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Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 

the case of Elian Gonzalez cannot be 
viewed through a prism of normalcy or 
merely by our views regarding the pri-
macy of family and the rights of par-
ents, because Castro’s Cuba is not the 
United States. The totalitarian com-
munist dictatorship in power since 1959 
is not a Democratic government. The 
regime treats children, by law, as polit-
ical raw material to be manipulated 
and exploited by the State. 

Children are forced from infancy to 
prepare for the defense of the country 
and its regime. Parents who follow 
their conscience and try to shape their 
children’s values and education are 
considered enemies of the State and 
are arrested or persecuted. 

Those parents whose love for their 
children supersedes any individual con-
cern for their safety are punished by 
the Castro regime, punished for vio-
lating Castro’s laws. Laws such as the 
Code of the Child and Youth estab-
lished by Law Number 16 published on 
June 30, 1978. 

This law reiterates the requirement 
that the young generations must par-
ticipate in the ‘‘construction of social-
ism,’’ and that ‘‘the communist ideo-
logical formation of children and 
youth’’ must take place ‘‘through a co-
herent system . . . in which the Cuban 
Communist Party assumes the pivotal 
role of vanguard and protector of Marx-
ist-Leninism.’’ Those are the exact 
words. 

The upbringing of Cuba’s children, in 
other words, is the responsibility of the 
Cuban Communist Party. Based on this 
premise, the Code of the Child and 
Youth dictates in its first Article that 
the people, organizations, and institu-
tions which take part in their edu-
cation are obligated to ‘‘promote the 
formation of the communist person-
ality in the young generations.’’ That 
is their quote. 

Mr. Speaker, if any doubt exists as to 
the true nature of this Code, Article 3 
states that the communist ideological 
formation of the young generation is a 
primary goal of the State and, as such, 
the State works to instill in them, 
quote, ‘‘loyalty to the cause of social-
ism and communism and loyalty . . . 
to the vanguard of Marxist-Leninism, 
the Cuban Communist Party.’’ 

By the same token, the State must 
develop in the children ‘‘a sense of 
honor and loyalty to the principles of 
proletariat internationalism.’’ Again, 
these are their words. ‘‘And the fra-
ternal relations and cooperation with 
the Soviet Union and other socialist 
communist countries.’’ 

Absolute adherence to Marxism is 
the crux of the educational system in 
Cuba. Article 8, for example, under-
scores that, ‘‘Society and the State 
work for the efficient protection of 
youth against all influences contrary 
to their communism formation.’’ 

The regime equates Karl Marx with 
Cuban independence hero Jose Marti to 

mask the content of Article 14 of the 
Code, albeit unsuccessfully. Article 14 
condones and advocates child labor as 
it dictates: ‘‘The combination of study 
and work . . . is one of the fundamen-
tals on which revolutionary education 
is based. The principle is to be applied 
from infancy.’’ 

In this manner, Cuba’s youth ‘‘ac-
quire proper labor habits and other as-
pects of the communist personality are 
developed.’’ The supremacy of Marxism 
is irrefutable as evident in Article 33: 
‘‘The State bestows particular atten-
tion to the teachings of Marxism-Len-
inism for its importance in the ideolog-
ical formation and political culture of 
young students.’’ 

Is this the totalitarian society, where 
the communist party and the State 
dictates the education, the upbringing 
of every child, is this what our Justice 
Department, our INS and the National 
Council of Churches seek to send young 
Elian Gonzalez back to? What a trav-
esty. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend to our col-
leagues an article published this week 
in the Wall Street Journal by James 
Taranto called ‘‘Havana’s Hostages’’ 
which talks about a case of a congres-
sional constituent in my district, Jose 
Cohen, who has three of his children, 
Yamila, Isaac and Yanelis, along with 
his wife back in Cuba, even though 
they have U.S. exit visas and have been 
approved for many, many years and 
Castro will not allow them to come to 
the United States. This story, Mr. 
Taranto points out, shows how little 
the Cuban dictator cares about family 
unity and how much his communist 
code that is in force in Cuba cares 
about communist ideology and loyalty 
to the socialist Marxist-Leninist cause 
and not loyalty to true family unity.
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CANADIAN HEALTH CARE IS A 
COLOSSAL FAILURE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 19, 1999, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. STEARNS) is recognized during 
morning hour debates for 5 minutes. 

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, back in 
the 1970s when Canada unveiled its na-
tional health care program, it promised 
its citizens universal and free health 
care. In fact, in 1984 the Canadian Gov-
ernment promised that it would make 
available to all its citizens health that 
would be, ‘‘universal, portable, com-
prehensive and accessible.’’ 

Now, we can learn a lesson from Can-
ada because the promises that were 
made have not been kept. Far from it. 
Before I elaborate on why I believe it is 
a mistake for this country to go down 
the same road, I wish to point out that 
we have several candidates who are 
running for president on a national 
health care program much like Can-
ada’s. Of course, they talk about it dif-
ferently, but basically they want to 

have the same health care plan that 
Canada has, even though the Canadians 
are swarming across the border because 
the waiting lines are so long in their 
country. 

National health care often results in 
the rationing of health care itself. In 
his State of the Union address, the 
President outlined several new health 
care spending initiatives that would 
cost the taxpayers at least $150 billion. 
What troubles me about this is that 
the President’s health care plan looks 
a lot like the plan they proposed sev-
eral years ago. That plan would have 
put the Federal Government in charge 
of our entire health care delivery sys-
tem.
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And, as we remember, this was 

soundly defeated by the electorate. 
By rejecting the Clinton administra-

tion’s Health Security Act, the Amer-
ican people sent us a message. That 
message was that they did not want 
government-run health care. Countries 
such as Great Britain and Sweden are 
now moving toward privatizing their 
health care system because it has re-
sulted in rationing of health care bene-
fits. 

Let us review the promises that were 
made and the reality of Canada’s 
health care system. The Canadian gov-
ernment promised they would provide 
universal coverage. However, two prov-
inces, British Columbia and Alberta, 
require that premiums are paid. And, if 
they are not, then the individual is not 
covered. In other provinces residents 
must register to be eligible for cov-
erage. Studies show that in 1997 
through 1998 approximately 170,000 peo-
ple in British Columbia alone, that rep-
resents 4.2 percent of the population, 
were not covered. 

In touting its national health care 
plan, the Canadian government also 
promised portability. If I might inter-
ject here, we enacted legislation to ad-
dress the portability issue in 1996 here 
in Congress. Now, suppose a resident of 
Quebec became ill in another province. 
They must pay out of pocket for their 
health care services. Quebec will reim-
burse for those services, but will only 
reimburse them for what that service 
will cost in Quebec. Does that sound 
like something we have heard before or 
something that we would like to have? 

The next promise was that it would 
be a comprehensive program. Let us 
take a closer look. Each province de-
fines the services that are medically 
necessary and then only pays for those 
services. An interesting twist on this is 
that pharmaceutical and many surgical 
procedures are, for the most part, not 
covered for individuals under the age of 
65, and only provide partial coverage 
for those above 65. Still not convinced? 

The last promise made was that na-
tional health care would be accessible. 
Since the government has had dif-
ficulty in funding this program, it has 
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