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Just like Houston, illegals have been 

drawn to Colorado like moths to a 
flame, and like many States, Colorado 
has left the porch light on for them be-
cause they have bad laws that encour-
age illegal entry such as laws that pro-
tect employers that hire illegals, pro-
viding illegals benefits that many 
Americans do not receive such as un-
employment, grants and even medical 
care. 

This may explain why half of Colo-
rado’s immigrants are illegal, but 
those days may be over because now 
State legislators are aiming to flip the 
switch and turn out the lights and turn 
off the benefits that make being illegal 
so lucrative. 

This week, they passed 11 immigra-
tion bills, including making people 
prove that they are legal residents of 
Colorado in order to receive State and 
Federal benefits. That is a far-reaching 
requirement which will require many 
of those 1 million people to prove that 
they are in the State legally to receive 
benefits. Without that proof, they lose 
the benefits that Americans have to 
pay for because Americans always pay, 
always pay for illegal entry. 

Illegals will lose unemployment 
checks, grants to pay energy bills and 
even some public medical care, and 
even applying for these perks means a 
monetary punishment to illegals. 

They are also now busting business 
owners who, until recently, have left 
their own porch lights on, guiding 
illegals their way in the name of a big-
ger bottom line. Those businesses who 
exploit illegals make a profit off of 
cheap labor, but Americans pick up the 
tab for all social services. Now, they 
are going to lose a grip on that filthy 
lucre that they have gotten. 

Businesses that exploit those already 
living in the shadows of our society, 
beyond the scope of Federal work and 
wage regulations, it will cost those il-
licit businesses money in the form of 
fines if they do not keep records prov-
ing that they hire only legal residents. 

And while many Americans do not 
turn out at the polls, it seems some 
illegals find some way to vote in this 
country, and now it is going to be a fel-
ony if they do so. 

And while Colorado legislators have 
been hard at work, they are letting the 
voters make the really tough decisions. 
They are asking them in November on 
the ballot if they should sue the Fed-
eral Government for not enforcing Fed-
eral immigration laws. Voters will also 
be asked to deny tax benefits to busi-
ness owners who hire illegals. 

Mr. Speaker, each day my office gets 
inundated with calls, e-mails and faxes 
of people demanding their voices be 
heard, demanding we secure the bor-
ders, demanding that government en-
force the law, and demanding that gov-
ernment uphold its greatest responsi-
bility, protecting the citizens. 

Mr. Speaker, the bills are mounting 
up. Illegals have run up their tab. Now 

it’s time we turn out the lights be-
cause, Mr. Speaker, the party is over. 

And that’s just the way it is 
f 

RECENT ACTIVITIES IN THE 
MIDDLE EAST 

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
claim my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the gentleman from West 
Virginia is recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, I do not 

understand the motives behind all the 
actors involved in recent actions in the 
Middle East. I do not condone 
kidnappings, murders, terrorist acts 
whether in a military zone or across 
borders, whether as an act of resistance 
or whatever the terms are that one 
uses. 

I do feel I understand somewhat the 
feelings of an oppressed, occupied peo-
ple who have been treated less than 
human and who now, through no ac-
tions or fault of their own, are being 
bombed back to the Stone Age. 

Not only are innocent civilians losing 
their lives as we speak, but also vital 
support systems, services and infra-
structure needed for day-to-day living 
are being bombed hourly. 

Also in severe jeopardy of losing its 
life is the new pro-American, pro-
democracy government of the land of 
my grandfathers, Lebanon. Only a year 
and a half ago, as we all will recall, the 
Cedar Revolution brought such new life 
and new hope for this country. 

The Lebanese Government has little 
knowledge nor collusion with, nor 
agreement with what the military wing 
of Hezbollah does. They have con-
demned these recent actions, as I have 
done. Every actor in the region knows 
this, yet some try to convince the 
world otherwise for their own selfish 
motives, whether it is for land, for re-
occupation or to send signals to other 
countries. 

Believe it or not, certain U.S. media 
outlets play right into these motives 
by fueling these misperceptions of 
which others purposely strive to fur-
ther. 

Example. Today, at 3 o’clock, 
Shepard Smith on that ‘‘fair and bal-
anced’’ outlet called Fox News stated, 
referring to the country of Lebanon, 
‘‘that country known to fund 
Hezbollah,’’ and again at 3:13 p.m. 
today, he further stated, ‘‘Lebanon 
continues to fire Katyusha rockets into 
Israel.’’ It is time that this unfair, un-
balanced, untrue and outright garbage 
be called to the carpet. 

It is also time for all actors in the re-
gion to be called to the carpet, to step 
back and realize how disastrous their 
current paths are to their people and to 
the world. Hezbollah must stop tempt-
ing fate, stop shelling across the bor-
der, must release the bodies of Israeli 
soldiers and/or unharm those still alive 
and safe, as their leader claims. 

Israel must stop their unmeasured 
response, realize they are creating 
more militants than they are destroy-
ing and will never destroy every one of 
them, and take their grievances di-
rectly to the countries involved. 

It is long past time for cooler heads 
to prevail if peace is to ever have a 
chance in the Middle East 

f 

WHY IRAQ WAS A MISTAKE 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to claim Mr. 
MCHENRY’s time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the gentleman from North 
Carolina is recognized for 5 minutes. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr. 

Speaker, today at 12 o’clock in the Lib-
erty Caucus, which is a group of about 
9 or 10 of us who meet in Mr. RON 
PAUL’s office, we had retired Lieuten-
ant General Greg Newbold, who spoke 
to us; and I have met with General 
Newbold in my office a couple of times. 
I am very impressed with this gen-
tleman and his integrity and his hon-
esty, and I want to read just a couple 
of paragraphs from a Time magazine 
article. It is entitled, ‘‘Why Iraq Was a 
Mistake, A military insider sounds off 
against the war and the ‘zealots’ who 
pushed it.’’ 

This article is not written by a re-
porter for Time magazine. This article 
was written by Lieutenant General 
Greg Newbold, Retired, and I just want 
to read a couple of paragraphs because 
I think he makes such a great point. 
Again, this article is April 9, 2006. I 
met with him in my office in May of 
this year. 

This is paragraph one of two I want 
to read for the RECORD. 

‘‘From 2000 until October 2002, I was 
a Marine Corps lieutenant general and 
director of operations for the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff. After 9/11, I was a wit-
ness and therefore a party to the ac-
tion that led us to the invasion of Iraq, 
an unnecessary war. Inside the mili-
tary family, I made no secret of my 
view that the zealots’ rationale for war 
made no sense. And I think I was out-
spoken enough to make those senior to 
me uncomfortable. But I now regret 
that I did not more openly challenge 
those who were determined to invade a 
country whose actions were peripheral 
to the real threat, al Qaeda. I retired 
from the military 4 months before the 
invasion, in part because of my opposi-
tion to those who had used 9/11’s trag-
edy to hijack our security policy. Until 
now, I have resisted speaking out in 
public. I’ve been silent long enough.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, I mention that, before I 
read the last paragraph, I had the 
pleasure, as I said earlier, to meet with 
General Newbold in May of this year. I 
had the pleasure of hearing him speak 
today, and he is a man of great integ-
rity, like the majority of all of those in 
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our military. He was on the inside be-
fore we went to war in Iraq. He heard 
the planning, was part of the planning, 
and as he said to us today, he said, You 
know, when we first had our meeting 
after September 11, we were told to de-
velop a strategy for Afghanistan; and 
then the next time we have our meet-
ing, we are asked, Where is the plan for 
Iraq? 

This is, I think, such an important 
part that he writes: 

‘‘Members of Congress, from both 
parties, defaulted in fulfilling their 
constitutional responsibility for over-
sight. Many in the media saw the warn-
ing signs and heard cautionary tales 
before the invasion from wise observers 
like former Central Command Chiefs 
Joe Hoar and Tony Zinni, but gave in-
sufficient weight to their views. These 
are the same news organizations that 
now downplay both the heroic and the 
constructive in Iraq.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, I mention this because I 
think we in Congress, to meet our con-
stitutional duties, do have a responsi-
bility for oversight. I would think and 
hope that my party, as well as the 
other party, would want to know how 
did we get into Iraq, was the intel-
ligence verified time after time, time 
after time before we committed our 
troops to Iraq. I think that we should 
know in fairness to democracy. A de-
mocracy will not stand without truth 
being told. 

So I hope that my side, as well as the 
other side, would come together and let 
us hold hearings. I have actually asked 
the chairman of Armed Services to 
bring in General Newbold, General 
Zinni and General Baptiste and bring 
them in to the Armed Services Com-
mittee for hearings, even if it was a 
classified or a closed hearing, because 
we in Congress, in both parties, should 
be asking these questions. 

I will close by saying that, again, it 
has been a pleasure that I would have 
the privilege to hear General Newbold 
today at lunchtime. He reiterated 
things he had said to me back in May 
to about 10 of my colleagues, and I do 
hope that we need not to make the 
same mistake in future wars. 

We need to make sure that the Con-
gress is informed and informed with 
credible evidence from intelligence 
that has been verified time after time 
before we are asked to give the author-
ity to the President, whether it be a 
Republican or a Democrat, to commit 
our troops to Iraq. 

So, Mr. Speaker, with that, I will 
close as I have many times on the floor 
of the House. I will ask the good Lord 
in heaven to please bless our men and 
women in uniform, to please bless the 
families of our men and women in uni-
form; and I will ask God to continue to 
bless America 

f 

BUSH’S PLEBISCITARY 
PRESIDENCY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-

uary 4, 2005, the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. FRANK) is recognized 
for 60 minutes as the designee of the 
minority leader. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, to begin, I want to express my 
appreciation for the remarks of the 
gentleman from North Carolina who 
just spoke with regard to his call for 
oversight. It has been sorely lacking, 
and it is relevant to the point I want to 
make today. 

Mr. Speaker, I meet, as we all do, 
with people in my district and people 
elsewhere in the country, and I have 
for a couple of years now been engaged 
in some debate with some of my liberal 
friends on the nature of our disagree-
ments with this administration. And 
up until a few months ago, my argu-
ment was that we should focus on those 
policy issues where we disagreed, and 
there were many: the war in Iraq; an 
economic policy that undercuts work-
ing people, that promotes inequality; 
policies that weaken the environment; 
policies that undercut the rights of mi-
norities. 

b 1815 
Others have said, no, we have to go 

beyond that. We have to indict this ad-
ministration for his whole philosophy 
of governing and people have ques-
tioned its commitment to democracy. I 
continue to disagree that we should 
question this administration’s commit-
ment to democracy. 

Some of the words that get thrown 
around, authoritarianism and worse 
should not be used lightly. This re-
mains today, in the sixth year of the 
Bush Presidency, a very free country. 
People are free to speak out, to dissent. 
People are free to be critical. So while 
I agree that this administration be-
lieves in democracy in the broadest 
sense, I am now convinced that it is a 
very different kind of democracy than 
that which has prevailed for most of 
our history, and which I think is the 
preferable form. 

Yes, the President agrees that the 
source morally or the power of the gov-
ernment is an election, and he believes 
that the President ought to be elected. 
I will turn a little later to questions 
that have been raised about the integ-
rity of the election process. And I 
think enough doubt has been raised so 
that we need to do more to reassure 
people that we are committed to pro-
tecting that integrity. 

But let me take the President at his 
word now. After the election, he said, 
okay I have been elected. I agree that 
the President honors the concept that 
you gain power in a democratic society 
by winning the election. But here is 
the difference. 

We have historically talked about 
our checks, about balances, about our 
three branches of government. We have 
contrasted that to the more unitary 
governments in other parts of the 
world, even democratic ones. We have a 

separate legislative and a separate 
independent judiciary and the execu-
tive branch. 

We have talked, from the beginning 
of this country, in the debates over 
ratification of the Constitution, about 
the benefits of checks and balances. 
This is an administration which con-
siders checks and balances to be a hin-
drance to effective governance. This is 
an administration that believes that 
democracy consists essentially of 
electing a President every 4 years and 
subsequently entrusting to that Presi-
dent almost all of the important deci-
sions. 

Now, given the role of Congress, the 
administration, which I believe deeply 
holds this view, articulated most con-
sistently and forcefully by the Vice 
President, they could not have suc-
ceeded in imposing it on this country 
and its Constitution as much as they 
have without the acquiescence of this 
Congress. 

And that is why I appreciated what 
the previous speaker, the gentleman 
from North Carolina, talked about, the 
need for oversight. I believe we have 
seen an overreaching by the President. 
I believe we have seen a seizing of 
power that should not have been seized 
by the executive branch. But executive 
overreaching could not have succeeded 
as much as it has without congres-
sional dereliction of duty. 

I hope that some of the signs I am 
now seeing of resistance finally in Con-
gress to that will take seed. But I do 
not see that yet. What we have is a 
President who won the election in 2004, 
was declared the winner of the election 
in 2000, much more dubiously. You 
know, in some ways President Bush 
was lucky that there was this flap over 
the votes in Florida. Because that ob-
scured the fact that George Bush be-
came President of the United States, 
after the election of 2000, trailing his 
major opponent by a larger popular 
vote than anybody in American his-
tory. 

If you assume that Florida was 
counted 100 percent accurately, a very 
hard assumption to make, George Bush 
still fell half a million votes behind Al 
Gore, the fact that he was a minority 
President, that is with Ralph Nader 
drawing off 3 million, while Pat 
Buchanan only drew off a half a mil-
lion. 

But despite that, George Bush took 
over because of all of the attention had 
been on Florida. But from then on, he 
took the position that as President, he 
was, as he later articulated it, the ‘‘de-
cider.’’ That is not a word that you find 
often in American history. Yeah, the 
President is a very influential and very 
powerful person. But he is not the sin-
gle decider. He is the most important 
in a system of multiple sources of 
power. 
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