
get them to be citizens, get them reg-
istered? Because, of course, they turn 
into Democrat votes. Let us be serious 
about this. We all recognize the poli-
tics of this issue. 

I know it is another one of those 
things nobody likes to say, but it is the 
truth. And as a result of the fact that 
these populations are, and I will say it, 
manipulated, and I believe they are 
manipulated by political parties and by 
politicians, we are going to find it dif-
ficult to actually bring the numbers 
down. 

Now, that is one thing that has done 
it. The other thing, of course, has been 
business. Businesses in the United 
States are very, very content to con-
tinue to hire people, immigrants com-
ing in here legally and illegally. Why? 
Because they will work for less. It is 
not nuclear science here we are talking 
about. If I can hire somebody for a lot 
less than I would have to pay someone 
who is a citizen of the United States, I 
am tempted to do it. They are not sup-
posed to. There are supposed to be laws 
against it. But everyone knows that 
they are regularly ignored. We all 
know the INS does absolutely nothing 
to actually enforce those laws. Once in 
a while, a little tiny feint here or 
there, a raid here or there to pretend 
they care. But in reality this is not an 
area where INS pays any attention. 

I hear this from my community and 
from people all the time, from employ-
ers who say, TANCREDO, I wish you 
would get off this thing, this immigra-
tion issue. I hire a lot of people who I 
know are here illegally, but I have to 
do it anyway. They will admit it. And 
certainly they will admit to hiring ille-
gal immigrants because they can pay 
them less. Well, is that in the immi-
grant’s best interest? 

I mentioned earlier there are two in-
terests here: What can America do for 
our own people, and what can we do for 
the rest of the world? Mr. Speaker, I 
suggest that people coming here and 
working for low wages are continually 
exploited. They are exploited by busi-
ness. They are even exploited by the 
labor unions. And they are exploited by 
the people who bring them here, the 
‘‘coyotes’’ they are called, people who 
pack them into vans and on the back of 
trucks, or packed in with other kinds 
of products in order to get them across 
the border, sometimes dead. We have 
had, in the last months in Colorado, 
several cases where people were found 
dead. Perhaps their car was in an acci-
dent. A van was in an accident not too 
long ago, and 13 people were killed in 
the van, and several others hurt, in a 
small van. They were all smashed in 
there. 

They are coming across the borders 
in greater numbers. They are risking 
life and limb to get here. And I do not 
blame them for doing it. I do not blame 
the immigrants. I blame our govern-
ment for not being willing to deal with 
this issue. It is extremely difficult for 
us to bring issues like this forward, but 
I will continue to do it as long as I 
have the opportunity to do so. 

There is a June 11 special issue of 
‘‘Time’’ magazine entitled ‘‘The Border 
is Vanishing.’’ It says: ‘‘The Border is 
Vanishing Before Our Eyes Creating a 
New World for All of Us. Welcome to 
Amexico,’’ their world is called. A 
world, of course, in which English is 
not spoken, a world in which the num-
bers, the population numbers, are af-
fecting the quality of life in the way I 
have described and is described in this 
‘‘Time’’ magazine article. 

This is something with which we 
must deal, even if it is difficult to 
think about it. We have to do so. It is 
our responsibility as people who have 
taken an oath to defend this Nation 
against all enemies, external and inter-
nal. And I am not saying that immi-
grants are internal enemies. I am say-
ing that immigration is a threat, huge 
massive immigration on the scale with 
which we have now observed it lo these 
many years is a threat to this Nation. 
And this is the best example I can pro-
vide to prove that. 

This is where we will be, Mr. Speak-
er. This is not a place I think most of 
us would find appropriate or most of us 
would want our children to be living in. 
We want to bequeath them something 
else, both the children of people who 
have been here for a long time and I be-
lieve the children of recent immi-
grants. 

I think many recent immigrants, Mr. 
Speaker, as a matter of fact, agree 
with us on this issue, agree with us 
that a cap has got to be put on it. It is 
the old thing about, I’m here, now you 
can shut the door. But they recognize 
the impact that massive immigration, 
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legal and illegal, has. It is not just peo-
ple who have been here for a long pe-
riod of time. 

So I do really hope that we will take 
serious account of these two issues, the 
issue of the threats posed to the United 
States, again externally by the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China, and internally 
by massive uncontrolled immigration 
of this nature. 

f 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 324 

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that my name 
be removed as a cosponsor of H.R. 324. 
It was inadvertently added without my 
permission. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
ISSA). Is there objection to the request 
of the gentleman from Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. PALLONE) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. UNDERWOOD, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, for 5 min-

utes, today. 
Mr. ROEMER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. NORTON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. CARSON of Indiana, for 5 minutes, 

today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. ENGLISH) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Mr. HULSHOF, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BUYER, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. JONES of North Carolina, for 5 

minutes, today and June 19. 
Mr. PENCE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. HUNTER, for 5 minutes, today. 

f 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
revise and extend remarks was given 
to: 

Mr. POMBO and to include extraneous 
material, notwithstanding the fact 
that it exceeds two pages of the 
RECORD and is estimated by the Public 
Printer to cost $3,380. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. DEAL of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 4 o’clock and 11 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Monday, June 
18, 2001, at 2 p.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

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

2494. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health 
Inspection Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule—Karnal Bunt; Regulated Areas [Docket 
No. 01–058–1] received June 12, 2001, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Agriculture. 

2495. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health 
Inspection Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule—Importation of Mangoes from the Phil-
ippines [Docket No. 93–131–2] received June 
12, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

2496. A letter from the Acting Deputy Gen-
eral Counsel, Small Business Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule—PRIME Act Grants (RIN: 3245–AE52) re-
ceived June 11, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

2497. A letter from the Senior Legal Advi-
sor to the Bureau Chief, Mass Media Bureau, 
Federal Communications Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule— 
Amendment of Section 73.622(b), Table of Al-
lotments, Digital Television Broadcast Sta-
tions (Temple, Texas) [MM Docket No. 01–46; 
RM–10046] received June 12, 2001, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

2498. A letter from the Senior Legal Advi-
sor to the Bureau Chief, Mass Media Bureau, 
Federal Communications Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule— 
Amendment of Section 73.622(b), Table of Al-
lotments, Digital Television Broadcast Sta-
tions (Salinas, California) [MM Docket No. 
99–269; RM–9698] received June 12, 2001, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce. 

2499. A letter from the Senior Legal Advi-
sor to the Bureau Chief, Mass Media Bureau, 
Federal Communications Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule— 
Amendment of Section 73.622(b), Table of Al-
lotments, Digital Television Broadcast Sta-
tions (Little Rock, Arkansas) [MM Docket 
No. 01–50; RM–10059] received June 12, 2001, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

2500. A letter from the Senior Legal Advi-
sor to the Bureau Chief, Mass Media Bureau, 
Federal Communications Commission, trans-
mitting the Commission’s final rule— 
Amendment of Section 73.622(b), Table of Al-
lotments, Digital Television Broadcast Sta-
tions (Merced, California) [MM Docket No. 
01–41; RM–10058] received June 12, 2001, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce. 

2501. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting notification of a proposed 
transfer of U.S.-origin defense articles pursu-
ant to Section 3 of the Arms Export Control 
Act (AECA); to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations. 

2502. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. ACT 14–69, ‘‘Advisory Neighbor-
hood Commission Temporary Amendment 
Act of 2001’’ received June 14, 2001, pursuant 
to D.C. Code section 1–233(c)(1); to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform. 

2503. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 

copy of D.C. ACT 14–71, ‘‘Real Property Tax 
Assessment Transition Temporary Act of 
2001’’ received June 14, 2001, pursuant to D.C. 
Code section 1–233(c)(1); to the Committee on 
Government Reform. 

2504. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. ACT 14–70, ‘‘Earned Income Tax 
Credit Act of 2001’’ received June 14, 2001, 
pursuant to D.C. Code section 1–233(c)(1); to 
the Committee on Government Reform. 

2505. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. ACT 14–72, ‘‘Department of Men-
tal Health Establishment Temporary 
Amendment Act of 2001’’ received June 14, 
2001, pursuant to D.C. Code section 1– 
233(c)(1); to the Committee on Government 
Reform. 

2506. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. ACT 14–67, ‘‘Arena Fee Rate Ad-
justment and Elimination Act of 2001’’ re-
ceived June 14, 2001, pursuant to D.C. Code 
section 1–233(c)(1); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform. 

2507. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. ACT 14–74, ‘‘51 Percent District 
Residents New Hires Amendment Act of 
2001’’ received June 14, 2001, pursuant to D.C. 
Code section 1–233(c)(1); to the Committee on 
Government Reform. 

2508. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral, General Accounting Office, transmit-
ting a list of all reports issued or released in 
April 2001, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 719(h); to the 
Committee on Government Reform. 

2509. A letter from the Comptroller Gen-
eral, General Accounting Office, transmit-
ting a list of all reports issued or released in 
March 2001, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 719(h); to 
the Committee on Government Reform. 

2510. A letter from the Chair, Corporation 
for Public Broadcasting, transmitting the 
semiannual report on the activities of the 
Office of Inspector General for the period Oc-
tober 1, 2000 through March 31, 2001, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act) section 5(b); 
to the Committee on Government Reform. 

2511. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. ACT 14–68, ‘‘Child Fatality Re-
view Committee Establishment Temporary 
Act of 2001’’ received June 14, 2001, pursuant 
to D.C. Code section 1–233(c)(1); to the Com-
mittee on Government Reform. 

2512. A letter from the Assistant Attorney 
General, Department of Justice, transmit-
ting a report pursuant to the Federal Vacan-
cies Reform Act of 1998; to the Committee on 
Government Reform. 

2513. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Personnel Management, transmitting 
the semiannual report on activities of the In-
spector General for the period of October 1, 
2000, through March 31, 2001, and the Manage-
ment Response for the same period, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. Act) section 5(b); 
to the Committee on Government Reform. 

2514. A letter from the Acting Commis-
sioner, Social Security Administration, 
transmitting the semiannual report on the 
activities of the Office of Inspector General 
for the period October 1, 2000 through March 
31, 2001, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen. 
Act) section 5(b); to the Committee on Gov-
ernment Reform. 

2515. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Fish and Wildlife and Parks, Department 
of the Interior, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule—Migratory Bird Hunting; 
Regulations Designed to Reduce the Mid- 
Continent Light Goose Population (RIN: 
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