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I know some of my colleagues will 

say, well, Pakistan is included as one 
of these nations. But the fact that 
Pakistan is included on this list for 
prior notification does not mean that 
India should be included. If the recent 
conflict in Kashmir that I just pointed 
out showed anything, it was that India 
acted responsibly, whereas Pakistan 
instigated a military incursion that 
could have led to a wider war. Let us 
not reward, if you will, Pakistan by 
saying that India should be included on 
this notification list when there is ab-
solutely no reason to do that. 

In a similar vein, and lastly, with re-
gard to U.S.-India relations this 
evening, Mr. Speaker, I wanted to men-
tion the fiscal year 2000 defense appro-
priations bill, which is also in con-
ference at this time. 

There is a provision in the Senate 
bill that would suspend for 5 years cer-
tain sanctions against India and Paki-
stan. I support this provision whole-
heartedly. There is no reason for us to 
continue these sanctions against both 
nations because the only country that 
is suffering for it is the United States, 
because of limitations on our exports 
and our trade and our business oppor-
tunities in India and Pakistan. 

I want to say that while I strongly 
support the end of the sanctions and 
the suspension of the Glenn amend-
ment sanctions against these two 
South Asian nations, there is another 
critical provision in the Senate lan-
guage that would, in my opinion, be a 
grave mistake. That is the Senate lan-
guage to repeal the Pressler amend-
ment, which bans U.S. assistance to 
Pakistan.

I have already spoken out on the 
floor previously and explained the rea-
sons why we should not repeal the 
Pressler amendment. Again, a lot of 
this goes back to what has been hap-
pening the last few months, the Kash-
mir conflict; the fact that Pakistan 
continues a policy of nuclear prolifera-
tion, which is not what India is doing. 

We were reminded about why the 
Pressler amendment was needed be-
cause of the way that Pakistan carried 
out this war in Kashmir over the sum-
mer and instigated the war, many 
times with regular Pakistan army 
troops.

Pakistan has also repeatedly been 
implicated, along with China, Iran, and 
North Korea, in the proliferation of nu-
clear weapons and missile technology. 
India’s nuclear program, by contrast, is 
an indigenous program, and India has 
not been involved in sharing in tech-
nology with unstable regimes. 

I want to mention one more thing to-
night that is new in this regard. That 
is that this month, in September, the 
CIA issued its annual national intel-
ligence estimate on missile threats re-
ported. In this annual report, they re-
ported that Pakistan has obtained M– 
11 short-range missiles from China and 

medium-range missiles from North 
Korea. The CIA’s assessment is that 
both missiles may have a nuclear role, 
and there have been calls in Congress 
for new sanctions to be imposed on 
China in light of these latest revela-
tions, a step that I would certainly be 
prepared to support. 

But besides imposing sanctions on 
countries that transfer this type of 
technology, like China, I believe we 
should also hold the countries who re-
ceive these weapons systems account-
able. We certainly should not reward 
countries like Pakistan by lifting the 
existing sanctions on military trans-
fers in light of the information that 
has recently come to light in this CIA 
report.

So I would once again say, Mr. 
Speaker, that this is yet another rea-
son why we should not support repeal 
of the Pressler amendment. I would say 
again that I hope that the conferees, 
and I would urge the conferees to not 
repeal the Pressler amendment, even as 
I support the idea of eliminating the 
Glenn amendment sanctions against 
both India and Pakistan. 

f 

ILLEGAL NARCOTICS IN AMERICA 

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

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased 
to come before the House tonight to 
address my colleagues again on what I 
consider one of the most important 
topics facing Congress and the Amer-
ican people, and that is the problem of 
illegal narcotics in this country, not 
only the problem of illegal narcotics as 
it affects us as far as our role as Mem-
bers of Congress in providing funding 
for various programs, but the effects of 
this dreaded plague on our country 
that have many significant dimensions. 

Tonight I would like to again talk to 
the House about this topic and discuss 
a number of areas, and first of all pro-
vide my colleagues and the American 
people with an update on some of the 
recent happenings as to how drugs and 
illegal narcotics destroy lives and af-
fect the lives of people, not only in my 
district but across this Nation. 

I will talk a little bit about the situ-
ation and the policies that got us to 
where we are today with the problem of 
illegal narcotics. Then I would like to 
talk a little bit about Colombia, which 
is in the news. 

The President of Colombia is now in 
the United States and addressed the 
United Nations. He has made proposals, 
along with this administration, about 
resolving some of the difficulties that 
relate directly to illegal narcotics traf-
ficking in our neighbor to the south. 

I would also like to talk a little bit 
about the history of the policy as it de-
veloped relating to Colombia, and some 

of the proposals that are on the table 
now to resolve the conflict that has 
been created again by these failed poli-
cies.

But tonight I would like to start out 
by first providing an update to my col-
leagues on the cost of the problem of il-
legal narcotics. I always start at home 
and the news from my district. 

I come from Central Florida. I rep-
resent the area just north of Orlando to 
Daytona Beach, probably one of the 
most prosperous areas in the Nation. 
We do have our problems: problems of 
growth, problems of expansion, prob-
lems of providing education. We are 
very fortunate that we have a very 
high education level, high income 
level, a very low unemployment level, 
so we are indeed one of the 435 districts 
of the country that has had fortune 
shine upon us in many ways. 

We have also been the victim of the 
problem of illegal narcotics and hard 
drugs and the terror that they have 
rained not only, again, across the Na-
tion, but on our district in Central 
Florida. Many people equate Orlando in 
Central Florida to Disney World and 
entertainment and fun. But unfortu-
nately, we have been the victims, like, 
again, many other areas across the Na-
tion, of the ravages of illegal narcotics. 

Let me read from an Orlando Sen-
tinel story just in the last few hours 
that was released. It says, ‘‘Deaths this 
past weekend brought the numbers of 
confirmed and suspected heroin-related 
deaths in Orange and Osceola Counties 
to 34.’’ Orange and Osceola Counties 
are around the Orlando metropolitan 
area.

‘‘At the current rate, Central Florida 
likely will break last year’s record of 
52 heroin-related deaths.’’ Many of 
these deaths are among our young peo-
ple. In fact, the 52 deaths in just Cen-
tral Florida, in that little small geo-
graphic area, I found outnumber the 
number of deaths in some countries 
from heroin. It is really an astounding 
figure.

Again, unfortunately, Central Flor-
ida is not the only area that is experi-
encing both the numbers of deaths and 
the tragedies that we have experienced. 

The article goes on and puts a human 
face on what happens in some of these 
cases. It says, ‘‘Early Friday a 12-year- 
old boy found his 46-year-old father 
lifeless at their home on Bayfront 
Parkway near Little Lake Conway,’’ 
near the south of Orlando. ‘‘A packet of 
heroin, a syringe, a spoon and matches 
were found near the body, according to 
sheriff’s records.’’ 

More news from my county, also on 
Friday. ‘‘A 34-year-old Orange County 
man collapsed from a suspected over-
dose of opiates, the Medical Examiner’s 
Office reported. He died on Sunday,’’ 
this past Sunday. 

On Saturday, ‘‘A 30-year-old woman 
from Orlando died in a vacant house on 
Gore street.’’ That is in the downtown 
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area. ‘‘She collapsed about 8:30 a.m. 
after she had smoked crack cocaine, a 
friend told deputies.’’ 

Again, the misfortunes of Central 
Florida are felt across this Nation. We 
have had over 14,000 drug-related 
deaths last year, and that is just the 
reported deaths in this country. Unfor-
tunately, many deaths related to nar-
cotics do not even get reported. 

Let me point out, if I may, just a 
news article that appeared in the past 
month that was in the Los Angeles 
Times. This dealt with the bus crash 
that killed 22 people on Mothers Day. 
Twenty-two elderly individuals were 
killed in New Orleans, and it now is 
made public, according to this news re-
port, that the driver, who died of a 
heart attack, used marijuana 2 to 6 
hours before his full bus of mostly el-
derly women veered off a highway and 
smashed into a concrete abutment. 

These elderly victims probably will 
not have it listed in their cause of 
death as being drug-related, but here 
we have an instance of supposed casual 
drug use and the taking of 22 lives. 
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Another instance that does put a 
human face on the tragedy of illegal 
narcotics must be the news report that 
we had in the last week coming out of 
Tampa. I know several years ago peo-
ple from around our state and our area 
and the Nation were all bereaved when 
they heard the news of a 5-month old 
baby supposedly taken from its par-
ents, Baby Sabrina the child was 
known in many media accounts. 

It now appears that investigators had 
taped the family after the disappear-
ance, and part of the conversation was 
released in the media. This is in the Or-
lando Sentinel, September 10, a few 
days ago. The conversation, according 
to a Federal prosecutor, included this 
quote, ‘‘I wished I hadn’t harmed her. 
It was the cocaine.’’ This statement 
was allegedly made in the recording by 
the father. 

We see so many tragedies of child 
abuse, of child neglect, spouse abuse, 
deaths. I am not sure how this child, 
this infant’s death will be listed in the 
final investigation. Again, these are al-
leged facts, but again surfacing as the 
problem of illegal narcotics. 

The problem of illegal narcotics 
across our country reaches just every 
segment of activity. It is not just folks 
in the ghetto areas. It is not folks in 
the lower income, socioeconomic in-
come. This problem of illegal narcotics 
use and its impact on our society is 
reaching all aspects of our American 
population.

There is a report from the Associated 
Press last week that I want to quote 
from. Seven in 10 people who used ille-
gal drugs in 1997 had full-time jobs. 
This is a recent report that stated also, 
about 6.3 million full-time workers age 
18 to 49 or 7.7 percent of the workers 

admitted in 1997 using illegal drugs in 
the preceding month. Workers in res-
taurants, bars, construction, and trans-
portation were more likely than others 
to use drugs, the report said. 

Forty-four percent of drug users were 
working for small businesses, those 
with fewer than 25 employees down 
from 57 percent in 1994, but still the 
largest category. 

So whether, again, we see social 
problems such as child abuse, such as 
murder, such as robbery, theft, we also 
see in common ordinary working 
Americans the problem of illegal nar-
cotics use. That does have a dramatic 
impact.

In fact, the statistics are somewhere 
around a quarter of a trillion dollars. 
That is over $250 billion in lost produc-
tivity, cost to society, cost to our judi-
cial system, incarceration. In fact, 
today we have nearly 2 million Ameri-
cans behind bars and there because of 
some drug-related offenses. 

I know many people who I come into 
contact with say that we should re-
lease these folks because it is not good 
to have casual drug users behind bars. 
But, in fact, every statistic, every re-
port that we have seen, every charge 
that we have looked behind finds that 
these aren’t casual drug users that are 
in our Federal prisons and state pris-
ons.

These, in fact, are individuals who 
have committed felonies while either 
under the influence of narcotics or 
committed a crime while attempting 
to secure money or drugs and commit-
ting illegal acts. So there is a real 
myth.

In fact, we had before my Sub-
committee on Criminal Justice, Drug 
Policy and Human Resources one of the 
authors of a recent study in New York, 
which debunked the theory that we 
have people who are casual drug users, 
in fact, behind bars. In fact, the report 
indicated that one really had to try 
hard, one had to commit a number of 
felonies to be incarcerated in New York 
and behind bars and involved with ille-
gal narcotics. 

So the facts do not support that cas-
ual drug users are behind bars, that in 
fact serious offenses are committed, 
whether again it is murder, whether it 
is a crime to obtain drugs or cash. 
Again, there is tremendous costs on 
our society, somewhere around a quar-
ter of a trillion dollars a year. 

In addition to the problems that I 
have cited about illegal narcotics and 
some of the myths that surround ille-
gal narcotics, I wanted to also talk 
about another myth that I heard re-
peatedly during the August recess and 
even during the past weeks. 

I hear these media accounts that the 
drug war has failed, that the war on 
drugs is a failure. I do not think that 
people really understand what hap-
pened when we had a war on drugs and 
when we closed down the war on drugs. 

It is absolutely incredible that people 
do not realize that during the Reagan 
administration, we began a real war on 
drugs. That was continued into the 
Bush administration when we had a 
real war on illegal narcotics. 

What happened in 1993 with the elec-
tion of the Clinton-Gore administra-
tion was basically a close down of the 
war on illegal narcotics, the war on 
drugs as we have known it. The phrase 
was coined in the 1980s, and it was in-
deed a war on drugs. It was a multi-
faceted war against illegal narcotics. 

I served as an aide in the U.S. Senate 
under Senator Paula Hawkins, and she 
was involved with the development of 
various laws, legislative strategies, 
working along with them, at that time 
the Vice President and members of the 
Reagan administration, in developing 
administrative approaches and pro-
grams to deal with, at that time, co-
caine that was coming into the United 
States.

That program, in fact, those efforts 
and that war on drugs were, in fact, 
very successful. There was dramatic 
decrease in the use of illegal narcotics 
among our teens. The Vice President, 
at that time it was George Bush, cre-
ated a task force on illegal narcotics. 

The ANDEAN strategy was developed 
to interdict and to stop drugs at their 
source, which must really be the most 
cost effective way of stopping illegal 
narcotics. If we know where they are 
grown, if we know where they are pro-
duced, and we can stop them at the 
source, then in fact we can do it very 
cost effectively. That has been proven, 
and that has been done. It was done in 
the war on drugs in the 1980s, and in 
fact it worked. 

Then, of course, we had national 
leadership which we have not had since 
1993 on the issue of illegal narcotics. 
Even the First Lady she took a na-
tional lead, developed a program that 
was really ingrained in our young peo-
ple. It was a simple message, ‘‘Just Say 
No.’’

The President appointed Drug Czars 
who helped formulate policy and pro-
grams that actually went after illegal 
narcotics. We had a tough enforcement 
policy. We had a tough interdiction 
policy. We began for the first time to 
utilize the military in the war on 
drugs. The Coast Guard was also em-
ployed and other United States re-
sources committed in a war on drugs. 

Now, all that stopped, for the most 
part, in 1993 with the beginning of the 
Clinton-Gore administration. Let me 
just put up this chart, if I may. This 
first chart does not show back before 
1989, but as my colleagues can see in 
this chart, this is 12th grade drug use. 
It shows lifetime, annual, and also 30- 
day in these colors, use by 12th graders. 

What is interesting is we can see 
from the start of the chart here in 1989 
that there is a decline in drug use. This 
is, again, when we had a war on drugs, 
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when we had a national message 
against illegal narcotics. Among our 
teenagers and our young people, if we 
took this chart out, we would see this 
dramatic decline to 1992, 1993. 

Then we had the election of this 
President. No emphasis on national 
leadership. The first thing that this 
President did was in fact fire almost 
everyone. There were only a few folks 
left in the Drug Czar’s office. In fact, 
the first thing President Clinton and 
Vice President GORE did was cut the 
staffing at the National Office of Drug 
Control Policy. It was cut 80 percent. 
The exact figures, which are public 
record, are from 147 Drug Czar employ-
ees and staff to 25. 

That was the beginning of the end of 
the war on drugs. There is a line here 
that delineates a success and the begin-
ning of a failed policy. It could not be 
more graphic than this chart displays. 

I will show some even more telling 
graphic descriptions of what has taken 
place in just a few minutes. But, again, 
the leadership was lost. The oppor-
tunity was lost. 

What is interesting if we come back 
and look at this, the Democrats con-
trolled the House, the United States 
Senate, and the White House in this pe-
riod. They very purposely dismantled 
all of the war on drugs in a number of 
areas, and I will point each of them 
out.

But my colleagues can see, up until 
when the Republicans took over the 
House and the Senate in 1995 here, 1996 
my colleagues see the first leveling off. 
We have seen that, under the leader-
ship provided first by Mr. Zeliff, who 
lead the House effort to begin to re-
start the war on drugs, and then 
Speaker Hastert who was Chairman of 
the Subcommittee on National Secu-
rity, Veterans Affairs and Inter-
national Affairs. I served with the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HASTERT) at 
that time. 

We see this leveling off on the begin-
ning of a decline with, again, the Re-
publicans taking over the issue and 
providing the leadership and trying to 
get a war on drugs restarted. There is 
no question, again, but this multi-
faceted effort of eradication, interdic-
tion, tough enforcement, and also edu-
cation and treatment, and I will talk 
about the education program, too, that 
we have started, which is unprece-
dented, all of these things have made a 
difference in a restart. This is in a 
shutdown.

So anyone who tells my colleagues 
that we have had a war on drugs, please 
tell them that it stopped in 1993 with 
the Clinton-Gore administration. 

Now, that chart is interesting to 
show what has happened among our 
young people. This chart is labeled 
International Spending. I brought this 
chart out tonight because it graphi-
cally shows again the end of the war on 
drugs in 1992, 1993. 

This is where, again, the Democrats 
took over the House and the Senate 
and the White House. Of course they 
controlled the House before that, but 
they controlled all three bodies. They 
did incredible damage in a very short 
period of time. 

This chart is labeled Federal Spend-
ing: International. Now, this is, this 
goes back to the source country pro-
grams, international programs are 
source country programs; that is, stop-
ping drugs at their source and in the 
fields where they are grown and going 
into the country and working with the 
country in a very cost effective manner 
to stop illegal narcotics. 
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The war on drugs stopped in 1992, 
1993. And if we look at the drug use, the 
chart went up this way as spending on 
international went the other way. So 
the war on drugs, my point is, stopped. 
Again there were not the programs 
that were started in the 1980s under 
President Reagan. And this would be 
the Andean strategies, the inter-
national strategies. 

They cut the money and funding 
going into Colombia, and we will talk 
about the consequences of not assisting 
Colombia and the wrong policy adopt-
ed, the cost-effective programs of put-
ting a few dollars into them. And these 
are actually very few dollars. If we 
look at 1991 and 1992, we are spending 
about $660 million, $650 million, in that 
range of dollars. In a $17 billion drug 
budget, that is a very small amount. 

Actually, if we look at what Clinton 
and GORE did, and again with the con-
trol of this Congress, they reduced 
spending greater than 50 percent. It 
gets down to $290, which is certainly 
less than half of the $633. So they re-
duced spending on international pro-
grams; cut these international pro-
gram’s spending to cost-effectively 
stop illegal narcotics at their source. 
So this is one part of the ending of the 
war on drugs, and exactly how they did 
it.

The next part would be interdiction. 
And first of all, we talked about inter-
national and source country programs 
stopping drugs very cost effectively 
with a few dollars; working with other 
countries and stopping them at their 
source. Our next opportunity to stop il-
legal narcotics is as they leave the 
source country. And we try to get the 
illegal drugs before they even get near 
our border. 

Here again is a very telling chart. 
Again we can see in 1992, 1993, with the 
beginning of the Clinton-Gore adminis-
tration, the interdiction programs. The 
war on drugs. If we want to talk about 
our war on drugs, it ended right in this 
1993 period, just as the international 
programs ended, just as involvement in 
interdicting drugs at their source 
ended. Now, they cut the money, and 
that did a tremendous amount of dam-

age. Because what it did was it allowed 
drugs to come from the source to our 
borders.

We had previously been using the 
military, the Coast Guard, other assets 
that we have out there anyway in-
volved in stopping drugs before they 
reach our borders in a cost-effective 
manner. What was even more dam-
aging, not only did the Democratic- 
controlled Congress and the White 
House do this damage in stopping the 
war on drugs, but they did even more 
damage. They adopted policies which 
have caused incredible damage. And 
there is no other way to describe it. 

One of the policies they adopted, for 
example, was to stop information-shar-
ing to our South American allies who 
were working with us, Colombia, Peru, 
and Bolivia. And the United States has 
great capabilities, with U2, with sur-
veillance, with forward-operating loca-
tions, to obtain information. We can 
tell when a plane takes off. We can 
track trackers on the ground. We can 
really get incredible amounts of intel-
ligence and information about what is 
going on with illegal narcotics. 

Well, one of the first shutdowns as 
far as policy in this war on drugs, and 
this is funding, closing down finan-
cially the war on drugs, was sharing 
that information with these countries. 
So we stopped some of that informa-
tion sharing. We also stopped informa-
tion that allowed these countries to 
identify these aircraft, warn these air-
craft as they took off from these clan-
destine strips; and then these coun-
tries, some of them, adopted shootdown 
policies. They were to identify them-
selves. If they did not identify them-
selves, they were given warnings, warn-
ing shots were fired, and, finally, they 
were shot down. 

Of course, with the Clinton-Gore ad-
ministration, we destroyed the first 
part of the policy and then the second 
part of the policy. And just in Colom-
bia in the last year have we begun to 
restore that effort. So when someone 
says that the war on drugs is a failure, 
the war on drugs was a success, and it 
started in the 1980s under Ronald 
Reagan and it went through George 
Bush. The shutdown on the war on 
drugs took place in 1992, 1993. The fi-
nancial reports identify this. The 
charts, as far as drug use among our 
children, identify this. 

This administration also destroyed 
what was known as the drug czar’s of-
fice in dramatically cutting 80 percent 
of the staffing. Not only did they gut 
the drug czar’s office, again closing 
down the war on drugs, but they ap-
pointed an individual by the name of 
Joycelyn Elders as the chief health of-
ficer of the United States. Not much 
more damage in the policy that I de-
scribed, closing down on the war on 
drugs, could be done then to hire as a 
chief health officer for the country an 
individual who told our young people 
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‘‘just say maybe’’ to illegal drug use. 
Eventually, the individual was re-
placed, but a tremendous amount of 
damage was done. 

And the damage, again, is right here. 
This is not a chart I just pulled out of 
a hat. We can see Joycelyn Elders, the 
close-down on the war on drugs, just 
say maybe, and the skyrocketing of il-
legal narcotics use among our teen-
agers. So, again, to people who say 
that the war on drugs has been a fail-
ure, I say there had been a war on 
drugs until 1993. Not only have we had 
a liberal approach from this adminis-
tration on the subject of illegal nar-
cotics, a total lack of national leader-
ship, a close-down of the major prob-
lems, taking the military out of the 
war on drugs, stopping the cost-effec-
tive source country programs, if that 
was not enough damage in all of those 
ways; but they also had allies in this 
war on drugs. 

I hear so many people say, well, let 
us legalize drugs. It does not matter. 
Let kids smoke dope; let people use 
heroin, have needle exchanges. We need 
to be more liberal, more tolerant. Ev-
erybody does it. A third of Americans 
have used some kind of illegal nar-
cotics at some time. Just go ahead and 
do it. If it feels good, do it. This liberal 
policy has caused this situation that 
we are in now, with my area experi-
encing 52 heroin deaths this past week-
end. I just cited three more drug 
overdoses, two heroin, one cocaine. We 
have epidemic methamphetamine use. 

We had 14,000 Americans who died 
last year in drug-related deaths, and 
thousands and thousands more, as I 
pointed out just from a couple exam-
ples tonight, who have met their 
maker as a result of murder, mayhem, 
or whatever, committed under the in-
fluence of illegal narcotics. That alone 
is one reason to continue this effort. 

But let me tell my colleagues the vi-
sion of America under this liberal pol-
icy of if it feels good, do it, and drugs 
are no harm, and needle exchange pro-
grams, and we have to make everybody 
happy on drugs. This weekend my wife 
and I had an opportunity to visit Balti-
more. The ranking member, when I 
chaired the Subcommittee on Civil 
Service, is a fine gentleman, the gen-
tleman from Maryland, (Mr. 
CUMMINGS), who represents Baltimore. 
I have had many discussions with him 
about his community. I really was im-
pressed by Baltimore and the people 
that I saw when I was there Saturday. 
A wonderful community. It seems vi-
brant on the surface, but that does not 
tell all of the story. I have heard some 
of the problems described by the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS)
and the great empathy he has for his 
city. But Baltimore is a city, and for-
tunately the mayor, whose name is 
Schmoke, is leaving, but he adopted a 
liberal policy towards illegal narcotics. 

This particular little chart was pro-
vided to me by a former United States 

drug enforcement administrator, Tom 
Constantine. He made this in a presen-
tation to our subcommittee, my Sub-
committee on Criminal Justice, Drug 
Policy and Human Resources. It is a 
very telling story about liberalization 
of illegal narcotics. And, again, it can 
set the stage for what can happen in 
countless other cities as they look to-
wards liberalization and our country 
looks towards liberalization of illegal 
narcotics.

In 1950, the population of Baltimore 
was 949,000. In 1996, the population 
dropped to about two-thirds of that, to 
675,000. In 1950, there were 300 heroin 
addicts in Baltimore, and that was one 
heroin addict per 3,100 individuals in 
that community. In 1996, there are 
38,985 heroin addicts with a population 
of 675,000, or one out of 17. Now, this is 
the figure that Mr. Constantine showed 
and gave us. The gentleman from 
Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS) has told me 
that he believes the figure is closer to 
60,000 heroin addicts. 

I have a news report from Time mag-
azine of just last week, the beginning 
of September here, and let me read 
from that about the liberal approach, 
the liberal policy and what it can do, 
what it has done for Baltimore and 
what it can do for the rest of America: 

‘‘Maryland’s largest city seems to 
have more razor wire and abandoned 
buildings than Kosovo. Meanwhile, the 
prevalence of open-air drug dealing has 
made ‘no lotering’ signs as common as 
stop signs. Baltimore, which has a pop-
ulation now of 630,000,’’ it shrunk 
again, ‘‘has sunk under the depressing 
triple crown of urban degradation: mid-
dle income residents are fleeing at a 
rate of 1,000 a month; the murder rate 
has been more than three times as high 
as New York City’s; and 1 out of every 
10 citizens,’’ there is the latest we have 
from 1999, ‘‘is a drug addict.’’ 

This Time article from just a week 
ago says: ‘‘Government officials dis-
pute the last claim of 1 out of 10 citi-
zens in Baltimore being a drug addict. 
It is more like,’’ and I am quoting, ‘‘it 
is more like 1 in 8, says veteran city 
councilman Rikki Spector, and we’ve 
probably lost count.’’ 

This is a city that adopted a liberal 
narcotics policy, needle exchange, do it 
if it feels good. And if the results are 
not evident, I do not know what can be. 
Again, the toll in human tragedy in 
Baltimore is incredible. In 1950, there 
were 81 murders in the City of Balti-
more with a population of nearly a mil-
lion people. 
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In 1997, there were 312 murders in 
Baltimore. And again the estimates of 
drug users in that city are now one in 
eight by the estimate of one of their 
council members. This is again the pat-
tern that people say we should go to-
ward. The liberal policy to allow illegal 
narcotics and needle exchanges really 

promotes addiction and treatment. And 
again the social costs, the economic 
costs of this has to be dramatic but it 
could be if we tried hard enough re-
peated throughout the United States. 

By contrast, we have the city of New 
York. In the 1980s, when I was a staffer 
for Senator Hawkins, I had an oppor-
tunity to work with an individual who 
is the Associate Attorney General of 
the United States. He was not well- 
known at that time. He was from New 
York. It was a fellow by the name of 
Rudy Giuliani. I remember sitting 
down many times with Rudy Giuliani, 
in fact flying to Florida with him. 

Florida, as my colleagues may recall, 
in the 1980s had a terrible problem with 
illegal narcotics, which President 
Reagan and President Bush dealt with 
and developed policies toward. And the 
individual who helped develop some of 
those policies was the Associate Attor-
ney General of the United States, Rudy 
Giuliani.

He was tough on illegal narcotics and 
crime in the early 1980s. He helped de-
velop policies that changed the direc-
tion of crime and illegal drugs during 
the Reagan administration. And again 
you saw the dramatic figures, the de-
cline in drug use and abuse among our 
young people. 

Rudy Guiliani, of course we all know, 
went on to be mayor of New York. As 
opposed to the Baltimore model, which 
was liberal, providing again almost ac-
commodation to illegal drug use, the 
mayor of New York City, who was 
elected in recent history here, and we 
have got an entire history of the mur-
der rate of New York City, but with the 
election of Rudy Guiliani, this graphi-
cally shows the decline in the city’s 
murder rate. 

And we will just take from 1990 to 
1992, they were averaging about 2000 
murders. Through a zero tolerance pol-
icy, through a tough enforcement pol-
icy, through again a conservative ap-
proach as opposed to the Baltimore lib-
eral approach, we have seen in that pe-
riod of time dramatic decreases. The 
murder rate in New York dropped dra-
matically. The number of murders 
dropped from an average of 2,000 now 
down to the 600 level. 

In a dramatic reversal of crime, drug 
use, and in this instance murder, I do 
not think we could have a more graph-
ic display of how a zero tolerance, 
tough enforcement, and I will also say 
alternative program, some of which we 
have looked at that New York has 
adopted more effective programs in 
treatment, giving those who are found 
with an offense the opportunity and ac-
cess to treatment and other programs 
that we examined that are very effec-
tive. But it all starts from a conserv-
ative and tough enforcement policy as 
opposed to the Baltimore model. 
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So again we find this pattern re-

peated in the United States in jurisdic-
tions where they have a tough zero tol-
erance policy, and we find the Balti-
more model repeated, in fact, where we 
have a liberal policy. 

In addition to talking about what 
took place with the Clinton-Gore Ad-
ministration and the ending of the war 
on drugs and with the election of this 
President and Vice President, it is im-
portant that we not only look at suc-
cesses and failures as far as our com-
munities but what has taken place in 
the larger picture. 

Right now, as I pointed out, visiting 
the United States is a close ally of the 
United States, president of Colombia, 
President Andres Pastrana. He is here 
asking assistance, and the reason he is 
here asking for assistance is because of 
the failed drug policy and foreign pol-
icy of this administration. 

I pointed out the dramatic decreases 
in source country programs under the 
Clinton Administration. Let me put 
that chart back up if I can. Again, the 
most effective way to stop illegal nar-
cotics, if possible, is to stop them at 
their source. 

This administration and again this 
chart shows that this dramatically 
cuts spending in international or 
source country programs. No country 
suffered more as a result of those cuts 
and that policy than the country of Co-
lombia. Colombia is an international 
disaster zone. The statistics on Colom-
bia make Kosovo look like a kinder-
garten operation. 

Just in 1 year over 300,000 people were 
dislocated. Over a million have been 
dislocated from their homes in Colom-
bia. The tragedy and total in deaths in 
Colombia is incredible. Over 40,000 indi-
viduals have been slaughtered in the 
civil war there just in the last decade. 
That includes 4,700 National Police, 
hundreds and hundreds of members of 
Congress, judges, Supreme Court mem-
bers, journalists, prominent individuals 
who have spoken out have been slaugh-
tered in Colombia. 

Colombia could be a very remote 
problem for the United States if it did 
not have as a result of the conflict 
some serious consequences to our Na-
tion.

First of all, as far as international 
security and strategic location, Colom-
bia is at the heart and center of the 
Americas. A disruption in Colombia is 
a disruption in this hemisphere. Colom-
bia was one of the most thriving econo-
mies of South America until the narco- 
terrorists or guerilla Marxist forces 
began their insurgency against the le-
gitimately elected Government of Co-
lombia and began the slaughter, which 
is now spreading even beyond the bor-
ders of Colombia. It is disrupted again 
not only with tens of thousands of 
deaths in Colombia, but the entire re-
gion has the potential for destabilizing 
Central America. Now some of the 

Marxist narco-terrorist guerillas are 
intruding further into Panama. Pan-
ama is at risk because the United 
States, as we know, has been kicked 
out of the canal zone. And that action 
will be complete in just a few more 
months.

All of our drug forward operations 
closed down May 1. All flights ended 
there. We have lost access to the naval 
ports and those went out on legitimate 
tenders and now Chinese interests con-
trol both of the ports in Panama. But 
one of the greatest threats to Panama 
now is the disruption in Colombia. So 
we have a disruption in our normal ac-
cess to the canal and that strategic 
area of the hemisphere. 

Additionally, we have the disruption 
of Colombia, which Colombia and that 
region supplies about 20 percent of the 
United States’ daily oil supply. So 
from a strategic mineral and strategic 
resource to the United States as far as 
military accesses also in the war on il-
legal narcotics, Colombia is now a dis-
aster zone. 

How did we get into the mess in Co-
lombia? That is an interesting history. 
Again in 1992, 1993, in closing down the 
war on drugs, one of the first victims of 
the Clinton-Gore Administration was 
Colombia. This administration, first of 
all, decertified Colombia in the war on 
drugs.

Now, Colombia may have deserved 
decertification, but having been in-
volved in the development of that law, 
the law is a simple law. It says that the 
State Department and the President 
will certify each year to Congress what 
countries are cooperating with the 
United States to stop the production 
and trafficking of illegal narcotics, a 
simple law. And if a country is decerti-
fied it is not eligible for foreign aid for 
trade and financial benefits, again a 
simple law linking their cooperation in 
the war on illegal drugs to our United 
States benefits, benefits of this govern-
ment.

Having helped draft that law in the 
1980s again when Ronald Reagan was 
president, it was a good law that 
helped tie our aid and our efforts to 
these countries and ask them for their 
assistance in combatting illegal nar-
cotics, again in return for specific ben-
efits.

The law was developed with a na-
tional interest waiver provision that 
the President of the United States 
could have used to make certain that 
Colombia got the assistance it needed 
to continue combatting illegal nar-
cotics. Unfortunately, President Clin-
ton, through bad foreign policy and a 
bad interpretation of the certification 
law, decertified Colombia without a na-
tional interest waiver. And what we 
saw was the beginning of the end of Co-
lombia as we know it. 

The disruption in that country went 
from a horrible situation to the cur-
rent situation which may not be re-

pairable. The failure to provide a few 
dollars then in strategic assistance is 
now bringing the United States on the 
verge of tremendous financial commit-
ment requested by this administration 
to help bring stability to Colombia and 
that region. 

We are now talking the latest figure 
we had when General McCaffrey ap-
peared before my subcommittee prob-
ably talking close to $1 billion in for-
eign assistance being requested. 

But that is only the tip of the ice-
berg. Again, I have described tonight 
how we have not had a war on drugs, 
how we closed down the war on drugs. 
And no place has had a more direct im-
pact as far as a failed policy or a clos-
ing down on the war on drugs than Co-
lombia. Again, aid was cut off through 
a policy. 

Also, as I mentioned, the strategic 
information that was provided to Co-
lombia under the prior administrations 
in combatting illegal narcotics and 
even in combatting narco-terrorism 
and terrorist acts was withheld from 
Colombia.

Colombia, in 1992–1993, produced al-
most zero cocaine. It actually was a 
transit country. It was a country that 
processed from the coca from Peru and 
Bolivia, and that cocaine came into 
Florida and the United States in the 
1980’s.

In fact, let me put that little chart 
that shows the trafficking pattern 
from Colombia in the early 1990s. 
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Again cocaine was not grown, coca 
was not grown in Colombia before the 
1990’s in any quantities. It all came 
from Peru and Bolivia. 

The policy of the Clinton-Gore ad-
ministration managed to change that 
since 1993, and we have reports now in 
the last year. Colombia is now the larg-
est producer of cocaine in the world. 
That, again, is a direct link to a policy 
of stopping assistance, resources, 
equipment getting to Colombia during 
this period. 

In 1992 to 1993, Colombia produced al-
most zero poppies or the base product 
for heroin. The Clinton-Gore adminis-
tration in, again, closing down the war 
on drugs and stopping the aid and as-
sistance to Colombia has turned, in 6 
or 7 years, Colombia into the largest 
source of heroin now in the United 
States.

Remember, in 1992 to 1993 there are 
almost no poppies or heroin produced 
in that country. Clinton-Gore adminis-
tration stopped the aid, the assistance. 
That is why President Pastrana is here 
asking for that to be restarted. 

The source of heroin, we know from 
this 1997 signature program; heroin can 
be traced just like DNA can trace a 
source through blood. We can trace 
through this heroin signature program 
the source almost to the fields where 
the heroin is grown. In 1997, 75 percent 
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of the heroin entering the United 
States came from South America, al-
most all of that from Colombia. There 
is some Mexican, another 14 percent; 
and Mexico was also off the charts in 
1992 to 1993. Almost all of the heroin 
was coming in through southeast Asia. 

So in 6 or 7 years through a failed 
policy of this administration, we have 
managed to turn Colombia into the 
biggest producer of cocaine, the biggest 
producer of heroin, into an inter-
national disaster zone, 30 to 40,000 peo-
ple killed, 5,000 police, complete disrup-
tion of the region, a million refugees in 
our own backyard; and this was done 
again through very direct policy deci-
sions of the United States. 

The cost, as we will see this week as 
President Pastrana meets with myself, 
with President Clinton, with other 
leaders in Washington, the initial price 
tag that we have been given is a billion 
dollars. In addition, we have been given 
a price tag; we will probably spend an-
other fifth of a billion on replacing 
Panama, our forward-operating loca-
tions which we got kicked out of after 
our negotiators failed to come up with 
allowing our forward-surveillance drug 
flights to continue from that Howard 
Air Force base in Panama. So we are 
up to 1.2 billion to move, again 200 mil-
lion probably, to move from Panama to 
Manta, Ecuador, and to the Curacao 
and Aruba stations in the Antilles re-
gion.

The cost of these failed policies con-
tinues to mount. We are left as a Con-
gress with no other alternative but to 
probably pick up the pieces, try to put 
Humpty Dumpty back together again. 

But the point of my special order to-
night has been that indeed there are di-
rect consequences when you close down 
a war on drugs. Since 1993 with the 
Clinton-Gore administration there has 
not been a war on drugs. The source 
country programs have been cut. The 
interdiction programs using the mili-
tary, the Coast Guard, other assets 
have been cut. The aid that was prom-
ised to Colombia repeatedly, not only 
after Congress begged the administra-
tion and approved funding for equip-
ment and resources to go down to Co-
lombia to fight the war on illegal nar-
cotics and the narco-terrorists’ disrup-
tion of that region, the equipment, the 
resources did not get there. 

All of these actions, all of these 
failed policies have consequences. The 
price tag is now, as I said, 1.2 billion 
and mounting. We hope to hear from 
President Pastrana this week on his 
initiatives. He has taken some very 
strong initiatives to develop an anti- 
narcotics force. 50 U.S. personnel have 
been training that force; but he does 
need the equipment. The equipment sat 
on tarmacs here until just recently. 
Six Huey helicopters were finally deliv-
ered. Then to add insult to injury, 
when they were delivered, they were 
not delivered with all the equipment 
that made them usable in this effort. 

We have heard repeatedly in the 
media that Colombia is now our third 
largest recipient of aid. The Congress, 
in fact, appropriated $287 million under 
the leadership of the gentleman from 
Illinois (Mr. HASTERT), who is now the 
Speaker of the House, who was chair-
man of the drug policy subcommittee 
that was then titled National Security 
and International Affairs. I inherited 
that responsibility. It is now Criminal 
Justice and Drug Policy. He started 
really the restart of the war on drugs 
with those funds. 

What is absolutely amazing, in 
checking, most of that $287 million 
still has not gotten to Colombia, and 
they are knocking at our door for more 
funds.

We do have a responsibility as a Con-
gress to carefully review why the ad-
ministration has not gotten the re-
sources, why the policies of this admin-
istration have blocked equipment, re-
sources, assistance to Colombia, how 
we have gotten ourselves into this 
international pickle. It would almost 
seem humorous if it did not have such 
incredibly damaging effects, and as I 
started out tonight speaking, the 
deaths in my hometown where a 12- 
year-old found his father dead from a 
heroin overdose, where another woman 
was found, a young woman in Orlando, 
dead of an overdose of cocaine. 

Most people do not even realize the 
problem that we face with the heroin 
and the cocaine coming into the United 
States today. Ten to 15 years ago that 
heroin, that cocaine had a very low pu-
rity. Today it is deadly, 80 to 90 per-
cent. It provides death and destruction. 
We must turn this situation around. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Ms. MCKINNEY (at the request of Mr. 
GEPHARDT) for today on account of offi-
cial business. 

Mrs. FOWLER (at the request of Mr. 
ARMEY) for today on account of a fam-
ily medical emergency. 

Mr. SCARBOROUGH (at the request of 
Mr. ARMEY) for today and the balance 
of the week on account of medical rea-
sons.

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. MCNULTY) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex-
traneous material:) 

Mr. MCINTYRE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, for 5 

minutes, today. 
Mr. ETHERIDGE, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. ROTHMAN, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. SISISKY, for 5 minutes, today. 

Mr. HOLT, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

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

Mrs. BIGGERT, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes, 

today, September 22, and September 28. 
Mr. EHRLICH, for 5 minutes, Sep-

tember 22. 
Mr. SCHAFFER, for 5 minutes, today. 

f 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee 
on House Administration, reported 
that that committee had examined and 
found truly enrolled bills of the House 
of the following titles, which were 
thereupon signed by the Speaker: 

H.R. 2490. An act making appropriations 
for the Treasury Department, the United 
States Postal Service, the Executive Office 
of the President, and certain Independent 
Agencies, for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2000, and for other purposes. 

H.R. 2587. An act making appropriations 
for the government of the District of Colum-
bia and other activities chargeable in whole 
or in part against revenues of said District 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 2000, 
and for other purposes. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 9 o’clock and 54 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Wednesday, September 22, 
1999, at 10 a.m. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC.

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

4263. A letter from the Administrator, 
Food Safety and Inspection Service, Depart-
ment of Agriculture, transmitting the De-
partment’s final rule—Use of Soy Protein 
Concentrate, Modified Food Starch, and Car-
rageenan as Binders in Certain Meat Prod-
ucts [Docket No. 94–015N] (RIN: 0583–AB82) 
received August 20, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

4264. A letter from the Administrator, 
Food and Consumer Service, Department of 
Agriculture, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule—Food Stamp Program: Electronic 
Benefit Transfer Benefit Adjustments [Amdt 
No. 378] (RIN: 0584–AC61) received September 
14, 1999, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to 
the Committee on Agriculture. 

4265. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health 
Inspection Service, USDA, Department of 
Agriculture, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule—High-Temperature Forced-Air 
Treatments for Citrus [Docket No. 96–069–4] 
received September 7, 1999, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

4266. A letter from the Administrator, 
Farm Service Agency, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final 
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