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But what we have now at the end of 

this session is a confusing and con-
voluted process. The gentleman from 
South Carolina (Mr. SPRATT) has re-
ferred to this directed scoring. All in 
the world that means is the Congress 
tells people who are supposed to be 
neutral, fair scorekeepers, tells them 
how to cook the books. Surely that is 
not what this budget process had in 
mind, the architects of this process. 

Then all this emergency spending 
that is not really emergencies, and 
then this 1 percent across-the-board 
cut, which is out there I suppose for 
show, but, as the gentleman says, does 
not even come close to doing what the 
Republican majority has said that they 
intend to do. 

So I do not know quite how we are 
going to resolve this congressional ses-
sion; but I do know that we need to 
come together, we need to be honest 
with one another and with the Amer-
ican people, and we need heretofore to 
abide by the rules of the budget process 
and never again go through this kind of 
deceptive and convoluted end-of-ses-
sion budget game. 

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, I would like to see 
us start as we push toward conclusion 
by at least being honest with the 
American people. Maybe they will 
agree with our side; maybe they will 
agree with that side, but we owe it to 
the people we are here to represent to 
at least be square with them, tell it 
like it is, and that is why I believe 
these budget gimmicks, two sets of 
books, emergency funding declara-
tions, claiming you have not spent So-
cial Security when you have spent So-
cial Security, does such a terrible in-
justice to our efforts to try and resolve 
the differences and end this session. 

Clearly, it is in nobody’s interest to 
be lurching along from continuing res-
olution to continuing resolution. I 
think as we do that, we even raise the 
prospects of another Federal shutdown, 
something one of the speakers from the 
majority alleged tonight was not all 
that bad a result. Well, I surely would 
hope we would not go there and we 
would end this on budget numbers. 

As we conclude this special order, I 
yield to the gentleman from South 
Carolina for any concluding remarks 
he might have. 

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for calling this special 
order. 

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, I very 
much appreciate the gentleman bring-
ing his expertise to the floor. It is a 
late hour here on the floor of the House 
of Representatives. I thank both gen-
tlemen so much for the contributions 
each has made. 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 2389, COUNTY SCHOOLS 
FUNDING REVITALIZATION ACT 
OF 1999 

Mr. SESSIONS, from the Committee 
on Rules (during the special order of 
Mr. POMEROY), submitted a privileged 
report (Rept. No. 106–437) on the resolu-
tion (H. Res. 352) providing for consid-
eration of the bill (H.R. 2389) to restore 
stability and predictability to the an-
nual payments made to States and 
counties containing National Forest 
System lands and public domain lands 
managed by the Bureau of Land Man-
agement for use by the counties for the 
benefit of public schools, roads, and 
other purposes, which was referred to 
the House Calendar and ordered to be 
printed.

f 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
MOTIONS TO SUSPEND THE 
RULES 

Mr. SESSIONS, from the Committee 
on Rules (during the special order of 
Mr. POMEROY), submitted a privileged 
report (Rept. No. 106–438) on the resolu-
tion (H. Res. 353) providing for consid-
eration of motions to suspend the 
rules, which was referred to the House 
Calendar and ordered to be printed. 

f 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 3194, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2000 

Mr. SESSIONS, from the Committee 
on Rules (during the special order of 
Mr. POMEROY), submitted a privileged 
report (Rept. No. 106–439) on the resolu-
tion (H. Res. 354) providing for consid-
eration of the bill (H.R. 3194) making 
appropriations for the government of 
the District of Columbia and other ac-
tivities chargeable in whole or in part 
against revenues of said District for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2000, and for other purposes, which was 
referred to the House Calendar and or-
dered to be printed. 

f 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION WAIVING 
POINTS OF ORDER AGAINST CON-
FERENCE REPORT ON S. 900, FI-
NANCIAL SERVICES MODERNIZA-
TION ACT 

Mr. SESSIONS, from the Committee 
on Rules (during the special order of 
Mr. POMEROY), submitted a privileged 
report (Rept. No. 106–440) on the resolu-
tion (H. Res. 355) waiving points of 
order against the conference report to 
accompany the Senate bill (S. 900) to 
enhance competition in the financial 
services industry by providing a pru-
dential framework for the affiliation of 
banks, securities firms, insurance com-
panies, and other financial service pro-

viders, and for other purposes, which 
was referred to the House Calendar and 
ordered to be printed.

f 

b 2130 

ILLEGAL NARCOTICS AND AMER-
ICA’S NATIONAL DRUG CONTROL 
POLICY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
RILEY). Under the Speaker’s announced 
policy of January 6, 1999, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MICA) is rec-
ognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, it is good to 
come to the floor again tonight to talk 
about a subject which I try to address 
the House on each Tuesday, if possible, 
but at least once a week, to come be-
fore the forefront of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the American people 
what I have as a congressional respon-
sibility, and that is the issue of illegal 
narcotics and our national drug control 
policy. 

In this session of Congress, I have 
been responsible as chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Criminal Justice, 
Drug Policy, and Human Resources for 
helping to bring together a coherent 
national drug policy, and also carry 
forward a program started by the new 
majority to restart the war on drugs. 

I will talk about what has happened 
with the so-called war on drugs in my 
remarks tonight. I will try to review a 
little bit of some of the current con-
troversy concerning the war on drugs, 
and how to attack the problem of ille-
gal narcotics and drugs, and then to 
trace some of the history and problems 
we were not able to get into last week, 
particularly on how we got ourselves 
into this situation with Colombia and 
the current situation with Panama 
that has made the news with many of 
our operations being closed down there, 
not only from a military standpoint, 
but also from the standpoint of trying 
to curtail illegal narcotics from their 
source from Panama as a forward oper-
ating location. 

Tonight I feel a little bit caught be-
tween the left and the right on the 
issue of illegal narcotics. I took over 
the chairmanship and responsibility of 
trying to develop a policy that would 
be more effective, and inherited that 
responsibility, as I said before, from 
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. 
HASTERT), who is now the Speaker of 
the House, who did a tremendous job in 
restarting our national effort to com-
bat illegal narcotics. 

I took on this responsibility without 
a whole lot of preconceived notions, 
but again, a philosophy that is prob-
ably on the tough side of the agenda in 
dealing with illegal narcotics. But I 
found myself again this week sort of 
attacked a little bit from the right and 
a little bit from the left on the issue, 
both by some national columnists and 
some local columnists. 
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We have done our best to provide an 

open, honest forum in our sub-
committee hearings to intelligently 
discuss the options at hand and look at 
things that we have done in the past 
relating to illegal narcotics and our ap-
proach, and see what went wrong and 
how we go forward, because this prob-
lem does have an incredible social cost. 

As I have said, it is not just dollars 
and cents, but there is a human cost in 
tragedies across this Nation. There are 
hundreds of thousands of people, nearly 
2 million Americans, in jail, and some 
70 or 80 percent of them are there be-
cause of illegal narcotics crime activi-
ties. There have been 15,200-plus 
deaths, up almost 8 percent over the 
previous year, drug-induced deaths. 

The social cost is estimated at a 
quarter of a trillion dollars, a tremen-
dous social cost in the problem of drug 
abuse and illegal narcotics, and then 
the cost to our judicial system, our 
health care system, our economic sys-
tem, with lost unemployment, not to 
mention lost opportunities for so many 
Americans. 

But as I said, I am trapped a little bit 
tonight between the right and left. 
Some are saying that we have to learn 
to live with drugs, such as Ethan 
Nadelmann, who wrote this story 
which actually appears today in the 
Washington Post, I think it is a na-
tional column. 

Mr. Nadelmann is director of the 
Lindesmith Center, a drug policy insti-
tute with offices in New York and Chi-
cago. I am told he is funded by Mr. 
Soros and some others who have advo-
cated a little bit more liberal drug pol-
icy approach. 

He does attack the current approach 
to illegal narcotics, and he says in his 
article, ‘‘Let’s start by dropping the 
‘zero tolerance’ rhetoric and policies 
and the illusionary goal of drug-free so-
cieties.’’ 

I think we have only to look at com-
paring, and I have done this before, a 
zero tolerance tough enforcement ap-
proach versus a more liberal approach, 
laissez-faire, towards illegal narcotics. 
We have good examples in the United 
States, and I have cited them before. 

One, of course, is Baltimore. I have 
had this chart up several times before. 
Baltimore adopted sometime ago a 
very laissez-faire, liberal drug ap-
proach, much as has been advocated by 
the administration in this budget bat-
tle that we have had in the past few 
weeks in funding the District of Colum-
bia, one of the 13 appropriations meas-
ures we must pass to fund the govern-
ment, and a Federal responsibility. 

But tucked in within that legislation 
to fund the government were provi-
sions to liberalize needle exchange, to 
liberalize some of the approaches to 
marijuana, and a more liberal approach 
towards what are now illegal narcotics. 

We cite, again, a great example of 
Baltimore, which in 1996 had almost 

39,000 drug addicts. This is the liberal 
approach. Now, they have gone from 
39,000 in 1996 to somewhere in the range 
of 60,000 today. So today we have one in 
10, and a city council person whom I 
have quoted before from Baltimore on 
the city council there has estimated 
that the real figures may be closer to 
one in eight. 

If we took this model, and we have a 
population of the United States we will 
say rounded off to 270 million, 280 mil-
lion people, and if we had one in 10, our 
Nation, using this model, would have 
some 27 million to 28 million people ad-
dicted to drugs. 

Not only do we have the problem of 
drug addiction, we have the continual 
problem of death and other incredible 
costs, social costs. Baltimore is one of 
the few major cities that did not have 
a reduction in deaths. In fact, it re-
mained the same from 1997, and in 1998 
the figures were 312 deaths in the city, 
for a liberal policy. So we had a huge 
increase in addiction with the liberal-
ization. This is an example of that lib-
eral policy. 

The zero tolerance policy, which is 
bashed in Mr. Nadelmann’s column 
today advocating, again, dropping this 
zero tolerance rhetoric, zero tolerance, 
Rudy Giuliani, the mayor of New York, 
has employed that, and it has worked 
very well. We have gone from over 2,200 
deaths to 629 deaths. Again, think of 
Baltimore, which has a small popu-
lation, 600,000, and 15 times that popu-
lation in New York City, and half the 
deaths in Baltimore, 312 in one year 
versus 629 for a city of a multi-million 
population. This is the zero tolerance 
policy Mr. Nadelmann would like us to 
drop in his article today on the liberal 
side. 

I think this is part of the flaw of his 
reasoning on this. Again, we have some 
pretty hard evidence here. He goes on, 
and I would like to also cite his article 
in today’s Washington Post. 

He says,
With some foresight today, drug policy-

makers might finally grasp that their relent-
less efforts to eradicate coca crops have lit-
tle impact on availability, price, or use of 
cocaine anywhere in the world.

This is his statement today, Novem-
ber 2. 

I just wanted to share with my col-
leagues and the American people the 
latest information I have today. This 
chart actually was provided to me this 
afternoon by the vice president of Bo-
livia, who was visiting Washington. He 
met with me this afternoon. He pre-
sented this chart, again, the same day 
this article appears. He says, ‘‘. . . the 
policymakers might finally grasp their 
relentless efforts to eradicate coca 
crops have little impact on the avail-
ability.’’ 

Well, here is a project that the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. HASTERT) 
started several years ago when the Re-
publicans gained control of the major-

ity. As we can see in the early nineties, 
we saw some decrease. This is under 
the Bush administration, the end of the 
Bush administration. We see the begin-
ning of the Clinton administration, 
where we see the increase in coca cul-
tivation. 

What happened here is that the inter-
national programs were cut by the 
Democrat majority. Now, they had a 
complete majority to do basically any-
thing they wanted to in the House of 
Representatives and in the Senate, and 
President Clinton controlled the execu-
tive agency, so what they did in fact 
was slash the budgets for the number 
one responsibility, which was stopping 
the production at their source, the 
most cost-effective. So we saw an in-
crease in production in the Clinton 
years, 1993 over here to where the Re-
publicans take over in 1995. 

It took us from 1995 to 1996 really to 
get in place a very cost-effective pro-
gram. I asked the vice president, how 
much American money would you esti-
mate that has gone into coca eradi-
cation and alternative crop programs? 
And it is about $30 or $40 million over 
the past several years. 

So with very few dollars out of $17.8 
billion, $30 or $40 million in several 
years, and again, if we go back to what 
happened in the Bush administration, 
we could trace this back to the Reagan 
administration, in very few years we 
have cut, for almost no money in com-
parison to what we are spending these 
huge amounts on for other efforts, we 
have cut coca cultivation. 

Again, Mr. Nadelmann is wrong. His 
facts are wrong. The production in just 
Bolivia is cut some 50 percent in 2 or 3 
years, and we have a program working 
with them now with very few dollars to 
eradicate the production. 

Now, if I put up Peru, Peru and Bo-
livia, they accounted for about 90 per-
cent of all the coca cultivation back in 
the beginning here, in the 1992 area, 
when the Clinton administration took 
over. Bolivia has had a 50 percent re-
duction, Peru has had a 60 percent re-
duction. Both have tough zero toler-
ance policies, and both with a little bit 
of help from their friends, very little 
U.S. money, but a determination for a 
zero tolerance for going after coca cul-
tivation. 

The only chart that we would show 
where there has been an increase in 
cultivation would, of course, be Colom-
bia, where the administration blocked 
assistance, aid, and stopped everything 
for a number of years. We saw that 
soar, until just the last year they have 
awakened to the problem that they 
have created through their policy of 
not stopping drugs at their source. 

Again, we have been able to affect 
this. We have also been able to affect 
the consumption and use of cocaine, 
which has dropped, and again, another 
chart shows the long-term prevalence 
of cocaine use here. We saw in the 
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Reagan administration this levelling 
out, a dropping under Bush, the Bush 
administration, and again, the begin-
ning of an increase when President 
Clinton took over, and now we see a 
drop in 1998 for the first time. We are 
seeing a drop again because of the de-
crease in availability of cocaine, par-
ticularly from Peru and Bolivia, where 
we have been successful. 

However, we have been unsuccessful 
in Colombia, where the administration 
has fought every attempt to get re-
sources and assistance there for the 
past several years, and turned Colom-
bia from a non-producer, it was a tran-
sit and processing country, into a pro-
ducer of cocaine. 

So I think both of these charts dem-
onstrate exactly what has happened 
when you have a tough policy, and 
when you have eradication programs 
that are cost-effective in countries 
such as the Bolivia model here and the 
Peruvian model, which would be very 
similar to what is shown here and pre-
sented by the vice president of Bolivia 
to me today.

b 2145 

So, again, hit from the left by Mr. 
Nadelmann, we do search for the most 
cost effective means to deal with this 
problem. But I think he has missed the 
point, again, based on the facts and in-
formation that we have. 

Then a good friend who is a local col-
umnist, but also a national columnist, 
Charlie Reese, who is well respected 
from the conservative side, last week, 
he gave us a broad side on the nar-
cotics issue. He said, what do prohibi-
tion and drug war have in common, is 
his question. Sure failure. 

One of his comments is, if we ended 
the war on drugs, legalized these drugs, 
and allowed people to buy them by pre-
scription or from carefully licensed and 
regulated dealers, would everyone in 
the United States go to Haites and ev-
eryone become an addict? 

Well, again, I will cite one of the best 
examples we have of a liberal policy, 
which I think will soon be changed 
after this election in Baltimore be-
cause of the devastation that it has 
done in that community. But we have 
seen an addiction problem turn from a 
small problem into an incredible prob-
lem where 1 in 10 are some of our offi-
cial statistics, but 1 in 8, again accord-
ing to elected local official there, are 
now addicts. 

Now, addicts do not come cheap. 
They have a tremendous cost on the 
health system, on society dealing with 
their addiction. I would imagine if we 
compared the cost of dealing with 
someone who is addicted and has an ad-
diction problem and, again, their lost 
productivity, their health problems, 
supporting their addiction, loss to 
their families, and employment, eco-
nomic opportunity, I think we would 
see a very serious charge in cost to so-

ciety. We have seen that with the deg-
radation of the community, both from 
an economic standpoint and from a 
life-style standpoint in Baltimore. 

So I can answer the question for Mr. 
Reese, does everyone become an ad-
dict? No, everyone will not become an 
addict. But 1 in 10 might become sub-
ject to addiction under this liberalized 
policy. 

There are some countries where they 
have tried to liberalize some of the ac-
cess to drugs like marijuana; and I 
would cite here the Netherlands. The 
Netherlands has legalized in small 
quantities, they did try this, mari-
juana. It is sold across the counter in 
limited quantities, as I said. 

In talking with officials recently 
from the Netherlands, we found, first of 
all, they have reduced the amount that 
is available. Secondly, they have not 
only reduced the amount, but they 
have increased the penalties. They 
have gotten tougher on enforcement 
because they found that the liberal ap-
proach did not work. And others that 
took advantage of this situation, they 
found themselves also with higher ad-
diction rates. 

So we have one example of one nar-
cotic, both with tremendous problems, 
and both with trying it and then back-
ing off from it. That is just dealing 
with marijuana. 

Mr. Reese in his article goes on to 
say there is nothing inherently evil in 
morphine, heroin, marijuana, or co-
caine. They each produce certain ef-
fects just as other drugs do. But those 
effects do not cause people to commit 
crimes. 

Here again, I would have to differ 
with my good friend and columnist on 
the conservative side, Mr. Reese. We 
know that these drugs do cause some 
very serious side effects. I try to cite, 
not only the statistics in the drug-in-
duced deaths, some 15,200 we were up to 
last year, the societal costs, which I 
have cited again tonight, but then 
some of the other cases that are not re-
ported. 

We took the case, I believe it was 
Baby Sabrina, where the father alleg-
edly was high on cocaine, according to 
some tapes that were obtained. The 
baby, everyone in Florida and around 
the country was concerned about its 
disappearance, and we find that the 
child may, in fact, have been a victim 
of a parent who was involved with co-
caine. 

The Sheppard case which is so cele-
brated, the anti-gay case in Wyoming 
is another case, if one reads below the 
lines, the individuals involved there 
admit to being high on narcotics and 
alcohol. I am certain that that influ-
enced their action. 

The New Jersey bus driver we cited 
who was under the influence of mari-
juana and some 20-plus people died in 
that bus accident. Plus we have seen 
what crack cocaine and the effects of 

other illegal narcotics have upon peo-
ple. 

So I would have to disagree with Mr. 
Reese that the effects do not cause peo-
ple to commit crime. He says what 
causes the crime is drug prohibition. 
Again, I would have to disagree with 
him. 

Not to mention the tremendous prob-
lem we have with growing illegal nar-
cotics, which is methamphetamine. 
Now methamphetamine is so common 
that it has become epidemic through 
the Midwest and through the West, 
much of it produced, we have found 
through our subcommittee hearings 
and investigations, in Mexico and find-
ing its way into the United States. 

But we find that, in fact, meth-
amphetamine and some other drugs, 
where they have done these brain 
scans, a normal brain as shown here, a 
brain on meth for a short period of 
time, one can already see the change in 
some of the brain activities. The next 
figure here shows meth after some con-
tinued use. It almost patterns the last 
image here which is Parkinson’s dis-
ease. 

So we know that certain illegal nar-
cotics, and that is why they are illegal, 
have very serious damage to the bodies 
and the brain. This is what can happen. 
So we do have this problem in dealing 
with illegal narcotics. 

So I am a little bit hit from the 
right, a little bit hit by the left on the 
issue. We are trying to find out what 
are viable solutions. We have looked at 
the questions of decriminalization, of 
treating some of the drug problem 
more as a health problem. But that has 
very serious cost implications. 

We have also seen that, as we take 
the liberal turn, we have increased ad-
diction. We have a serious problem 
with our treatment programs in that 
very few of them are effective the first 
time around, and sometimes the second 
and third time around, and sometimes 
not at all. 

So we increase the level of addiction. 
We increase the level of potential peo-
ple who cannot be helped and who have 
become wards and charges because of 
their addiction to the State and to the 
Federal Government, of course to com-
munities and families throughout the 
country. 

So we do take a very serious look at 
trying to find alternatives to the cur-
rent way we go after illegal narcotics 
and drug abuse. But, again, nothing 
can be more effective than stopping il-
legal narcotics at their source and 
stopping the production at their source 
and then stopping illegal narcotics be-
fore they get to our borders. Once they 
get to our borders, it is pretty much a 
tough situation for law enforcement. 

One time a DEA agent described this 
to me when I was visiting in South 
America, he said, ‘‘Mr. Mica, this is a 
little bit like having a garden hose and 
having a sprinkler with a 360-degree ra-
dius.’’ He said, ‘‘You can get cans and 
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go out and try to catch all of the sprin-
kles from that 360-degree sprinkler or’’, 
he says, ‘‘you can come up here to the 
hose, and you can choke the water at 
its source, and it stops.’’ 

That is a little bit of what our Fed-
eral responsibility is, with limited 
number of dollars, we try to stop the il-
legal narcotics first at their source; 
and then, as they leave the source, 
once it gets to the streets and into the 
communities and schools, neighbor-
hoods, it is almost impossible for our 
enforcement people to handle. 

But we do find that where we do have 
the zero tolerance policies that we 
have a much better success rate in 
dealing with the problem and stem-
ming addiction, stemming illegal ac-
tivity with again zero tolerance as op-
posed to the liberalized policy which 
has been advocated. 

Now, that brings us to the point that 
I also raise about what has taken 
place. The war on drugs basically was 
closed down in 1993 with the advent of 
the Clinton administration, with the 
advent of a majority in both the House 
and Senate. 

If we look at the areas, again, that I 
have talked about tonight, the inter-
national areas of spending, we see, 
again, the first responsibility and most 
cost effective way to deal with illegal 
narcotics is to stop them at their 
source. 

This chart shows, again, 1991, 1992, in 
the Bush administration, advent of the 
Clinton administration, the cutting of 
international programs. Federal drug 
spending on international programs, 
that is stopping drugs at their source, 
declined 21 percent in 1 year after the 
Clinton administration took office. 
Federal drug spending decreased from 
$660 million in 1992 to $523 million in 
1993. This chart shows exactly what 
took place there. 

Now, this is one key element to stop-
ping drugs at their source. The other 
one, as I said, is the interdiction pro-
gram; and that is, stopping drugs as 
they come from the source. 

The same thing happened. Again, we 
have in the beginning of this chart here 
the expenditures during the end of the 
Bush administration, the beginning of 
the Clinton administration, the Clin-
ton administration, the Republican 
Congress. In interdiction, Federal drug 
spending on interdiction declined 23 
percent 1 year after the Clinton admin-
istration took office. Federal drug 
spending decreased from $1.96 billion in 
1992 to $1.5 billion in 1993. So basically 
we closed down the two primary areas 
of Federal responsibility. 

We cannot have State and local gov-
ernments and other communities real-
ly dealing with these source countries 
or getting drugs stopped at the border. 
That is clearly a Federal responsi-
bility. 

What is interesting is if we took 
these charts and we took drug use, and 

I have had this chart up once before 
that our staff produced, but these are 
exact statistics, again, the Reagan ad-
ministration, it says Reagan adminis-
tration right here, we go into the Bush 
administration, a decline in the preva-
lence of drug use. This is all drugs. 

Then we see the Bush administration 
ending and the Clinton administration, 
the change in policy, the change in 
stopping drugs at their source from 
coming into the country, we saw a 
flood of drugs coming in. We saw the 
end of programs to stop drugs at their 
source. That was a Federal war on 
drugs. That basically ended. We see 
this dramatic increase. 

This chart, again, every American 
and every Member of Congress should 
be aware of, we get to the beginning of 
the Republican administration where 
we have restored money back to the 
1991, 1992 levels, and small amounts of 
money in comparison to an $18 billion 
program. This is maybe 5 percent, 10 
percent of that entire program ex-
pended on a source country and also on 
interdiction.

b 2200 

But this shows, without a doubt, that 
that policy does not work; that we did 
not have a war on drugs; that when we 
have a war on drugs, we see a decline 
and when we do not have one, we see an 
increase. When we have more of a zero 
tolerance policy, the same thing, the 
same pattern occurs. 

So, again, in those areas, we have not 
met our responsibility, or at least the 
old majority did not meet their respon-
sibility. The new majority did. And we 
are trying to put things back to the 
1991–1992 level as far as our efforts to 
keep illegal narcotics coming into our 
country. 

What is interesting is we often hear, 
and some of the liberal columnists and 
the liberal side also say that we should 
just spend more money on treatment. 
And that was part of the mantra of the 
Clinton experiment that failed. Federal 
drug spending on treatment programs 
increased 37 percent during the Clinton 
administration in 1992 to 1993. We went 
from $2.2 billion to $3.2 billion. 

Now, I will say that I believe treat-
ment is very important. We have had 
problems with programs not having 
high success rates, and with high fail-
ures rates we do need to sort through 
that. There is nothing wrong with 
spending every available dollar we can 
on treatment programs. But, in fact, 
that was the policy that we had here, 
and we see the decreases in the two 
areas which I mentioned that are so 
important, and then the emphasis on 
just treatment. 

Federal drug spending on treatment 
increased 12 percent from 1993 to 1995. 
Even under the new Republican admin-
istration, and we are accused some-
times of reducing spending too much, 
in this important area we have had a 12 

percent increase from the time we took 
responsibility here to the current fund-
ing year. So we have continued to put 
money into treatment all through this 
period, but again a change in emphasis. 

So those are some of the points that 
I wanted to make about the war on 
drugs being a failure, again being at-
tacked by the right and being attacked 
by the left and some of those folks in 
between. But we have, as a new major-
ity, tried to act responsibly. We have 
put some of these programs back to-
gether under a Republican-controlled 
Congress. Under the new majority, 
Federal drug spending on interdiction 
was increased 84 percent from 1995 to 
1999, and that was to get us back to the 
level of 1991 and 1992 spending. 

Federal drug spending on inter-
national programs, stopping illegal 
narcotics from their source to our bor-
ders, was increased 170 percent during 
the Republican-controlled Congress 
from 1995 to 1999, again, getting us 
back to the levels that we were at 
when we so effectively dealt with the 
problem of illegal narcotics. 

Now, we all know that we have been 
able to curtail some illegal narcotics 
coming into the United States, and I 
demonstrated tonight two examples, 
very cost-effective examples, both in 
Bolivia and Peru. I have also spoken 
about Colombia. Right now about 70 
percent of the illegal cocaine and her-
oin coming into the United States 
comes from Colombia. How did we get 
into a situation where Colombia, which 
some 6 years ago was really not even 
on the radar screen as far as produc-
tion of coca, for cocaine, or production 
of heroin? In fact, there was almost no 
heroin produced in Colombia. 

I think it was a series of very stra-
tegic errors by this administration 
that got us to the situation we are in. 
And let me cite a little bit of the his-
tory of how we got to where we are 
with Colombia now being the source of 
about 70-plus percent of the hard nar-
cotics coming into the country. 

In 1994, the Clinton administration 
stopped providing information and in-
telligence to the Colombians regarding 
drug flights tracked by the United 
States, which eliminated the effective-
ness of Colombia’s shootdown policy. 
So a very sharp directive by the Clin-
ton administration, a change in policy, 
first stopping in 1994 the providing of 
information-sharing. 

The Colombians were using informa-
tion and intelligence we gave them to 
go so far as to shoot down those traf-
ficking in illegal narcotics. This is the 
first step in the beginning of the dis-
aster that we are now inheriting, and 
the American taxpayers will have the 
tab for in a few more weeks, once we 
get passed this current appropriations 
discussion and resolution. 

The next step in this failed policy of 
bringing Colombia to the forefront of 
illegal narcotics production and activ-
ity was in 1996 and 1997. The Clinton 
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administration distorted the certifi-
cation law that Congress had passed 
back in the mid-1980s and decertified 
Colombia because the administration 
said Colombia was not doing enough in 
the fight against drugs, effectively 
stopping all United States anti-nar-
cotics assistance to Colombia. 

Now, we passed in the mid-1980s a law 
that was called the decertification law 
that basically says that each year the 
administration must assess if countries 
are assisting in, one, stopping the pro-
duction, and, two, stopping the traf-
ficking of illegal narcotics. That is 
what must be certified. If they are cer-
tified as cooperating, then they are eli-
gible for United States foreign aid, fi-
nancial assistance, and trade benefits. 
However, we provided in that law, and 
I remember working on the law with 
Senator Hawkins and others in the 
mid-1980s when it was passed, a na-
tional security interest waiver. 

And certainly it is in the national se-
curity interest of the United States to 
make certain that assistance to a 
country like Colombia, which was pro-
ducing illegal narcotics and was a 
source of illegal narcotics, might be de-
certified because some of their officials 
were not cooperating. But also we 
could grant a waiver, which would 
allow us to continue giving resources 
just for the fight against illegal nar-
cotics. 

So a law that was carefully crafted to 
take into consideration situations like 
Colombia was ignored by the adminis-
tration. In 1996 and 1997, the adminis-
tration blocked every bit of assistance 
into Colombia. So first we had the 1994 
shootdown policy and information-
sharing policy fiasco and then in 1996 
and 1997 a distortion and 
misapplication of the decertification 
law by the Clinton administration. 

What did that harvest? What were 
the results? What we did here, after a 
tremendous amount of effort in 1998, 
last year, after pressure from many 
Members of Congress on both sides of 
the aisle, when we saw what was hap-
pening, we finally got Colombia cer-
tified with a national interest waiver 
so that equipment and resources could 
go to Colombia to fight the war on 
drugs there. And again, we have to re-
member that they stopped all of the as-
sistance going into Colombia from ba-
sically 1993–94 to 1998. 

The results were devastating for Co-
lombia. In fact, according to a New 
York Times article, published October 
25, a few weeks ago, 35,000 Colombians 
have been killed in the past decade be-
cause of the country’s internal con-
flict. And the conflict there is Marxist 
terrorist groups financed by illegal 
narcotics activities. According to an 
Orlando Sentinel article published Oc-
tober 10, 23,000 people were slain in Co-
lombia in 1998 alone. 

So if we look at the results from 1996 
to 1998, when we stopped all of the aide 

and assistance, we had 23,000 people 
killed in Colombia alone in that 1 year. 
The Colombia National Police reported 
that since 1990, approximately 4,600 Co-
lombian policemen have been killed in 
the line of duty, and many of them in 
fighting against the illegal narcotics 
trafficking. Again, we withheld aid and 
assistance for many years. 

According to The New York Times, 
another recent article, 1.5 million Co-
lombians have been misplaced in the 
last decade because of the country’s in-
ternal conflict. And I am told in 1 year, 
over 300,000 were displaced, a tragedy, a 
disruption of a society equal to Bosnia, 
equal to the conflict that we have seen 
in the Balkans, in Kosovo, not only in 
number of lives taken but in displaced 
individuals from their homes and their 
communities. 

Now, my colleagues might say, and I 
have heard some people say this, that I 
need to tell what the Republicans have 
done to deal with this. As I said, we put 
tremendous pressure last year on Co-
lombia. But to go back to 1994, we 
urged the change in the policy, the 
shootdown policy and information 
sharing. We finally did get some minor 
changes in this. And just in the last 
few months, the administration has 
gone back to a policy of providing in-
formation sharing. But repeatedly, 
time after time, we requested the ad-
ministration to go back to providing 
assistance.

What was very sad is during this pe-
riod of time, even resources that we ap-
propriated, the President took some of 
the money, we know, and diverted it to 
Haiti. Some of it was diverted to Bos-
nia. The Vice President, I am told, di-
rected U–2 overflights, which provided 
information so they could go after drug 
traffickers and the rebel activity there, 
he ordered those U–2 planes sent to 
Alaska to check for oil spills. In the 
meantime, thousands dead, a civil war 
financed by illegal narcotics, profits 
raging, and tremendous disruption. 

So Republicans, at every juncture, 
and since we took the majority, have 
provided funding, assistance, and re-
quested the administration to move 
forward. Last year, we provided $287 
million to Colombia. This morning, I 
was to have a meeting with representa-
tives from the Department of State, 
Department of Defense, National Secu-
rity Council, and others, who are in-
volved in expending this money and 
making certain that it gets to Colom-
bia, for a report on where that money 
has been spent. Unfortunately, that 
was canceled by the administration 
this morning. 

I think their strategy is to keep as 
quiet as possible about how the money 
has been spent, to not come forward 
and answer questions as to why equip-
ment, resources and what the Congress, 
the Republican majority, provided to 
deal with that situation, what has been 
done with those funds and how that has 

been expended and what has not been 
done. 

There is also a great reluctance to 
talk about the $1.5 billion plan that 
was presented but not officially intro-
duced to the Congress some weeks ago 
to deal with the escalating problems 
now that the administration faces.

b 2215 
We face a Bosnia and Kosovo right in 

our own backyard here with Colombia 
financed again by narco-terrorists. 

What is sad is I held hearings as re-
cently as August of 1999 and found that 
helicopters, riverine patrol aircraft, 
crop spraying aircraft, and support 
equipment that were supposed to be de-
livered still had not been delivered. 
And again, under the Republican Con-
gress, we provided resources and hard 
dollars that should have been there. 

As of October 1999, only a fraction of 
that assistance has been delivered. Un-
fortunately, again the administration 
canceled a meeting today to report on 
what they have done with the balance. 
I think that is partly due to trying to 
get the Congress out of town before 
they present the Congress officially 
and the American people with a multi-
billion-dollar tab for their mistakes 
and errors in Colombia. 

This is a big business, though, for the 
guerillas in Colombia. They earn, ac-
cording to a Reuter’s report, up to $600 
million a year profits from the drug 
trade. So the Marxist terrorist gue-
rillas are disrupting this country and 
the region by fueling it and financing 
it through the profits of illegal nar-
cotics. 

In fact, General McCaffrey, who is 
our drug czar, has said that there is no 
line and no distinction between the ter-
rorists and narco-terrorists’ illegal 
drug activities. So we have now seen 
what has turned from a minor problem 
at the beginning of this administration 
that could have been contained with 
the proper policy into a major problem 
and a disruption of the entire region. 

General McCaffrey, again our drug 
czar, stated in a hearing that we had, 
‘‘The United States has paid inad-
equate attention to a serious and grow-
ing emergency.’’ I would like to echo 
his statement. 

Unfortunately, now the huge bill and 
tab comes forward; and, unfortunately, 
now to this date, we still do not have 
before the Congress a solid plan to deal 
with that. And I think they are embar-
rassed because of the current budget 
battle and appropriations battle of 
coming forward with that plan at this 
point. But we are looking for probably 
a $1.5 billion tab on those mistakes. 

This situation is so serious that last 
week we had an estimated 2 million 
people in Colombia who went into the 
streets and demonstrated for peace. I 
wish I could tell those Colombians that 
our policy had not gotten them into 
this situation but, in fact, it has. And 
now we are going to pay very dearly. 
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What is sad about the situation in 

Colombia, and let me put this up here, 
we have Colombia down here and we 
have Mexico through here and we see 
that narcotics are coming up in Colom-
bia through the Isthmus of Panama, 
Central America into Mexico. This is, 
basically, the pattern that we see 
today. 

I have a little better chart showing 
Colombia specifically and Panama. 
This shows some of the guerilla activ-
ity. But here is Panama right here, a 
very strategic location. Colombia, the 
darkest areas are the opium growing 
areas here. A little bit lighter areas 
here cocaine. 

Now, again, in 1992 there was almost 
no production. This was mostly a 
transiting and a processing country. 
And now we see these production areas. 
Again, I think all beneficiaries of a 
failed policy. But we see the strategic 
location with Panama. And again, if I 
had the other chart up here, we would 
see the transiting through Mexico into 
the United States and the sea routes 
and these circles here showing the gue-
rilla activity, and now they control 
about two-thirds of the land area in Co-
lombia.

What is of particular concern to some 
of us who have responsibility in this 
area is that this whole problem is now 
escalating and affecting the region. 
This region produces, I am told, about 
20 percent of all the oil consumed in 
the United States comes from this re-
gion. 

Panama, who has been a strategic lo-
cation, and we have as of today this 
headline in the Washington Post. It 
says, ‘‘U.S. Air Force Leaves Panama. 
A little quiet, but finally yesterday the 
last wave of U.S. airmen and women 
pulled out of Panama yesterday when 
Howard Air Force Base reverted to 
Panamanian control closing eight dec-
ades of U.S. air power.’’ 

Now, we had all of our forward oper-
ating drug locations out of Panama 
right in this area. We have lost that ca-
pability in Panama. What is of concern 
are the reports that I am getting. 

Here is a report from a news account 
last week. It says, a leading Panama-
nian clerk says continuing incidents 
along the border of Colombia could af-
fect future Panama Canal operations.’’ 

And this clerk, again his name is 
Romulo Emiliani, a Roman Catholic 
bishop, said, ‘‘If Panama falls into in-
stability, the Panama Canal could lose 
its users.’’ 

Well, in fact, yesterday with a news 
account that I read, we did lose our 
base at Howard Air Force Base, not 
only the strategic military location, 
but this was the site of 15,000 annual 
flights into South America, into Cen-
tral America over the drug producing 
region. Again, we provided informa-
tion, sharing, to the Colombians, the 
Bolivians, the Peruvians and others to 
interdict illegal narcotics at their 

source and we were restarting these 
again in Panama. 

One of the problems we have is we 
have lost this installation. Yesterday, 
the last Air Force folks moved out. 
May 1 all flights stopped. That did not 
come at any small price to the tax-
payers. The United States is surren-
dering 70,000 acres of land to Panama 
as they assume control of the canal. 

The United States has also lost 5,600 
buildings to Panama and the resources 
at the canal. The United States is, in 
fact, surrendering in the next few days 
here some 10 to 13 billion dollars in in-
frastructure to Panama. 

There is a great contrast between 
what the Republicans have done on the 
narcotics issue in Panama and the 
Democrats. It is ironic to know that 
some 10 years ago George Bush sent 
American troops into Panama because 
Mr. Noriega, the Panamanian leader, 
was we know involved in illegal nar-
cotics trafficking and drug smuggling 
through this region. We sent troops in 
there and actually Americans died tak-
ing back this area and arresting him, 
and he now is in prison. 

This year the Clinton administration 
is turning back the Panama Canal. 
What is sad is they have turned the 
Panama Canal back to primarily red 
Chinese dominated firms. And that 
would be bad enough by itself, but in 
fact almost everyone who has looked at 
this say they were illegal or corrupt 
tenders that allowed the Panamanians 
to give the control, both the Pacific 
and Caribbean port access, to again red 
Chinese interests, a great contrast 
again between what the Bush adminis-
tration did and what the Clinton ad-
ministration is doing in the next few 
weeks here. 

What is also a particular concern is 
that again the instability from Colom-
bia, and this cleric does cite that, will 
influence Panama has caused desta-
bilization on the Venezuelan side. And 
even Equador is having difficulty in 
keeping these narco-terrorists from in-
vading into their border. 

So we see what has turned into a 
small problem a big problem. The price 
of moving our forward operating loca-
tions from Panama now down to 
Manta, Equador and up to Caracas, 
Aruba is also of great concern to me as 
chairman the Subcommittee on Drug 
Policy. It is a concern because right 
now we only have a fraction of the pre-
vious overflights and information, so 
we have the possibility of more illegal 
narcotics coming into our country 
when we are trying to, in fact, restart 
these programs. 

What concerns me is the administra-
tion came forward with their first pro-
posal with $70-plus million to move 
these locations. Of course, we just lost 
10 to 13 billion dollars in getting 
kicked out and losing 5,600 buildings. 
So now we have to replace that with 
infrastructure and expenditures in 

Equador and also in the Netherlands 
Antilles. But again, we have the ad-
ministration having failed to negotiate 
any long-term agreements with either 
the Antilles or with Equador. 

We have a short-term agreement 
with one for several more months and 
another one that expires in April. Then 
the administration came back after 
asking for $70-plus million and asked 
for another $40 million. 

I sent some of our staff down to look 
at what the cost would be, and we may 
be at a quarter of a billion dollars, ac-
cording to our staff report and their in-
vestigation of this situation, plus not 
operating at anywhere near full capac-
ity in this arena, which is so important 
now in trying to keep some of this ac-
tivity curtailed and on the verge of 
spending $1.5 billion that the adminis-
tration, we expect, as the November 
surprise after Congress exits stage 
right and resolves some of the financial 
problems that we have right now. 

So that is a little bit of the situation 
we find ourselves in tonight. It is not a 
pretty scene. It is complex both in ad-
dressing the drug abuse and illegal nar-
cotics activities in the United States, 
let alone the international problems 
and challenges we face. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to be 
joined by the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. SOUDER), who is a member of our 
subcommittee who has done incredible 
work at great personal sacrifice, tre-
mendous time and effort on the illegal 
narcotics problem, one of the stars of 
our subcommittee. 

Mr. Speaker, how much time do I 
have remaining? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
RILEY). The gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. MICA) has 11⁄2 minutes remaining.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased 
to yield to the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. SOUDER). 

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, I wanted 
to congratulate the chairman on his 
leadership and his diligence in coming 
down here to the House to keep Amer-
ica informed as to this process. 

I was privileged to join the chairman 
when we were in Colombia, Bolivia, 
Peru, Panama again this last winter, 
as we have been multiple times. 

This week we finally have Blackhawk 
helicopters going into Colombia that 
we fought 4 years to get there. It has 
been a very frustrating process, and I 
commend the persistence of the gen-
tleman. 

The President is quick to make 
promises to Colombia, as he did to 
President Pastrano when he was re-
cently here when the cameras were 
going. But when the rubber hits the 
road and we are in the budget negotia-
tions, all of a sudden there is not any 
money for their anti-narcotics force. 

I really appreciate the leadership of 
the gentleman to keep that pressure 
on, and it is a privilege to work with 
him and his subcommittee. 
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Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, reclaiming 

my time, I thank the gentleman for his 
efforts and others in the Congress, both 
sides of the aisle. Some serious mis-
takes have been made in the past. We 
cannot afford to make them in the fu-
ture. A lot of hard-earned taxpayers’ 
money is going into this effort, wheth-
er it is eradication, interdiction, treat-
ment, enforcement, whatever the ex-
penditure. And then we have an incred-
ible loss of human life and resources 
that are in this country. So we will 
continue our efforts.

f 

b 2230 

NORTHWEST TERRITORY OF THE 
GREAT LAKES, AMERICA’S FIRST 
FRONTIER 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
RILEY). Under the Speaker’s announced 
policy of January 6, 1999, the gen-
tleman from Indiana (Mr. SOUDER) is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. SOUDER. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to reiterate what I just said a 
minute ago as far as the gentleman 
from Florida’s work for many years as 
a Senate staffer and then as a leader 
here in the House and has been down in 
the region for multiple times. You can 
hear the frustration in his voice about 
the mismatch, particularly in the past, 
between the rhetoric and the action. 
And while General McCaffrey, the drug 
czar, and General Wilhelm in 
SouthCom and others are aggressively 
working to try to interdict these drugs 
before they hit our country and work-
ing with us in multiple areas, this has 
been a frustrating process because a lot 
of times over at the White House, the 
rhetoric is not matching the action. 
Those who are paying for that are our 
kids in the streets, families that are 
being wrecked, our jail systems and 
prison systems that are clogged with 
people who have abused illegal nar-
cotics, partly because we have let down 
our interdiction guard and this stuff 
has flooded our Nation at a very cheap 
price and high purity. 

I am here tonight to talk about a to-
tally different issue. I serve on the 
Subcommittee on National Parks of 
the Committee on Resources. One of 
my goals has been to work with a num-
ber of the historic areas in this country 
in trying to work with historic preser-
vation. I plan this week to introduce a 
bill along with many of my colleagues 
from the Midwest called the Northwest 
Territory of the Great Lakes, Amer-
ica’s First Frontier National Heritage 
Area. I want to give a little bit of back-
ground about this tonight and set up 
this piece of legislation which I believe 
has been a long time in coming and is 
a very important thing for the Mid-
west. 

Many people are not even aware of 
what the Northwest Territory is, and 
that is why we have to put the North-

west Territory of the Great Lakes. 
They think it is someplace up in Can-
ada or somewhere around Washington 
and Oregon, in the northwestern part 
of the continental United States, but 
in fact the Northwest Territory in the 
famous Northwest Ordinance of 1787 
was America’s first western frontier. 
At the end of the American Revolution 
in the treaty with Great Britain, we all 
of a sudden received lands that here-
tofore had not been part of the Conti-
nental Congress of the United States 
Government. So even while we were 
under the Articles of Confederation, 
they were busy putting together the 
first guidelines of how a democratic 
government would work in new areas. 
In 1785 they passed laws on how to sub-
divide the land, which we still largely 
use today, as new settlers were moving 
in and what relations, good and bad, we 
would have with Native Americans, the 
Indian tribes in those zones. 

Basically the Northwest Territory, 
which did not have State divisions at 
that point, and this map, I want to 
thank the Library of Congress for this. 
They somewhat cut off the eastern side 
of Ohio but it is Ohio, Indiana, Michi-
gan and Illinois that were the original 
Northwest Territory. This area of Wis-
consin that includes part of Minnesota 
at that time was part of Illinois, and so 
for the purposes of our act, up until the 
point of the end of this pioneer period, 
Wisconsin would be included but actu-
ally Wisconsin became a separate terri-
tory as did Minnesota and historically, 
while geographically was part of that 
Northwest Territory, was not consid-
ered as a territory or State. In other 
words, once there were significant 
numbers of people there, they were not 
really part of the Northwest Territory. 

At the point of the original North-
west Territory and the Ordinance, 
there were not very many people here. 
The bulk of the people were in the east-
ern side of Ohio, just across from Pitts-
burgh, pretty heavily around Cin-
cinnati, and some in the southern part 
of Indiana, a few in Vincennes, in the 
southern part of Illinois, some along 
the Ohio River. The rest of this was In-
dian land, a few scattered French vil-
lages where traders of questionable al-
legiance were still located and a num-
ber of British forts. The British were in 
fact supposed to have left this territory 
but did not. They were still in the De-
troit area, up in the Mackinac area, in 
the Fort Dearborn area, around Chi-
cago, and did not really leave until 
John Jay’s treaty later, just before 
1800, around 1793 to 1795. They started 
moving back across over to the Wind-
sor, Canada, area, but amazingly they 
still kept some Canadian troops down 
as far as what is now Fort Wayne and 
other critical points, as well as British 
agents stirring up the different tribes 
in hopes of coming back. And then once 
again around the War of 1812 time, the 
British came back in and it was not 

really until the War of 1812 that this 
really became part of the United States 
rather than Canada, which is another 
important part of this. 

At the time that the British ceded 
this to the United States, the Native 
Americans continued to claim all of 
Ohio down to the Ohio River, most of 
Indiana, all of Illinois and basically all 
of Michigan. So while the British gave 
us control of this, they gave us control 
without treaty and without any jus-
tification as far as the Indians were 
concerned. The British felt they could 
continue to control that area, so they 
did not give it up. 

So why should this be a heritage area 
and what are we looking at here? First 
off, we are defining this fairly tightly. 
The period that would be covered is 
from 1785 until 1830. Why 1830? By 1830, 
even northwest Ohio was starting to 
get fairly well settled. We have not fi-
nalized it, maybe 1835, 1830, but some-
where in that area. A book on the Ohio 
frontier considers the end of their fron-
tier period at 1830. Indian removal in 
Indiana finally occurred in its final 
stages in the 1840s. Michigan by 1840. 
The degree that they had settlers 
there, most of them by that point were 
farmers which is a sign that it has been 
pacified and the pioneer period is cer-
tainly down. In Illinois, it was starting 
to get pretty heavily settled from cen-
tral up and some around the Fort Dear-
born/Chicago area, and really after the 
Black Hawk so-called war where the 
Indians were removed from Illinois, 
that time period around 1830, 1835 was 
really the end of the frontier period. 

So the sites that would be covered by 
this heritage area would fall first in a 
date period of 1785 to the middle 1830s. 
What is the dominant thing and why 
did I select tonight this particular 
map? One of the things that becomes 
really apparent is there were not high-
ways, there were not canals, there were 
not railroads, there were not air sys-
tems. The United States in that period 
was defined by its rivers and rivers 
were our highways. In other words, to 
understand the Northwest Territory, or 
really any part of the United States 
and any part of any heritage area that 
we should do should start with the to-
pography, it should start with the ge-
ography and with the landscape and 
nature itself, because that is really 
what our heritage is and that is how we 
largely developed. If it was not actu-
ally around a river or the Great Lakes, 
which is really a defining region as 
well and also another major part of 
communication, the other way it could 
get defined is, for example, the capital 
of Ohio is Columbus. Why Columbus? 
Because it is right in the center. The 
capital of Indiana is Indianapolis, right 
in the center. The capital of Illinois is 
Springfield, right in the center. The 
capital of Wisconsin is Madison, right 
in the center. The capital of Michigan 
is Lansing which is just south center 
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