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FUNDING FOR SOCIALLY

DISADVANTAGED FARMERS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from North Carolina (Mrs.
CLAYTON) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, earlier
today we approved an amendment re-
lated to outreach funding for socially
disadvantaged farmers. This amend-
ment was offered by our colleague, the
gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR),
and she is also to be commended. The
amendment was accepted by the sub-
committee chairman, the gentleman
from New Mexico (Mr. SKEEN). He, too,
is to be commended for his support.

This amendment passed, and the
House is to be commended for doing
that. Let me tell my colleagues why.
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This amendment permits the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to provide addi-
tional funding for USDA outreach pro-
grams for socially disadvantaged farm-
ers. Under the amendment, the Sec-
retary may transfer up to $7 million to
this program.

The 2501 outreach program targets
small and socially disadvantaged farm-
ers and ranchers. The program is car-
ried out by colleges and universities,
including the 1890 land grant institu-
tions. With funds from this program,
these institutions are able to conduct
the vital and important work of train-
ing and management assistance. Indi-
vidualized farm plans, upgrading ac-
counting systems, effective utilization
of the vast array of other USDA pro-
grams, and the best approaches to ap-
plying for credit are but a few of the
services available at the institutions
and through this program.

Mr. Speaker, while the additional
dollars provided by this amendment
will be a great help to our small farm-
ers, especially those who are socially
disadvantaged, there are other steps
that Congress should take to assist the
1890 institutions in assisting small
farmers. It should concern all of us
that of the 1,200 Ph.D. degrees recently
awarded this year in agriculture
science in the United States, almost
half were awarded to non-U.S. citizens,
while less than 3 percent were awarded
to Afro-Americans. We need a program
to encourage more Americans, particu-
larly Afro-Americans, to pursue grad-
uate-level education in agriculture.

The 1890 institutions could use addi-
tional support in their research and ex-
tension efforts. This additional support
is especially needed to strengthen the
level of performance and the produc-
tivity and the research and extension
of the 1890 institutions.

A modest increase of not less than 5
percent in formula funding for existing
1890 programs would go a very long
ways in helping the 1890 schools to help
small farmers. Additional funding re-
sources for facility funding and extend-
ing such funding to institutional facili-
ties is but another prudent resource
that would be a wise investment that

will produce immeasurable returns for
small farmers.

We must also work with the adminis-
tration to produce either legislation or
regulations that assures continuation
of the Federal support when a State
fails to provide the matching dollars
for the land grant institutions. Many
of the programs Congress intends to
make available are not available to
these institutions because the State
matching funds are not often provided.

Finally, given the state of affairs of
small farmers, especially socially dis-
advantaged farmers, a special appro-
priation of not less than $10 million
over the next several years should be
targeted, and we should consider this
now as we are now considering the ag-
riculture appropriation for the next
few years. Targeting to reduce the
rapid decline of these farmers will be a
meaningful investment if we are to
stop the erosion and the demise of
small farmers.

Mr. Speaker, there can be no doubt
that small farmers and ranchers are
struggling to survive in America. In
fact, small farmers and ranchers are a
dying breed. Indeed, in my home State
of North Carolina, there has been a 64
percent decline in minority farmers
just over the last 15 years, from 6,996
farms in 1978 to 2,498 farms in 1992. All
farmers, all farmers, are suffering
under the severe economic downturn
we are now facing, but particularly
small and disadvantaged farmers are
facing severely.

Mr. Speaker, I commend the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) and
the gentleman from New Mexico (Mr.
SKEEN) for their sensitivity to the
needs of socially disadvantaged farm-
ers, but there is very much more we
need to do. I hope Congress will be
committed to do that in the coming
years.

f

THE PROBLEM OF DRUG ABUSE IN
AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. MICA) is
recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the majority leader.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I come to
the floor again tonight to talk about
the problem of drug abuse in our Na-
tion and the tremendous toll that ille-
gal narcotics have taken across our
great land.

It is getting so that almost every
family, certainly every community
across the United States, can today
claim that they are victimized by ille-
gal narcotics trafficking in their com-
munities and their schools, among
their family members. The statistics
are really mind-boggling and do not
make the front page of today’s news-
paper, Mr. Speaker, but indeed they are
dramatic.

Last year, over 14,000 Americans died
in drug-related deaths. That is only the
tip of the iceberg, because now we find

that many thousands more that were
killed in other accidents and suicides
and other causes of death are not
counted in that toll. In fact, the figure
is much, much higher.

I said before on the floor of the House
when we had the terrible tragedy at
Columbine with a number of students
and faculty who were killed in that
tragedy, that we have multiple Col-
umbines across our Nation every day.
They are sometimes in the silent but
violent deaths of our young people
through the use of illegal narcotics.

Today heroin has become the drug of
choice, and it is destroying lives by the
thousands. I come from Central Florida
and represent the area from Orlando to
Daytona Beach, a relatively peaceful
area. But Central Florida now has had
such an epidemic, particularly among
our young people, of deaths from ille-
gal drugs and overdoses, that a recent
headline in the Orlando Sentinel said
that illegal drug overdoses now exceed
homicides in Central Florida. That is
how severe the problem is in my dis-
trict.

That is one reason why I chose to ac-
cept the Speaker’s appointment as
chairman of the Subcommittee on
Criminal Justice Drug Policy and
Human Resources. I had the great
privilege and opportunity to serve in
the last Congress with the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. HASTERT), someone
who folks are just learning more about,
who is the Speaker of the House of
Representatives.

When the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. HASTERT), the gentleman I refer
to, served as chairman of the Sub-
committee on National Security Crimi-
nal Justice and International Affairs, I
served with him and at his side. I had
the privilege of watching the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HASTERT)
bring together a consensus in this Con-
gress and in the House of Representa-
tives to re-start the war on drugs. You
must remember, and I will detail that
in just a few minutes, that the war on
drugs basically stopped with the elec-
tion of this President and his taking
office in 1993. I will talk more about
that in a minute.

But, again, someone who restarted
our national effort now leads the House
of Representatives, and I am very
proud to have served with him in that
effort during the past several years as
the new majority gained control here
in the House of Representatives.

The record of death and destruction
across our land we were very much
aware of when we took control of the
House of Representatives and we saw
the change from the Reagan and Bush
administration, where we saw a decline
year after year in drug use and drug
deaths across the Nation. What should
be astounding is that since we really
had this new policy with this new ad-
ministration, that the figures began to
really go off of the charts. In fact, I
brought a chart tonight to illustrate
the problem that we had.

Remember what I said just a minute
ago. If you look at this chart for a
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minute you will see these different
lines of drug use illustrated in color.
You see that drug use was on the de-
cline. This shows that from 1989 on
down to the 1992–93 period here, where
the Reagan-Bush administration ended
their efforts, the ‘‘just say no’’ cam-
paign, the eradication, the enforce-
ment efforts stopped, and a policy of
working primarily on treatment, treat-
ing the wounded in this battle began.
We saw the increases in drug use that
these colored lines represent in almost
every area.

Only in the last 2 years, again under
the leadership of Speaker HASTERT as
Chair, have we seen any leveling off,
but we still see incredible figures, par-
ticularly among our young people in il-
legal narcotics usage.

Let me give you one figure. Since
1993, again when this administration
took control, changed the policy, the
figure is this; that we have had an 875
percent increase in heroin usage by our
teens. I think if we looked at the
charts we would see a dramatic in-
crease in the deaths of our teens. If we
look at those more than 14,000 deaths I
cited, many of them are among our
young people who are now being vic-
timized by very potent illegal hard nar-
cotics that are coming in in an unprec-
edented stream.

The cost of this whole drug debacle is
immense to this country and to the
Congress. Right now we are working in
our subcommittee to try to coordinate
the expenditures of $17.9 billion di-
rectly into the war on drugs. That is
only the tip of the iceberg, because we
spend around a quarter of a trillion
dollars in a year. When you take in in-
carceration, the cost of our judicial
system, the social cost, welfare for
these drug victims and narcotics users
leave a trail of social disruption that is
unbelievable, not to mention the pain
to their loved ones and families.

So that is a little bit of the direct
toll and cost in dollars and in lives,
and, as I said in Central Florida we
have had just a dramatic increase in
deaths, particularly among our young
people.

In our prisons across this land we
have almost 2 million incarcerated
citizens and other individuals there.
Seventy percent of them are there be-
cause of drug-related offenses. Our U.S.
Attorneys tell us that statistics, our
Federal Marshals, our DEA agents, and
even in conducting hearings in my
local community, our local sheriffs
told us that 60 to 70 percent of those in-
dividuals behind bars at public expense
are there because of drug-related of-
fenses.

So if we look at the crime in this
country, we can directly relate it, 60 to
70 percent of it, to illegal narcotics.

One of the interesting myths of this
whole drug problem is that people be-
hind bars are there for casual use or for
possession, and that is simply not the
case. I just reviewed a report from the
Commissioner for Crime and Enforce-
ment in the State of New York, and

they had a very revealing report which
in fact indicated that very few individ-
uals are there for mere possession. Al-
most all the individuals in that State
prison system that are there because of
drug-related offenses are there because
they were selling substantial quan-
tities, participating in the act of a fel-
ony, when they were under the influ-
ence of illegal narcotics. So many of
the crimes are not victimless. Most of
them have victims and are felonies and
serious offenses against our commu-
nity.

b 2000
So we have an incredible problem,

but we have also incarcerated almost 2
million Americans at great cost to the
taxpayers because of this problem.

Let me say that, again, the war on il-
legal narcotics, the war on drugs, died
in 1993 with the election of this Presi-
dent and with a majority on the Demo-
crat side that controlled both the
House of Representatives, the other
body, and the White House from 1993 to
1995.

Sometimes people come to me and
say the war on drugs is a failure. I say,
yes, the war on drugs is a failure be-
cause it died. It not only died, it was
killed in 1993. In fact, what this admin-
istration did was dealt a death blow to
the real effort started under the
Reagan administration.

I know because back in the early
eighties I worked with Senator Haw-
kins from Florida when we had a co-
caine problem and a drug problem.
Under her leadership and under the
leadership of the Reagan administra-
tion, they began a series of legislative
initiatives to stop drugs at their
source, to have tough interdiction of
drugs as they came from their source,
to involve the military and the Coast
Guard and other resources in getting
drugs before they got to our border,
stopping drugs at our border, and then
tough enforcement across the land.

We know that works. The statistics
prove that that works. Unfortunately,
this administration abandoned those
policies in 1993. In 1993, and these are
facts, this is not partisan rhetoric, but
the other side with Democrat control
in the White House and the Congress,
they stopped many of the eradication
programs, the source country prob-
lems.

I will tell the Members, if they want
to have the most effective way to stop
hard drugs at their source, they have
source country eradication programs,
where we have those countries become
involved in alternative crop produc-
tion, where we have tough enforce-
ment, and where we have eradication of
the growth of illegal narcotics. Again,
at their source is most cost-effective.
There is no question about it.

This administration, the Democratic-
controlled Congress, killed those pro-
grams in 1993, or severely crippled
them. What happened is we saw more
and more production.

In 1993, the administration took the
first steps towards really cutting the

military, not just as we see today and
we are trying to make up for, and the
many deployments in Kosovo, in Bos-
nia, on and on, military exercises. But
they basically, under the guidance of
President Clinton, took the military
out of the war on drugs and really
changed their mission. It was not their
mission to help stop drugs once they
came from the source; again, stopping
the source, eradication programs,
country programs, and then stopping
the military involvement, then also
cutting the Coast Guard dramatically.

The President led the effort to cut
the Coast Guard. That particularly af-
fected my district and the State of
Florida, because we had a rush of her-
oin and cocaine come through Puerto
Rico, and Puerto Rico is really guard-
ed. It has a coast all the way around,
and it is guarded by the Coast Guard.

The cuts in the Coast Guard dramati-
cally increased the flow of heroin and
cocaine and other illegal drugs into
Puerto Rico, which is of course part of
the United States, and the entry-way.
And with no protection, those drugs
started coming back into Florida in in-
credible quantities. The deaths we see
in central Florida and throughout the
State of Florida, again exceeding homi-
cide, are drug-related, and those drugs
we can trace coming through that
trail.

Then of course the President made a
horrible decision in appointing Jocelyn
Elders, the infamous now fortunately
ex-Surgeon General who said, just say
maybe. When we have a mixed message
coming from the White House, when we
have a mixed message coming from the
chief health officer of the United
States to our young people, our young
people are not dumb, they pick this up.
They get the message that maybe, just
say maybe; or if I had it to do over
again, I would inhale; or kids, do it if
it feels good.

That message went across this land.
Fortunately, that Surgeon General has
been replaced, and we do not have a
Nancy Reagan or leadership at the na-
tional level really to bring this mes-
sage of ‘‘just say no’’ and what drugs
can do to our young people.

Those direct actions, and again, this
is not political rhetoric but those fac-
tual actions took place, and they re-
sulted in, again, this chart we see and
the dramatic rise of young 12th grade
use here we see by this chart, but also
in drugs by numerous strata of young
people; again, not just in 12th graders.
That is what we are suffering from
today.

Stopping illegal narcotics, hard nar-
cotics coming into this country is not
a rocket scientist’s venture, really. It
requires a simple review of where nar-
cotics are coming from. Let me get an-
other chart up here, if I may.

We know where illegal drugs are
coming from. This is very interesting
because DEA has produced this chart,
and this chart is 1997 heroin signature
program results. This is an interesting
program because technology is so
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amazing. Just like we can trace DNA
to individual human beings, we can
trace and DEA can trace through their
labs in this case heroin, and they can
tell almost the field that it came from
and certainly what country of origin,
or where it came from.

This little pie chart shows that 75
percent of the heroin came from South
America in 1997. We know that from
sampling seizures across the land. We
know that 6 percent came from South-
east Asia; I am sorry, 5 percent from
Southeast Asia, 6 percent from south-
west Asia, and 14 percent from Mexico.

This is a very interesting chart be-
cause it tells us where the source of
most of the death and destruction to
my communities and many commu-
nities across the land is coming from.
That is heroin, 1997.

Let me tell the Members an abso-
lutely startling statistic. If we took
this chart back to 1993 or 1992, there
was almost zero heroin coming from
South America, almost none in South
America 6 years ago, at the beginning
of this administration. How did we get
75 percent of the heroin coming into
the United States in 6 years? It is sim-
ple. It is through the policy of this ad-
ministration. This administration for 6
years blocked any aid or assistance to
the country of Columbia in the way of
helicopters, in the way of eradication
equipment, in the way of ammunition,
in the way of resources to stop cocaine
and heroin production.

Here we are talking about heroin.
Again, it would be almost zero at the
beginning of the Clinton administra-
tion, and it is 75 percent now coming
from South America, and almost 99
percent of that is coming from Colum-
bia. Six years ago there was almost
none. So their policy, their direct pol-
icy has resulted in these startling fig-
ures.

Mexico, which on this pie chart ac-
counts for 14 percent, was also way
down on the bottom. It was in single
digits as far as Mexican heroin coming
into the United States. In 6 years they
have managed to make Mexico not
only a trafficker and conduit and tran-
sit country, but they have also made
Mexico a producing country rather
than stopping it.

Repeatedly this administration has
certified Mexico as cooperating in the
war on drugs. As required by Federal
law, the President must certify wheth-
er this country is cooperating, any
country is cooperating to stop the pro-
duction and transiting of illegal nar-
cotics. Certainly Members can see that
production is up by this chart. Again,
we would be in single digits in the
early 1990s, and almost no heroin com-
ing from that area.

What is absolutely startling, and this
chart does not show it, and this is just
an unbelievable statistic, but 6 years
ago there was almost no coca, no base
for cocaine produced in Colombia, al-
most none. In 6 years, again the policy
of this administration stopping aid,
stopping resources, stopping equipment

in the war on drugs from going to Co-
lombia, Colombia is now the number
one producer of cocaine in the world.
So we have heroin and poppies growing
in unprecedented amounts, heroin com-
ing in in unbelievable quantities in
these sources from Colombia. Most of
this, again, is due to the policy of this
administration.

I do want to say that there is some
hope on the horizon. Through the ef-
forts of the gentleman from New York
(Chairman GILMAN), who chairs the
Committee on International Relations,
through the efforts of the full com-
mittee on which I serve, the Com-
mittee on Government Reform and
Oversight, the gentleman from Indiana
(Chairman BURTON) and so many oth-
ers, the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
MCCOLLUM), we have repeatedly re-
quested, we have repeatedly helped ap-
propriate, and again, through the tre-
mendous leadership of the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. HASTERT), who now
presides over the House of Representa-
tives, we have succeeded in getting the
first equipment to Colombia.

I participated with several of the
committee chairmen recently in a
ceremony at the Sikorsky Helicopter
Division, where the Black Hawks are
produced in Connecticut, in a contract
and delivery ceremony. Soon those hel-
icopters that will be able to get to the
high altitudes to eradicate, to go after
the drug traffickers at their source,
will be there. We will see a dramatic
decrease in the amount of heroin, the
amount of cocaine coming into this
country; a small amount of money, a
great amount of results, stopping drugs
where they are grown, where they are
produced, and interdicting those illegal
narcotics as they come from that
source, not when they are on our
streets, when it is the most difficult to
get those.

What I need to do tonight, Mr.
Speaker, is show Members and the
American people how we got into this
situation. It is a direct policy of this
administration and the Congress that
was controlled by the other side.

I wanted to also talk about the other
primary source of illegal narcotics. In
addition to the source country now be-
coming Colombia, and through the pol-
icy I described, this chart shows Mexi-
co’s statistical tables and it shows
opium seizures, cocaine seizures. I be-
lieve the dark blue here shows the
opium seizures for 1997. The red, the
first column is opium seizures, down in
1998. The second is cocaine seizures,
down in 1998.

The next is the production. The red
shows the yield in 1998 is up. Here is
Mexico, our close ally that the United
States and this Congress and this
House of Representatives have done in-
credible deeds to assist. In financial
trouble we have backed them and actu-
ally given them financial stability. In
trade we have given them benefits as
far as assistance. NAFTA, we gave
them almost an open commercial bor-
der. We have lost thousands of Amer-

ican jobs to give to lower-paying Mex-
ico jobs.

We have done everything as a good
ally, and what have they done? The law
requires under certification that the
President must certify a country as co-
operating in helping to eliminate both
the production and the trafficking of
illegal narcotics. This administration,
this president recommended to this
Congress, and we have pending before
us a recommendation, to certify Mex-
ico.

From 1997 to 1998, last year there
were less seizures of heroin, there were
less seizures of cocaine, actually re-
duced seizures in the country, and
more production of illegal narcotics; in
this case, heroin.
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I showed my colleagues the other
chart that showed how production has
risen again repeatedly over the past 6
years, and it was in single digits. So
this is the result of what we get from
Mexico.

Let me talk a little bit about Mexico,
which is the source of 60 percent of the
illegal narcotics coming into the
United States. We know that DEA, our
Drug Enforcement Agency, has con-
firmed that. The hard narcotics, the
heroin, the cocaine, the methamphet-
amine are coming in unbelievable
quantities through our Mexican border.

Now this Congress has, under the
leadership of the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. HASTERT), who brought to the
floor several years ago a resolution
asking Mexico to take certain actions.
It has been now over 2 years ago that
we asked Mexico to take those actions,
again, the source of 60 percent of the
hard drugs, the death, the destruction,
those 2 million people that are behind
our bars in our prisons. We asked Mex-
ico to help us.

What did we ask for? We asked Mex-
ico, first, to extradite to the United
States Mexican nationals who are
major drug traffickers, send them to
the United States for prosecution. We
have indicted them. We have requested
their extradition. They are guilty of
breaking the United States Federal
law. We want to try them.

We do not want them in a kangaroo
court. We do not want the corrupt judi-
cial system of Mexico to deal with
them. We want to try them and bring
them to justice. The biggest thing drug
dealers fear in the world is being
brought to justice in the United States,
because they will pay a penalty for
their crime here.

To date, the Mexicans have not ex-
tradited the first Mexican national.
Only after coming to the floor of the
House repeatedly, only just before Me-
morial Day when I, the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. MCCOLLUM), the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. GILLMOR), and
other leaders on the issue introduced a
drug kingpin bill that will tie up the
assets of these drug dealers did we
start to see any action.
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Do my colleagues know what the

Mexican Government did? They extra-
dited in the last week one U.S. na-
tional who was on our list, one U.S. na-
tional, but to date, not one Mexican
national. We have requested over 40
major Mexican national drug dealers to
be extradited. Instead, what they did
with the Masquez brothers just a few
weeks ago, and before we introduced
this bill, was to kick dirt in our face by
judges in Mexico releasing the Masquez
brothers, who are the kings of meth-
amphetamine production and traf-
ficking into the United States.

So until we got tough just before Me-
morial Day, they kicked sand in our
face, allowing the kingpins not to be
extradited. Fortunately, some of the
brothers are still held in prison there.

But we will not give up till these 40
Mexican nationals, whom we know are
involved, who have been indicted in the
United States, on whom we have a re-
quest for extradition pending, some for
6, 7 years, are brought to justice.

So we asked for extradition, and
what did we get? Nothing to date. Zero,
zip, nada. We asked for the enforce-
ment of Mexican laws. Mexico passed
laws, their National Assembly, but
they did not enforce the laws. They
have not enforced the laws.

What did the Mexicans do to the
United States after we made this re-
quest again, 2 years, this House of Rep-
resentatives, what did they do last
year? One, the most offensive thing
that has ever taken place to our law
enforcement officials, what they did is
disrupt Operation Casablanca

Operation Casablanca was a U.S. Cus-
toms sting operation which was to
identify money laundered in the United
States and through Mexican banks and
Mexican banking officials; and our U.S.
Customs officers led that effort. I know
that we informed them of what was
going on.

Do my colleagues know what they
did? The only reason for informing
them was limited, because we can trust
so few of the Mexican officials; most of
them are corrupt from the policeman
on the beat all the way to the office of
the president. I will talk about that in
just a minute.

But what they did was threaten to
arrest our Custom officials. We knew
that hundreds of millions of dollars
was being serviced through these Mexi-
can corrupt bankers. They had the au-
dacity and nerve to threaten our offi-
cials.

Only until just before President Clin-
ton went down to meet with President
Zedillo did they back off of this threat,
and only just before the question of
certification by this administration
came up did they back off of the threat
of going after our Customs officials.

So we asked for enforcement of the
laws. What did they do? Again, we got
dirt and dust kicked into our faces, and
actually threatening our officials.

We had asked over 2 years ago for our
DEA agents, and we have a small num-
ber in Mexico, and we did have an inci-

dent where one of our agents was bru-
tally and savagely murdered back in
the 1980s, so we want our DEA agents
to be able to protect themselves, and
we want assurance of protection and,
in some cases, to be able to carry arms.
We still have been denied that right by
the Mexicans to ensure the safety and
security of our drug enforcement
agents in that country.

That was another request that we
had. We asked that the drugs that are
coming in from Colombia that are pro-
duced there in South America and
transiting, the 60 percent of the drugs,
hard drugs, coming into the United
States be stopped at the southern bor-
der of Mexico; and that could be done
by installing radar and other devices at
the border. To date, zero, nothing has
been done to comply with our request;
and that request of this House of Rep-
resentatives is over 2 years old. Again,
the Mexicans have ignored a simple re-
quest of cooperation.

Finally, signing a maritime agree-
ment: We know if it is not coming over
land, it is coming over water. The
Mexicans still deny us a maritime
agreement. They refused to sign a mar-
itime agreement, to my knowledge, in
the Caribbean, in Central, South Amer-
ica. Only one other country, Haiti,
which is still in total disruption, even
after we spent 3-plus billion taxpayer
dollars to improve their legislative, ju-
dicial, and law enforcement system,
they have not been able to have their
parliament meet and sign a maritime
agreement or confirm one. But the
Mexican Government still has refused
to sign a maritime agreement with the
United States.

So here we are again, you know, with
the situation. After the introduction of
the bill that I described, major drug
kingpins bill, which will go after the
assets of these drug traffickers, we got
a little attention of the administra-
tion. The Secretary of State, Mrs.
Albright, was to go to Mexico. She was
diverted to Kosovo.

I believe they sent the Attorney Gen-
eral to Mexico over the weekend. We
also, I believe, had our Drug Czar, who
is doing the best job he can, General
McCaffrey, under very difficult cir-
cumstances. Hopefully, in this high-
level working group with the Attorney
General, with other officers from Mex-
ico, some additional progress will be
made.

But I can assure my colleagues in
this Congress this House of Representa-
tives will not sit idle until they begin
an honest effort for enforcement, inter-
diction, cooperation on the agenda,
items that are over 2 years old. So
some action hopefully was taken this
weekend. We do not know; it is not
public yet. But we will continue to
pressure Mexico because it is the
source of so much of the illegal nar-
cotics coming into the United States.

We also know that in order to get
from Peru and Bolivia and Colombia,
where 100 percent of the cocaine and
coca is produced now and where 75 per-

cent of the heroin comes from Colom-
bia, we know that it must transit again
by land either through Panama,
through the isthmus, and those Central
American countries, and/or through
Mexico to get to the United States.

Now, what is the policy of this ad-
ministration relating to stopping drugs
in Panama? This is an absolutely unbe-
lievable scenario. What was started
under the Carter administration to
give away the Panama Canal and 10 bil-
lion American dollars in assets, 5,500
buildings is being sewed up into a neat
package by the Clinton administration
and given to the Panamanians, and at
the same time, we have made one sim-
ple request. Could we please continue
the drug surveillance flights from How-
ard Air Force Base in Panama, which
cover the entire South American re-
gion, which cover the area that is pro-
ducing the hard drugs that I have cited
here? That was our question and re-
quest.

Now how could a State Department
bungle negotiations for a simple re-
quest like that with the Panamanian
Government? I do not know. But, Mr.
Speaker, the administration’s State
Department managed to bungle the ne-
gotiations for having our forward drug
surveillance flights go out of Howard
Air Force Base.

They did that in an incredibly bun-
gling fashion, and we were basically
kicked out May 1. Since May 1, there
has not been one drug surveillance
flight over the drug-producing or drug-
trafficking area of South America from
Howard Air Force Base. The United
States of America was kicked out of
Panama. We closed Howard Air Force
Base. We had 15,000 drug surveillance
flights last year from Howard Air
Force Base covering the whole region.

When I took over as chair of the Sub-
committee on Criminal Justice, Drug
Policy, and Human Resources in Janu-
ary, we went down there to Panama.
We met with folks. ‘‘Can you nego-
tiate?’’ No, they did not think they
could negotiate.

‘‘If you cannot negotiate, can we
move our forward surveillance drug op-
erations to other areas?’’

‘‘Oh, yes, we will have it taken care
of, Congressman MICA. Chairman MICA,
it is going to be in place. It will all
work out.’’

I am here to tell my colleagues that
it is June 1, and May 1 is when we were
kicked out. The two other operating lo-
cations that were chosen, one was in
Mana, Ecuador, in Ecuador. The other
was in Curacao and Aruba, Nether-
lands, and Antilles.

From Mana, today is June 8, not one
flight has taken off for surveillance in
the drug-producing areas or drug-traf-
ficking areas from Ecuador. There is
only an interim agreement in place.

Aruba and Curacao, we sent staff
down there this weekend to examine
what is going on. At best, we might be
at 30 percent capacity of surveillance
flights. So we have a gaping hole in our
drug surveillance program, almost no
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flights taking off to cover that area ei-
ther where drugs are produced or where
drugs are trafficking.

An incredible situation, incredibly
bungled, as I said, by the State Depart-
ment. Now the Department of Defense
is scrambling, only with an interim
agreement in Ecuador, and our staff re-
ported to me on their return from Ec-
uador that that airfield may take $100
million to $200 million to get it into
working order.

Now, is the United States of America
going to invest, with an interim agree-
ment that expires in September, any
money, hard-earned taxpayer dollars,
in a forward surveillance location and
increasing and improving the infra-
structure in that area when we have no
assurances of a permanent operating
base?

So they bungled it in Panama. They
bungled it in Ecuador. Aruba is oper-
ating at maybe 30 percent of capacity,
and a gaping hole again in our drug
surveillance program.
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So that really is where we are to-
night in some of the war on drugs: Pan-
ama, a disaster. No forward operating
bases. What that does, too, and what is
sad about that is it denies countries
that have been cooperating, like Peru
and Bolivia, and now Colombia that is
going to get additional equipment, it
denies them the information they need
to go after drugs at their source; it de-
nies them the information they need to
go after traffickers.

Peru has had a very brave shootdown
policy. They ask planes to identify
themselves, and when they do not iden-
tify themselves and they try to scram-
ble away, they shoot them down. And
they have been provided intelligence
and surveillance information by those
forward operations, again out of Pan-
ama, that have been closed down.

Now, it is easy for me to get up here
and to criticize this administration,
and I do not mean to do it in a partisan
manner. I mean to do it in a factual
manner. And, hopefully, we will not re-
peat the mistakes of this administra-
tion in this Congress or in the years
ahead, because we know we can stop
drugs at their source. We know we can
interdict hard narcotics. We know if we
give information to other countries
and a little bit of assistance they can
help us in a cost-effective manner be-
fore that ever gets into our streets,
into our communities, into our schools
and becomes a tough task for law en-
forcement.

But let me, as I conclude, just say
again what the Republican Congress
has done, what this new majority has
done, and under the current Speaker-
ship. And again I must give full credit
to the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
HASTERT), who is now the Speaker of
the House, who chaired this responsi-
bility and who I worked with in the
last Congress, who brought together
the source eradication programs that,
again, were destroyed by a previously

Democratically-controlled Congress
and by this White House.

Let me mention, Mr. Speaker, what
just 2 years of effort in working with
Peru and Bolivia have done. The co-
caine production in those two coun-
tries is cut in half. In half. There has
been tough enforcement. We must sa-
lute President Hugo Banzer, President
of Bolivia, for his courageous efforts.
We must help Bolivia, because Bolivia
has committed in 2 years to eliminate
that drug trafficking, and they have
cut in 2 years by 50 percent. So this is
not a ‘‘pie in the sky’’ proposal. It is
something we know we can do, and
with very few bucks; with very few tax-
payer dollars in assisting them.

So, additionally, President Fujimori
in Peru, with a tough enforcement,
with a tough shootdown policy, with a
tough eradication and a productive al-
ternative crop program is making
great progress in that country. So we
know these programs will work.

This Republican administration,
again under the leadership of the cur-
rent Speaker of the House, when he
chaired the subcommittee, has helped
us now get aid to Colombia. We are re-
versing a failed policy there. We will
stop the production of heroin and
poppy production in Colombia. We will
eliminate major drug traffickers. We
will give the Colombian National Po-
lice, that have done a courageous job,
losing 4,000 of their police officers in
this battle, hundreds and hundreds of
public officials have died in this war,
we will give them the arms and the as-
sistance and the aid, the resources to
eradicate, to enforce and to interdict
drugs cost effectively. And those
Blackhawk helicopters are on their
way. That is something we have done.

And this Congress, this House and
the American people will see a reduc-
tion in the amount of heroin coming
into the United States. And also co-
caine, which again they have turned in
6 years, Colombia, into the major pro-
ducer of cocaine. Not just a processor
or a transiter but the major producer.
In 6 years they have managed to do
that. We will start eliminating that
through the policies of this new major-
ity in the Congress.

We have restored the cuts in the
Coast Guard and we are dramatically
increasing the assistance that the mili-
tary provides in getting them back
into the war on drugs. I know it was
very nice for the Vice President to
take the U–2s out of South and Central
America in the war on drugs and bring
them up to check on oil spills around
Alaska. I know it was nice to divert
the money for eradication programs of
drugs at the source country, which
President Clinton did, and put it in
Haiti, which basically was more money
down the tubes; but, in fact, we do
know that getting the military in-
volved in interdiction close to the
source does work.

We know that the Coast Guard pro-
tecting Puerto Rico and restoring their
assets does a great job in protecting

our coastlines, both of Puerto Rico and
the United States, and we have brought
them in 2 years back.

We know that tough enforcement
works. In the next week I will be hold-
ing hearings on legalization of illegal
narcotics and decriminalization. There
is a big wave across this country that
we must look at decriminalization,
make it a health problem, and we
should not be tough on drugs and it
will all work out.

Mr. Speaker, it does not all work out.
Look at the statistics in New York
City. We can see since Mayor Rudy
Giuliani has taken office what tough
enforcement has done. The murders,
which were at 2,000 when he took of-
fice, 2,000 murders in New York City a
year, and most of them drug related, I
would venture to say without any ques-
tion, have been reduced by 70 percent.
Just over 600 murders. From 2,000 to
600.

It is safe to walk in New York City
because Mayor Guiliani, through a
tough enforcement policy, has stopped
the violence, the crime, the drug traf-
ficking and he has gone after these
folks with a tough enforcement policy
that works.

Now, Tom Constantine, who unfortu-
nately is leaving as the head of our
DEA, and that is a very sad fact for
this Congress and the American people,
he produced this chart. This chart
should be an eye opener for every Mem-
ber of Congress and for every Amer-
ican. This shows the heroin addiction
population in a city that decided to
adopt a lackadaisical enforcement, a
tolerant policy. In 1950, the population
of Baltimore was over 900,000. In 1996, it
was 675,000. In 1950, they had 300 heroin
addicts in Baltimore. Listen to this.
Three hundred heroin addicts. In 1996,
through a liberalized policy, they had
38,985 heroin addicts in Baltimore. This
is what a liberalized policy gives us.
And on the other hand, look at New
York City; 2,000 murders down to 600
murders through tough enforcement,
tough prosecution. So we know this
policy works.

Now, we are going to have a full
hearing and we are giving all sides the
opportunity to be heard in our hearings
next week about this process of de-
criminalization, about tough enforce-
ment, about legalization. And I try, as
chairman, to be fair, so we will hear
from everybody, but I believe that
these statistics, these facts, are irref-
utable.

So this new majority on our side has
started a program, and again I started
to mention the things that we have
done in replacing the military, the
interdiction, the source country, get-
ting the Coast Guard cuts restored, but
we have also put in almost $200 million
in the past year in education programs,
which is matched by the private sector.
So it is almost a half billion dollars in
education. And we are putting our
money where our mouth is so our
young people and all Americans know
the dangers of illegal narcotics.
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So we, again, I believe, are taking

the right steps. They took the right
steps under the Reagan and Bush ad-
ministration. Education, enforcement,
interdiction, eradication at the source,
and treatment are important, but it
cannot just be treatment. This cannot
just be treating the wounded in a bat-
tle. If we went to war and we did not
spend any money on armaments, any
money on forward surveillance, any
money on eradication of the enemy,
any money on ammunition, we would
not have a war on drugs, we would not
have a war. And if we only treat the
victims in this war, it does not work.
We have seen it does not work.

So tonight, as I close, I ask for my
colleagues’ assistance to move to-
gether in a bipartisan cooperative ef-
fort. Mistakes were made in a bipar-
tisan fashion, hopefully, we can make
progress in a bipartisan fashion. It is
my hope that we can get every Member
on both sides of the aisle not to repeat
the mistakes of the past and to move
forward together. We know that these
policies will work. They are tried, they
are proven, they are tested.

It is my hope that we can do that be-
cause I never want to talk to another
mother or another father or another
brother, another friend of a young per-
son in my district who has died of a
drug overdose. I talked about the cost,
the people behind bars, and I talked
about what Congress is going to have
to appropriate, but we cannot restore a
human being, a son or a daughter, to a
parent who has lost that child in the
war on drugs.

So it is my hope that I will not have
to make these speeches every week in
my next term in Congress; that I will
not have to come before the Speaker
and the House and plead for their as-
sistance in restarting the war on drugs.

Mr. Speaker, although I have a few
minutes left, I will yield back the bal-
ance of my time and pledge to be back
here again next week.

f

WORKING FAMILIES OF AMERICA
BEING MISTREATED BY 106TH
CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FLETCHER). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the
gentleman from New York (Mr. OWENS)
is recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the minority leader.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, the work-
ing families of this Nation are still
being trampled on by this 106th Con-
gress. They are being grossly mis-
treated in two basic ways: One is indif-
ference and neglect on certain key
issues, and the other is active oppres-
sion in certain ways.

Indifference and neglect is reflected
in the fact that we are not concerned
about a minimum wage increase. There
is a rumor that the leadership of the
majority party has decided that it will
agree to a minimum wage vote and
that it will take place sometime later
rather than sooner, and they are delay-

ing because they want to make sure we
get close to the election and be able to
say, well, we voted for a minimum
wage, or we allowed it on the floor and
let the Democrats vote for it, so we did
our job.

And, of course, there is a rumor also
that the minimum wage being proposed
by the majority is 25 cents a year for
the next 4 years. An increase of 25
cents per year for the next 4 years
means in 4 years the American worker
would have a dollar increase instead of
the two-step increase being proposed
by the Democrats.

But there is no hurry. We have an un-
precedented prosperity in the Nation.
We have a situation where the value of
the stock market in 10 years has grown
by $10 trillion. We had the assets and
the value of the stock market in 1989 at
$3 trillion. Now it is $13 trillion. With
a $10 trillion increase in the value of
the stock market, we can see that
there is a great increase in the wealth
and prosperity in America at certain
levels. Why not share that with the
working families? Why not in the most
basic way make certain that the
wealth of the Nation in some small
way benefits the entire Nation?

A minimum wage is just one tiny
part of that effort. Being willing to fi-
nance or support more generous health
care is another. The President is pro-
posing soon a new benefit in Medicare,
should be in Medicaid also, a new ben-
efit which would cover prescription
drugs. In this time of great prosperity,
the least we could do is to make the
miracles of science available at a
cheaper cost to all the people who need
them in terms of health care. Prescrip-
tion drugs ought to be covered by
Medicare and Medicaid.

We talk a lot about Medicare and we
forget that Medicaid is designed to
serve the very poorest and they deserve
to have the same kind of increase. We
should not have two tiers of health
care in America. Second class health
care is inadequate health care. There
should only be one class of health care.
But we are refusing to deal with that
in a forthright manner on a timetable
that is meaningful because we just do
not seem to care.
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There is an indifference, an indiffer-
ence to the poor, an indifference to the
plight of the working families who are
not sharing the great boost in our
wealth. That great jump from $3 tril-
lion in 1989 to $13 trillion in 1999 is not
felt by a lot of people who are still out
there struggling to make it. So jobs,
health care, investment in education
are all obvious kinds of actions that
should be taken by the government.
This Congress, acting in concert with
the President, should make certain
that we take advantage of this boom in
prosperity to take care of some of our
problems.

But there exists in this Congress an
attitude which goes in the opposite di-
rection. It is stubborn, it is unyielding,

it is wrongheaded, but it keeps going
on. Take, for example, what happened
in the vote on the supplemental budg-
et, or the development of a long-await-
ed supplemental budget, which in-
cluded the President’s request for $6
billion for the Kosovo war, a war which
I think is very necessary, a war which
I think we could not afford to have not
conducted or been a part of. I do not
think we could have walked away from
the genocide being committed by the
Yugoslavia regime and held up our
heads. We have seen it happen too
many times already in this century.

What Hitler did was on a grander,
more massive scale. They had gas
chambers and ovens and millions died,
but the numbers are not as important
as the action and the kind of thing
happening in Kosovo. Certainly if it
only means thousands dying, it is still
significant and it is happening over and
over again. We have seen it happen in
Cambodia, we have seen it happen in
Rwanda. It is about time that we did
something to send a message to the
dictators and the sovereign predators
that exist throughout the world that
somewhere the civilized nations of the
world are willing to take a stand
against this kind of murderous activity
against human beings.

We have done that in Kosovo. So we
needed our participation in that effort.
The $6 billion was requested by the
President. But instead of that bill mov-
ing ahead with $6 billion plus the emer-
gency aid requested for South America,
for Central America as a result of the
floods and the extra aid that was need-
ed for the weather disasters that took
place in the Midwest, we had a whole
lot of other things piled on top of it
and a $6 billion request became a $15
billion request, a $15 billion request
most of which came out of the surplus.
It was deemed emergency funding and
the surplus which is around $100 bil-
lion, I think, about the same, a little
more maybe in the coming fiscal year,
it is going to be about the same
amount; the surplus was used for most
of it. They could have used the surplus
to cover it all, but to make a point the
majority decided to offset $2 billion,
take away from other programs $2 bil-
lion worth of money to cover part of
the spending.

Now, the emergency in Central
America, the emergency in the Mid-
west with the tornadoes and storms, et
cetera, those were emergencies. They
clearly rank as emergencies. Why did
we have to make the point that they
have to be offset? The point that I
want to make is that in the process of
the offset, who did they go after? The
poorest people in America. The bulk of
the cuts for the offset came from do-
mestic accounts, including $1.25 billion
from the food stamp program, and $350
million from Section 8 low-income
housing programs as well as $22.4 mil-
lion from the Labor Department con-
tingency fund related to unemploy-
ment insurance.

They reached into the programs that
serve the poorest people, programs that
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