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That is almost 50 percent per capita

more than either Germany or Canada
spent, and the health statistics of
those countries are better than ours.

In case you share my difficulty in
truly comprehending the purchasing
capacity of such huge numbers, con-
sider this: In 1994, the Congressional
Budget Office estimated that, with a
single-payor system in place by 1997, it
would be possible to offer a very gener-
ous benefit package, including pre-
scription medications, nursing home
care, and home health care, and still be
able to apply $100 billion to deficit re-
duction within 5 years.

But these are estimates of the costs
involved in running a single-payor sys-
tem in this country.

How shall we get the revenue to fi-
nance the system?

Right now, employers pay all or part
of their employees’ health care pre-
miums, and employees pay some part
of the premium, plus a Medicare tax to
provide health care to senior citizens,
plus general taxes to finance Medicaid
for disabled persons and poor women
and children.

Employers also pay taxes to cover in-
jured workers’ medical expenses, and
all citizens contribute general tax
moneys to finance medical care for vet-
erans and for members of the military
and their families. In addition, we all
pay indirectly for medical coverage re-
lated to auto accidents.

Health care finance has become a
specialty unto itself, and it is no won-
der that people struggling to under-
stand this mess are hopelessly con-
fused.

Let me offer a simple, straight-
forward alternative: The ideal funding
mechanism for the new Unicare plan
would be a single, dedicated source of
revenue that is stable and predictable.
So I propose an employer payroll tax of
8.4 percent and an individual payroll
deduction of 2.1 percent.

At these rates, about three-fourths of
those Americans whose health cov-
erage is connected to their employ-
ment actually would spend less on
medical care than they do today, par-
celing out money to pay for all the dif-
ferent programs I mentioned a moment
ago.

And, as most businesses presently
spend more than 10 percent of payroll
to meet their health care costs, they,
too, would enjoy an actual reduction in
spending.

Now, assuming that the Congres-
sional Budget Office’s estimates are
correct—they usually are—you very
reasonably might ask, ‘‘Why has the
single-payor idea not been adopted?’’

How could the Congress reject a pro-
posal that provides an affordable, gen-
erous health care benefit package and
reserves control of health care treat-
ment decisions to health care providers
and their patients?

The apparent answer lies in the eco-
nomic power of the medical-industrial
complex to resist proposals that
threaten to encroach on the $950 billion
pie.

But, to be honest, the real obstacle
to universal health care financed by a
governmental mechanism is the Amer-
ican public’s deep distrust of its Gov-
ernment’s ability to operate a large—
nondefense—program successfully.

This simmering sense of doubt and
suspicion has been fanned to an explo-
sive level by a decade-and-a-half of
Presidential proclamations that ‘‘Gov-
ernment is the problem,’’ and that all
challenges within our society can be
overcome by ‘‘getting the Government
off the backs of American citizens.’’

Only in such a climate could the in-
surance industry’s $100 million adver-
tising campaign so completely under-
mine President Clinton’s valiant at-
tempt to reform health care financing.

So—the options before you and the
American people basically are two.

First, either invite the health insur-
ance industry to maintain its control
of healthcare finance at the expense of
quality in care. Allow the industry to
continue to ignore the valid criticisms
leveled by providers and their patients
at a system designed to benefit insur-
ers and their stockholders.

Second, or change the system to one
in which doctors accept some financial
risk but regain significant satisfaction
in the practice of medicine because
they reclaim responsibility to make
the treatment decisions they believe to
be best for their patients.

Ewe Reinhardt, the James Madison
professor of political economy at
Princeton University, recently ob-
served that ‘‘The way things are going,
all doctors may become serfs of insur-
ance companies by the year 2000.’’

That is a bleak prospect and one with
which I do not disagree. But I also re-
main optimistic. Why?

Because I concur with the sentiments
of Winston Churchill, who, when asked
what to expect from the Americans, re-
plied, ‘‘You can always count on the
Americans to do the right thing—but
only after they have tried everything
else.’’

It is time to do the right thing. We
have tried everything else, and we are
in far worse condition today than we
were when President Clinton began his
historic reform effort just a few years
ago.

Health care is a societal necessity
that does not conform to free market
pressures.

It is foolish and useless to expect our
economic system to mirror the fun-
damental social precepts of the coun-
try.

Our present shambles of a health care
system is intrinsically unfair. It is
cruel, it is discriminatory, and it is ap-
pallingly wasteful.

These qualities have no place in a de-
mocracy. We simply must restructure
our health care system to the single-
payor framework. And we cannot wait
any longer.

We already know that market re-
forms will not work in the health care
financing arena.

They do not work because they can
not. Market reforms are not driven by

the considerations of fairness, compas-
sion, and adequacy that must define
our health care system if we wish to
declare ourselves a decent and sensible
society.

b 1930

Mr. Speaker, I call upon you to bring
the Kennedy-Kassebaum bill to the
floor, so that we can at least start this
debate. We can no longer wait and let
this issue go on. It is one of the fun-
damental reasons why people are con-
cerned about their economic security.

All across this country, we have peo-
ple who are losing their health care
coverage. One million people working a
year lose their health care coverage,
and that is simply not acceptable in a
democracy with the wealth and the
creativity we have. We must begin on
this problem today.
f

SHORTCOMINGS OF CONVEN-
TIONAL WASHINGTON WISDOM

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TAYLOR of North Carolina). Under the
Speaker’s announced policy of May 12,
1995, the gentleman from New York
[Mr. OWENS] is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the minority
leader.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, we are re-
turning to session after several weeks
of being able to remain in our districts
and intermingle with the people who
voted to put us here, and that is a very
good phenomenon. It is one that I am
certain that every Member has bene-
fited from greatly. I have certainly
benefited from it.

I think it is very important to have
the opportunity to allow the common
sense of our constituents to irrigate
the deliberative legislative process
that takes place back here in Washing-
ton. Common sense is a shorthand ex-
pression for, I guess, wisdom of the
people. It is the wisdom of the people
that we absorb when we go back home,
and the wisdom of the people is very
much needed to counteract the Wash-
ington conventional wisdom, which is
very much stuck in a rut.

The Washington conventional wis-
dom, and I speak of a bipartisan wis-
dom, there is a lot of agreement here
on some things that represent conven-
tional wisdom that certainly needs to
be challenged by ordinary common
sense. I think that we recently have ex-
perienced a phenomenon with respect
to the Republican primaries that has
certainly placed common sense on the
radar screen. The rise of media star
Pat Buchanan, a candidate for the
Presidency, has certainly lifted certain
basic issues into an area of high visi-
bility.

On the radar screen you have a dis-
cussion of certain issues that Washing-
ton conventional wisdom has refused to
recognize. Problems that just were not
accepted as being problems are now
being discussed. So the conventional
wisdom has been shaken up, and that is
good.
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God and American politics work in

very mysterious ways. If some issues
which deserve to be projected on to the
center of the stage are projected by a
conservative, rightwing Republican
candidate running for President, then
so be it; some good can come out of any
set of circumstances.

b 1945

The leadership here in Washington is
stuck in a rut and that is very dan-
gerous because when leaders, in their
conventional wisdom, refuse to move
off dead center because of the fact they
are leaders and have great power, it is
very dangerous. It is all right if my
grandmother gets an ornery notion and
refuses to budge, or my neighbor down
the street who has certain odd ways
wants to go off on his tangent, you
know. That is an individual kind of
thing that really won’t hurt anybody.
But when we get stuck in a rut and
refuse to recognize certain problems
here in Washington, it can do great
harm, it can cause great suffering.

The same is true, of course, across
the world. When you have leadership in
command of nations, leadership in
command of armed forces, leadership
in command of MiG fighter planes, you
can have a great deal of harm done
when that leadership is stuck in a rut
in terms of their own thinking.

Fidel Castro represents that kind of
leadership, stuck in a rut and very dan-
gerous. You had a situation that oc-
curred which is something out of a by-
gone era. You do not expect MiG planes
to be sent out to shoot down unarmed
planes that are part of a peaceful pro-
test. Yes, it was a protest. Yes, it was
civil disobedience. Because they were
probably violating the airspace of
Cuba, the planes were shot down by
Castro’s MiGs. Yes, they knew what
they were doing.

It was a civil disobedience act in the
air. Any civil rights veteran, any per-
son who has gone through the 1960’s, as
I have, knows that you take a chance.
You take a risk when you set out on a
civil disobedience venture, but you do
not assume that the very worst is
going to happen. Yes, Bull Connor or-
dered the civil rights marchers in Bir-
mingham to get off the streets, and
maybe he was the law and the order
there. He was a commissioner and they
were disobeying him. So they were dis-
obeying the law and he set dogs upon
them and he set fire hoses upon them.
But Bull Connor had machine guns,
and Bull Connor had rifles, and he
could have shot them down. He did not
go that far.

Yes, Gandhi against the British in
India certainly angered a large number
of military-minded British command-
ers and commissioners and so forth.
They did put him in jail and they did
all kinds of things to his followers, but
they did not bring in the machine guns
and shoot them in cold blood.

Civil disobedience is a risk. You take
a gamble, but you assume that in a civ-
ilized society, you will be punished but

the punishment will not be death.
What Castro and his MiGs have done is
committed cold-blooded murder
against people who were engaging in
civil disobedience. You do not have to
agree with the civil disobedience or
not. It is not for us to pass judgment in
order—on the action and the politics of
it. It was murder no matter how you
put it, unnecessary cold-blooded mur-
der that belongs to another era.

You talk about a new world order,
you hope that we really have a new
world order. The new world order in-
volves some new kind of thinking
where nobody would murder in cold
blood a group of people who were con-
ducting a civil disobedience action and
that has happened.

So Castro and his leaders in Cuba,
Castro and the pilots of the MiGs are
stuck in a time bind. They are very
dangerous. They are in another era.
That is the storm trooper mentality.
Very dangerous. There is no way you
can justify. Yes, you commit civil dis-
obedience, some punishment is going to
happen. But here it was murder.

So my point is that it may not be
that the stakes are as high, and the im-
mediate murder is not the problem
when we commit errors here in Wash-
ington, but we are causing a great deal
of harm and a great deal of suffering
because we just refuse to accept cer-
tain obvious premises. We refuse to ac-
cept the fact that there is a tremen-
dous income gap in America and it is
getting wider and wider. We refuse to
accept the fact that wages are stag-
nated even among those lucky enough
to have jobs. Even among middle class
people with college degrees, wages are
stagnating. We refuse to accept the
fact that there is a great deal of anxi-
ety among people who have college de-
grees and are in middle-management
jobs, technical jobs, because they are
finding that the layoffs and the
streamlining and the downsizing af-
fects them, too.

It is a time of great anxiety for good
reason. At the same time, we see the
anxiety being created by the insecu-
rity. We see the stagnation at the
other end of the pole, at the Wall
Street level. We see the executives
making salaries that are larger and
larger, you know, now 200 times the av-
erage worker’s salary is what the
CEO’s are making. We see tremendous
profits being made overnight by new
information industries that are cap-
italizing on technology that has been
created by the entire society, the tech-
nology that is used by Netscape and a
few of these other information giants
who overnight went public on Wall
Street and they become billionaires
just because it is known among the
people who know about information
technology and technological commu-
nication, telecommunications, they
know that these efforts are going to
pay off in the near future. They are
going to pay off and they are going to
pay off big. Tremendous amounts of
money being made at the same time

others are suffering and this insecurity
is being increased. We refuse to recog-
nize that as a fact here, we refuse to
address that. We have gone out and ne-
gotiated agreements on the world trade
stage. GATT was negotiated. Then
closer to home, we had NAFTA nego-
tiated. Yes, it may be true, I voted
against NAFTA, I voted against GATT.
If I had to make the vote again, I
would do the same thing again, but it
was not because I am against free
world trade. It is not because I do not
recognize that we have a global econ-
omy taking place and that we cannot
afford to build walls around ourselves
and expect to survive or to be leaders
in that global economy. I recognize all
that. You cannot stand in the road and
stop progress. I recognize that we had
to move. But the problem is when we
tried to get some kind of reasonable at-
tachments, some reasonable built-in
processes that would take care of the
fact that there was going to be a great
dislocation in the work force, there is
continuing, continuing problems that
must be addressed in terms of loss of
jobs, retraining, loss of security, all
kinds of things which could have been
addressed in the preparation of the
NAFTA and the GATT agreements. We
could have had side legislation which
dealt with problems that we knew were
going to result. We were asking for
some kind of humane approach to the
debris that would be created by this
great revolution. It is a revolution that
is underway now, a revolution which is
an economic revolution. And in revolu-
tions, somebody is going to suffer.

I was at a conference, a seminar in
Canada last summer, and there were
large numbers, a significant number of
people there who were there to discuss
trade, world trade, the impact upon the
United States’ economy and workers,
and some of them were from the cur-
rent administration, some of them had
participated in the negotiation of the
GATT and NAFTA agreements. And re-
peatedly you kept hearing the phrase
there are going to be some losers. You
cannot avoid having losers. And I rec-
ognize that. It is a fact of life.

You are going to have some losers in
a great upheaval, an economic revolu-
tion. But they would say there are
going to be some losers, and they
would shrug their shoulders as if so,
you have to have some losers. There
was no sympathy for the losers. There
was no understanding that government
has a duty to try to minimize the
losses.

Government has a duty to care
enough about people to want to take a
program which provides the necessary
resources to get people through this
transition with a minimum amount of
dislocation and a minimum amount of
suffering. We have that conventional
wisdom which locks into yes, there are
going to be losers and, you know, we
can not do much about it. Yes, we have
to move forward and there is going to
be some suffering, some people have to
be thrown overboard, and our answer is
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no. You can have GATT, you can have
NAFTA and you can make it a humane
step forward instead of a step back-
wards where the winners take every-
thing and there are so many losers.

I will return to that in a minute, but
I think I would like to cite another ex-
ample of being—of where the leader-
ship in Washington is stuck in a rut.
There is a general acceptance here that
the era of big government is over, that
government automatically is a mon-
ster and, therefore, if you downsize
government, you have created some
kind of new public good. I do not ac-
cept that premise. The era of big bu-
reaucracy ought to be over. The era of
bureaucracies fumbling and stumbling,
and bureaucracies that have lost their
purpose, their sense of purpose, should
be over, but we should not back away
from the era of governmental commit-
ment.

A government must be a guardian of
the people who are in harm’s way. The
people who need government should
have government there, the workers
who are caught in the middle of the
road as the steamroller of techno-
logical change comes down. As the
steamroller of the global economy
comes down, those workers desire to
have government as a guardian.

Government, the era of big govern-
ment ought to be certainly treated
across the board in some kind of uni-
form way. If we really were serious
about ending the era of big government
and we really downsized on a sincere
and reasonable level and a sincere and
reasonable way, then you will be talk-
ing about downsizing the Pentagon and
downsizing the CIA, and if you were
downsizing all those humongous, mon-
strous agencies that have lost their
reason for being, then you would gen-
erate funds in that process of
downsizing those agencies which would
be available. The funds would be avail-
able then for the job training, for the
education, for the transition, the nec-
essary transition items, necessary
transition programs and projects that
would allow people to adjust to the new
age of information and the age of tech-
nology, age of telecommunications.
But the wisdom here is that big gov-
ernment is over, the era of big govern-
ment is over, but it is a phony state-
ment.

The era of big government is not
over. The Pentagon is as big as it ever
was. The majority, Republican major-
ity in the Congress, insisted on adding
$6 billion to the Pentagon budget. I un-
derstand they are building new build-
ings and new facilities. The CIA is as
big as it ever was. Recently, the CIA
discovered that it has a slush fund, a
petty cash fund of $2 billion that they
did not know they had. So you know,
big government is over in the area that
helps people.

Big Government may be over in
AFDC, Aid to Families with Dependent
Children. They want to cut down on
that. Big Government may be over,
they would like to see it end in the

area of Medicaid and cut back on the
health care that is available for poor
people. But on the other hand, the Big
Government goes on and on and on in
areas that are considered highly profit-
able by the Members of the Republican
majority. If they were just sincere, we
could downsize across the board and ac-
cumulate funds that could deal with
the real problems that Mr. Buchanan’s
campaign has inadvertently kicked to
the top of the agenda.

There is another Washington, piece
of Washington conventional wisdom
that is ridiculous and needs to be chal-
lenged, and that is that States can do
it better. Block grants and State con-
trol is suddenly some kind of virtue in
league with the 10 Commandments. I
never heard States praised so much as
the fountains of good government. This
runs contrary to all the history that
we can dig up for practically every
State. The history of State government
is littered with scandals and inconsist-
encies and incompetence. State govern-
ment gave us the problem of young
men going to the draft in World War I
and World War II who were physically
not fit to fight, you know, because of
the fact that they had not been given
free lunches, those poor people who
needed them, had been malnourished,
maltreated, no health services.

State government gave us that. State
government gives us waste year after
year of monumental proportions. In
New York State, for example, State
government is at an all-time low. State
government is being led by the admin-
istration, happens to be a Republican
administration, a Republican adminis-
tration that has tried to turn the State
of New York into a giant clubhouse.
The executive branch of government is
acting as if it is running a giant club-
house. They are going to move State
facilities around and State functions
around in ways which accommodate
their loyal constituency. The way you
hand out patronage to the clubhouse,
they are going to seek to hand out
State services and State agencies as if
they were a giant clubhouse.

b 2000

And they had the right to reward
their workers by handing them that
agency or handing them a hospital or
handing them some set of functions in
their particular area and taking it
away from another area. The govern-
ment of New York State has proposed
to move certain facilities out of the
State capital. Why do you have a State
capital if it is not efficient and effec-
tive to have all of the pertinent serv-
ices, administrative agencies grouped
together. But he is going to take part
of the State capital functions and move
them to his home area of Poughkeep-
sie, NY and put them in facilities there
because that is where his constituency
is. Those are the people who voted for
him and he wants to build up the econ-
omy of the area where he came from.
And he is going to do this in a 4-year
period, sort of throw the whole State

government out of kilter by seeking to
reward his loyal supporters while he
punishes the people in the Albany area,
the area of the capital, because they
did not vote for him in as large num-
bers as people in Poughkeepsie voted
for him.

It is an obvious move. Everybody is
talking about it. What baffles me most
is how and why nobody has brought a
court suit or threatened to arrest the
Governor. I do not know how you can
so blatantly and so openly misuse pub-
lic resources and be allowed to remain
in office or not be challenged. That is
going on now at the level of New York
State government.

This Governor has gotten ahead of
the Contract With America in many
ways. He is already trying to change
the standards in nursing homes, and he
has already proposed a giant cut in Aid
to Families with Dependent Children.
He is already going after the poor with
a vengeance. So he is ahead of the Con-
tract With America and proving just
how horrible the fate of the people who
need government most will be under
State governments.

So block grants to the States and
State control of certain programs will
only mean horror stories and great suf-
fering for large numbers of people. Yet,
the wisdom here seems to be give it to
the States, give it to the States. The
Governors have spoken. The Governors
are unified. The Democratic Governors
are with the Republican Governors on
Aid to Families with Dependent Chil-
dren. The Democratic Governors are in
agreement with the Republican Gov-
ernors on Medicaid.

Well, this Nation was not con-
structed, the Government was not con-
structed the way it is for no good rea-
son. If they wanted Governors to legis-
late nationally, it would have been
simple to have the Governors of all the
States compose the legislature of the
United States, but that is not the case.
The Governors are now very greedy.
They do not want to wait until the
power is handed down to them. They
have taken the initiative, become very
aggressive, and now they want to take
over the function of Congress. So the
Governor of Montana, the Governor of
Maine, the Governor of Nevada, States
with very little in terms of population,
they have very few people, so they have
very little representation in Congress.
We have New York, Texas, Florida,
California with large numbers of Rep-
resentatives in Congress, according to
population. That is the way the Con-
stitution constructed it. The Constitu-
tion may need some correction and ad-
justment with respect to the Senate,
because we do not have one man vote
in the other body. It is every State has
two votes regardless of its population.
That itself is something that ought to
be on the agenda for the next decade to
deal with. But, certainly, there is a
good sense, common sense counter-
balance in terms that the House of
Representatives is proportioned ac-
cording to population.
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So how can 50 States, one Governor

from each State, usurp the Congress’
right and begin to make legislation
with each one of those Governors hav-
ing an equal vote? They broadcast this
all over. We agree, all of us agree, all of
us agree. The Governor of Montana
agrees with the Governor of Maine who
agrees with the Governor of New York.

We are here, and we are here rep-
resenting constituencies and congres-
sional districts. And we reserve the
right to make the decisions ourselves
and not have the Governors usurp the
powers of the Congress. Let them wait
until this process runs its course. Let
us see how much power we are going to
hand down to the States. Let us see
how the people respond. Let us not as-
sume that the Governors are already in
charge.

We have leadership stuck in a rut
here in Washington. We have leader-
ship stuck in a rut in Albany, in New
York, and lots of other State capitals.
We have leadership stuck in a rut in
New York City. The mayor of New
York City insists on continuing to cut
education programs. Over and over
again he goes after education, creating
more and more problems in a city that
cannot survive unless it has a more
educated population. The city is losing
jobs. The only hope is in the area of
high, technology jobs, telecommuni-
cations. Only educated people are going
to keep the city of New York alive.
They mayor of New York City contin-
ues to make cuts. He is stuck in a rut
in terms of how to approach a budget
and how to set priorities.

The police, they will not be cut. The
police represent a great deal of ineffi-
ciency because you have a lot of police
who are doing the work that civilians
should be doing. We were moving in the
direction of civilianization of the po-
lice department, but because of politi-
cal considerations, the mayor cuts edu-
cation while he bloats the salaries of
the police department who ought to be
out fighting crime. And you could re-
place them with lower paid civilian
workers. So we have this phenomenon
of people in responsible positions, when
they are stuck in a rut and their con-
ventional wisdom is all that you have
to work with. They cause great suffer-
ing and great destruction.

The Washington obsolete, out-of-step
reasoning sets a pace for all the others.
Washington is so off base in the last
year, since this Congress began, until
they knock everything else out of kil-
ter. Other jurisdictions, States and mu-
nicipalities pick up. Washington serves
as a negative role model, and we have
a great deal of incompetence, blunder-
ing, dishonesty, bullying oppression,
waste, right down the line as a result
of the example set here in Washington.
We waste money on a monumental
scale.

Whitewater hearings, for example. I
understand there is an effort to keep
the Whitewater hearings going on in-
definitely. Whitewater is as great an
example as you will want to find of a

complete turnover of an official gov-
ernment function to a partisan party
consideration. If the Whitewater hear-
ings are continued, they certainly
should be paid for out of the Repub-
lican Party’s campaign funds, because
it is a political campaign that is being
waged through an official congres-
sional hearing. If Whitewater really
was sincere, if Whitewater had any
credibility and Whitewater meant any-
thing other than a way to harass the
President by the other party, if
Whitewater was really focused on sav-
ings and loans scandals, then I would
be the first to applaud Whitewater. Be-
cause if ever there was a piece of Amer-
ican history that has been smothered
and kept out of the view of the public,
it is the savings and loan scandal.

Whitewater is cited by the people
who are conducting the Whitewater
hearings as being very important be-
cause I think $60,000, $60 million, I have
forgotten, 60 million, 60,000, in a
minute you will understand why nei-
ther one impresses, 60 million is con-
siderably more than 60,000. That is a
lot of money. Whitewater lost that, the
bank lost it. There is nothing that says
the President or the First Lady had
anything to do with those losses, but it
is a good idea to have savings and
loans, banks investigated and to have
the spotlight thrown on the savings
and loan scandal.

As I have said many times here on
this floor, the savings and loan scandal
was the biggest swindle in the history
of civilization. In the history of man-
kind, never have so many gotten away
with so much and walked off scot-free
as in the savings and loan scandal.

If you were serious about investigat-
ing the savings and loan scandal, if you
were serious about exposing to the
American people the great cost of the
savings and loan scandal, then you
would have a hierarchy of hearings.
You would start with hearings related
to the banks that lost the most money.
If you were serious, you would start
with Mr. Keating’s bank. Mr. Keating
has so much exposure and he did so
many rotten things beyond what other
savings and loans crooks did. After he
ran out of FDIC funds, funds that were
guaranteed by the Federal Deposit In-
surance Corporation, Mr. Keating had
his people go out and swindle senior
citizens of their money, and it had no
FDIC backing. So the State of Califor-
nia went after him in such an obvious
way that the U.S. Government had to
fall in line and go after him. So
Keating and his whole savings and loan
empire, they got exposed; and Keating,
for a liability of a minimum of $2 bil-
lion—you will see why $60 million was
so-so, did not register well in my
mind—when you start talking about $2
billion, you can see why Whitewater’s
$60 million pales in comparison.

Two billion dollars, what Keating’s
empire cost at a minimum. The FDIC
had to cough up that much money in
order to bail out the banking empire
that Keating had thoroughly looted. So

Keating got 12 years in jail. With good
behavior he will soon be out. But at
least he got some jail time. At least it
was exposed. So Keating’s S&L scandal
ought to be investigated a little bit
more, and we ought to have hearings
about that just to let the American
people know what the dimensions of it
were, that if you steal $2 billion, you
will get 12 years in jail. If you are the
victim of a great deal of publicity, if
six Senators are accused of helping
you, then you can’t, you will end up
getting 12 years in jail.

At least the American people ought
to clearly have the Whitewater hear-
ings people throw Whitewater aside
and focus on that, No 1. And then
banks that lost a billion and a half
would come next. Let us have hearings
on all the savings and loans banks or
all the other banks, because in the
process of correcting the savings and
loan scandal, there were many regular
banks that were not savings and loans
that also were involved in the same
kind of chicanery, same kind of crook-
ed deals, same kind of racketeering en-
terprises.

So take all the banks that cost the
taxpayers a million and, a billion and a
half and have hearings on them next,
and then after that, all the banks that
cost the American taxpayer a billion,
and then after that go down to the $900
million and then the $900 million. I
think if you did it that way and were
sincerely interested in exposing to the
American people exactly what we lost
in these savings and loans swindles, ex-
actly how it worked and how we should
guard against it for the future, and how
private enterprise is not the great, effi-
cient, honest capable productive sector
that we make it out to be, a whole lot
of lessons could be learned if you took
those kinds of hearings and substituted
that for the focus on Whitewater. You
would get to Whitewater eventually.

Probably in 10 years we will get down
to the $60 million level. After you go
through all the ones that lost more
than a billion and a half, those that
lost a billion, those that lost $900 mil-
lion, then you come down systemati-
cally, maybe you will get to
Whitewater in 10 years. Then we can
say that we have an investigation and
a set of hearings that are truly serving
the public interest, and they are not
partisan fishing expeditions designed
to harass the President. Then we could
say that, and it would be a great thing
for America and a great thing for civ-
ilization, because the kind of swindle
that was pulled with the savings and
loans swindle is something that we
should know as much as possible about
in order to guarantee that never again
will it happen.

It is estimated that no less than $300
billion, $300 billion, the American peo-
ple have lost no less than $300 billion.
It may be as high as $500 billion. They
do not account for it. What we need
hearings for on the savings and loans is
to make them sit down and tell us at
one hearing what the summary figures
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are at this point in February 1996, how
many banks have you sold off, how
much money have you recovered, how
much restitution has been given by in-
dividuals, what happened with
Silverado bank in Denver, CO?
Silverado bank comes second probably
to Keating’s bank. I think they lost
close to $2 billion.

The son of the President at that
time, Neil Bush, sat on that board, and
I read accounts of how he was indig-
nant when they investigated and said
to him, this board has been so irrespon-
sible and maybe so crooked that you
can’t ever sit again on another banking
board.
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He got indignant. Then later I heard
that he calmed down, and they fined
him. What did they fine him? I think
they fined him $40,000. Silverado Bank
had lost $2 billion. I think one of the
board members named Neil Bush was
fined $40,000.

That is the bank where there was an
incident where a building was bought
by a realtor for $26 million, and the
building was appraised for $13 million.
The bank told the purchaser we will
loan you $26 million, and you deposit
half of it in the bank because the or-
ders are coming soon and we need that
money to show. So they loaned them
$26 million, $13 million more than the
building was worth, in order to have
the books show that they had a little
more money in the bank. If that is not
racketeering, you know, I do not know
what it is.

But we cannot just talk about this in
a special order; we need hearings, we
need ongoing hearings, and we need to
start at the very top with the banks
that have lost the most money, and
maybe we will get to Whitewater in my
lifetime if you use that hierarchy. I
doubt it.

The Washington conventional wis-
dom says let us go after Whitewater,
which is just a pebble in the stream,
and that is what is happening. Wash-
ington wisdom says we should balance
the budget on the backs of the power-
less, and that is passed down to the
States and down to the city. Great har-
assment is taking place in New York.
Anyone who applies for welfare has to
wait several weeks, has to fill out very
complicated forms, has to go through
all kinds of bureaucratic harassment.
They are harassing the poorest people
because they have the least amount of
power. That starts here in Washington.
We go after AFDC, we go after Medic-
aid, we go after the areas where the
people are the poorest at the same time
we increase the budget of the Defense
Department by $6 billion, $6 billion. At
the same time we refuse to deal with
it, the fact that the agribusinesses are
on welfare and the agribusinesses are
spending billions of dollars, are receiv-
ing billions of dollars in cash payments
for not growing grain, for not planting
anything, for not doing any work, and
they do not have to pass a means test

to prove that they are poor. We turn
our backs on obvious waste while the
conventional wisdom tells us to beat
up on the poor, beat up on children who
are receiving aid to families with de-
pendent children.

Washington conventional wisdom
promulgated by the majority, Repub-
licans, say that the workers of America
are a threat to the economy, that the
workers of America are a drag on our
forward progress, that not only do you
have to keep the workers wages low,
and they refuse to discuss an increase
in the minimum wage, the majority,
Republicans, would not even discuss it.
I serve on the committee, the Commit-
tee on Education and labor, a name
which I choose to continue to give to
the committee, although the official
name now under the Republican major-
ity is Committee on Economic and
Educational Opportunities. The word
labor is such a horrendous word that
they do not want it in there anywhere.
The certainly do not want worker,
term worker, around anywhere. For
some reason, although I did not read it
anywhere in the Contract With Amer-
ica, for some reason the majority of
Republicans have chose to wage a re-
lentless assault upon workers. Workers
and their families are being attacked
on every front. They refuse to raise the
minimum wage, would not even discuss
it. They go after the Fair Labor Stand-
ards Act, which deals with wages and
overtime, et cetera. They want to radi-
cally change that. They go after OSHA,
which provides for safety in the work-
place. They are going after the Labor
Relations Board. There is nothing, no
component of American Government
which is designed to help workers that
has not been placed on the greater tack
by the Republican majority. The as-
sault on workers and their families as
enemies of the American economy and
the American people continues.

No wonder Pat Buchanan gets a re-
sponse from workers out there when he
dares to mention some of their prob-
lems. He only dares to mention some of
them. Pat Buchanan talks about the
fact that there is a gap, but he does not
talk about how to close the gap. He
would not support an increase in the
minimum wage. When he is asked the
question, he avoids the question. But
he recognizes there is a gap, and every
worker applauds. At least somebody
would have visibility, somebody that
the media covers recognizes that there
is a great gap between most Ameri-
cans, the great majority of Americans
and the people at the very top; it ought
to be closed. Somebody recognizes that
this gap is caused partially by the glob-
al economy movement, which has been
greatly enhanced by the passage of
NAFTA and the passage of GATT.
Somebody recognizes that when you
have Mexican workers making a dollar
an hour on a job where American work-
ers may make $10 to $15 an hour, natu-
rally the factory is going to move to
Mexico. Any fool could tell you that,
and you do not have to be an economist

from Harvard to know that when you
pass NAFTA and create those condi-
tions, you are going to make life dif-
ficult for American workers who had
those jobs before. At least Pat Bu-
chanan has raised it up on the radar
screen, and the workers now have
somebody who indicates that they
exist.

There is a lesson in this for all the
Democrats at every level to pay atten-
tion to the fact of the assault on the
workers has created a siege mentality
among workers and a siege mentality
among the middle class who do not like
to be called workers. But the techni-
cians and the professionals and the
middle management people, they too
are caught up in the siege mentality
because they have concrete anxieties,
definite causes for concern.

Washington obsolete, out-of-step con-
ventional wisdom says that education
and job training programs should be
cut. Nobody was more shocked than I
was when I heard that an agreement
had been made in the continuing reso-
lution process. The White House had
agreed that the continuing resolution
should contain cuts for education that
we had been fighting all along and the
President had indicated he would never
accept. You know the $1.1 billion cut of
title I is there, it is still there. The cut
on Head Start is there, it is still there.

The agreement that every program
should operate at 75 percent of its last
year’s budget means that there is a
cut, at least $1.1 billion for Title I. The
cut is there. If you accept that 75 per-
cent of last year’s budget will deter-
mine the continuing budget level for
title I education funds, title I is the
only program that funnels money from
the Federal Government to elementary
and secondary education. It is very im-
portant. It is important because the
mayor of New York City is cutting edu-
cation drastically, it is important be-
cause the Governor of New York State
is cutting education drastically, and
even though education funds that come
from the Federal level are only 7 per-
cent of the total, if they are taking
heavy cuts at the city level and the
State level, then the Federal dollars
assume a new importance, and the in-
crease—there was a slight increase in
title I funds for most of the school dis-
tricts across the country. That in-
crease plus what they had before was
very important in helping to maintain
some kind of stability, and now with
the leadership of the Federal Govern-
ment the cuts at the local level, the
State level, are larger than they would
have been otherwise.

Their philosophy comes from the
Federal Government, the Congress of
the United States. The majority, Re-
publicans, in the Congress have indi-
cated that education should not even
be a Federal function, that we should
get rid of the Department of Edu-
cation. They have made a frontal as-
sault on education, and it is one of the
smallest agencies, smallest activities,
in Government. Yes, they sometimes
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have a large budget because they have
student loans and student grants, but
when you look at the agency as a
whole, it has the least number of em-
ployees, and it is a smallest, one of the
smallest, bureaucracies. So why have
an assault on education in an era when
job training and education are needed
more than ever?

The assault on education following
the assault on workers, it all leads to a
situation where large numbers of peo-
ple in our Nation, voters, think that
they are under assault, they are under
siege, and they are right. The common-
sense observance is more on target
than the Washington wisdom. The con-
ventional wisdom here in Washington
says it is not enough of a problem to
discuss. But the commonsense reason
of the people says we have got a real
problem and we will even go with all
the liabilities represented by a Pat Bu-
chanan candidacy to get some atten-
tion.

Education and job training cuts are
outrageous at a time like this. I under-
stand that the continuing resolution
with respect to education and labor
cannot clarify really whether we are
going to have a summer youth employ-
ment program this summer. Summer
youth employment program has al-
ready been cut over the years down to
a minimum program, whereas New
York City used to receive money
enough to give 90,000 jobs to young peo-
ple during the summer. In the last few
years it has been cut all the way down
to about 30,000 jobs, and now we are in
danger of losing the 30,000 jobs. And
New York City has 8 million people, a
lot of young people. Now we are about
to lose the meager 30,000 jobs because
it is not clear in the continuing resolu-
tion what the funding level is for the
summer youth employment. There is
some talk about being funded at 75 per-
cent of last year’s level, but the sum-
mer youth employment was singled out
last year to be phased out, and I think
that last year’s level is defined as the
amount of money that was appro-
priated for phasing it out.

So it is not the same amount as it
was the last operational year. We are
still trying to clarify that, but the fact
that it is even in jeopardy and there is
a question shows how far afield the
Washington wisdom is. The fact that
the White House has not rushed to
clarify that or rushed to make clear
that in its agreement of a continuing
resolution, it certainly did not mean to
jeopardize the Summer Youth Employ-
ment Program.

But I have a solution. We have these
cuts in education and the cuts in job
training, summer youth employment.
The solution is at hand. It has been
supplied by the CIA. We have said that
these cuts are being made because we
must downsize government, streamline
government, we want to end the era of
big government, and I say that that is
an acceptable goal. But if you do not
do it across the board, then you are
going to generate dislocations and suf-

fering in the wrong places, and we have
done that. By cutting education, by
cutting job training, we are cutting in
the wrong places, we are greatly crip-
pling our efforts to move forward in
the global economy and make America
competitive. Education is key, job
training is key.

So why do not we cut the CIA? I pro-
posed this for 2 years in a row. I have
had legislation on the floor saying we
should cut the CIA by 10 percent per
year over a 5-year period, and the legis-
lation has gotten very few votes, 57
votes I think we got last time, which
means that both parties, Democrats
and Republicans, are stuck in a rut
with their conventional wisdom. They
will not vote to cut CIA. CIA existed
primarily to spy on the Soviet Union.
At least half of its resources were de-
voted to that enemy. The Soviet Union
now; you know, we have them over
here in our missile sites and the space
program we are running jointly with
them and all kinds of interactions tak-
ing place. Why do we need to have the
same amount of money dedicated to
the CIA as we had when the Soviet
Union was the Evil Empire and we
needed to keep tabs on them? You
know, why do we need it?

So we have not been able to win the
battle of cutting the CIA. The budget is
not known, it is still a secret, and the
Russian secret service, its equivalent
of the CIA, they have exposed a lot of
things, they have opened up a lot of
their files, but we are strictly secret
even to the point of not telling the
American people what the budget is. A
Member of Congress cannot get to
know what the budget is unless he goes
to a little room and looks at the budg-
et and when he comes out he is sworn
to secrecy and he cannot discuss it. So
I refuse to go into the room.
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I refuse to go into the room. I accept
the estimates of the New York Times,
the estimates that the conventional,
across-the-board most reliable sources
say the budget of the CIA and the in-
telligence agencies under the CIA all
come out to about $28 billion. So a $28
billion cut, a 10-percent cut of a $28 bil-
lion agency would be a $2.8 billion cut
over a 5-year period. You could have a
sizeable amount to put back in.

What I am here to propose is that we
lost the fight. The CIA is not being
downsized, not being streamlined. The
era of big government, as far as the
CIA is concerned, still is intact, but
the CIA recently found $2 billion out-
side of the budget. They had $2 billion
that they had not used over several
years that they lost track of. It was in
a petty cash fund.

The American people, try to com-
prehend a petty cash fund of $2 billion.
Try to comprehend how an agency of
the Government can lose $2 billion;
how the Director of the agency can
have $2 billion in his budget and not
know about it. Try to comprehend
that. I find it very difficult to com-

prehend, but let us not dwell on com-
prehending it. Listen to my proposal.
My proposal is that you have $2 billion
that you did not know you had. You
have $2 billion outside of the attempt
to balance the budget, outside of
downsizing.

You have $2 billion, and education
needs about $2 billion; $1.1 billion can
go to maintenance of the budget at the
same level for the title I program, $1.1
billion; $300 million can be restored to
Head Start. We still have not used the
whole $2 billion. The rest of it can go
for the Summer Youth Employment
Program, and we are even. No sweat,
no pain. You do not have to hurt any-
body. This is lost money that has been
found, and now we can celebrate and
take care of the young people of Amer-
ica in the school and in the Summer
Youth Employment Program. That is a
solution.

Let us throw aside the Washington
conventional wisdom, because I heard
that there are plans to let the CIA re-
program the money. They are going to
be rewarded by being allowed to repro-
gram the lost petty cash. The slush
fund will be given to the people who
created the slush fund. There is an ar-
ticle in the New York Times which
shows that maybe that will not happen.
Maybe it will not happen. Suddenly,
somebody has become indignant. Sud-
denly, there is talk about firing the
people who lost $2 billion in their petty
cash fund.

Mr. Speaker, I will include in the
RECORD an article from today’s New
York Times entitled ‘‘Spy Satellite
Agency Heads Are Ousted for Lost
Money.’’

The article referred to follows:
[From the New York Times, Feb. 27, 1996]

SPY SATELLITE AGENCY HEADS ARE OUSTED
FOR LOST MONEY

(By Tim Weiner)
WASHINGTON.—The top two managers of

the National Reconnaissance Office, the se-
cret agency that builds spy satellites, were
dismissed today after losing track of more
than $2 billion in classified money.

The Director of Central Intelligence, John
Deutch, and Defense Secretary William J.
Perry announced that they had asked the di-
rector of the reconnaissance office, Jeffrey
K. Harris, and the deputy director, Jimmie
D. Hall, to step down.

‘‘This action is dictated by our belief that
N.R.O.’s management practices must be im-
proved and the credibility of this excellent
organization must be restored,’’ Mr. Deutch
and Mr. Perry wrote in a statement. A Gov-
ernment official close to Mr. Deutch said the
intelligence chief had lost confidence in the
officials’ ability to manage the reconnais-
sance office’s secret funds.

Keith Hall, a senior intelligence official
who has managed satellite programs for the
Pentagon, was named today as deputy direc-
tor and acting director of the reconnaissance
office.

The office is a secret Government con-
tracting agency that spends $5 billion to $6
billion a year—the exact budget is a secret—
running the nation’s spy satellite program.
The satellites take highly detailed pictures
from deep space and eavesdrop on tele-
communications; everything about them, in-
cluding their cost, is classified. The secret
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agency is hidden within the Air Force and is
overseen jointly by Mr. Deutch and Mr.
Perry.

But overseeing intelligence agencies, espe-
cially an agency as secretive as the recon-
naissance office, whose very existence was an
official secret until 1992, is no easy matter.
Well-run intelligence services deceive out-
siders; poorly run ones fool themselves. This
apparently was the case with the reconnais-
sance office.

Its managers lost track of more than $2
billion that had accrued in several separate
classified accounts over the last few years,
according to the Senate Select Committee
on Intelligence. The committee had thought
the sum was a mere $1.2 billion until audi-
tors called in by Mr. Deutch found at least
$800 million more in the reconnaissance of-
fice’s secret books this winter.

The auditors told Mr. Deutch that the way
the reconnaissance office handled its ac-
counts was so arcane, so obscured by secrecy
and complexity and so poorly managed that
a $2 billion surplus in its ledgers had gone
unreported.

‘‘Deutch did not know, Perry did not know
and Congress did not know’’ about the sur-
plus, an intelligence official said. ‘‘There was
a lack of clarity as to how much money was
there and how much was needed.’’ The audit
is continuing and is expected to be com-
pleted by April.

The reconnaissance office also spent more
than $300 million on a new headquarters out-
side Washington in the early 1990’s. The Sen-
ate intelligence committee, which appro-
priates classified money for intelligence
agencies, said it was unaware of the cost. In
the only public hearing ever held on the sub-
ject of the National Reconnaissance Office,
Mr. Hall testified in 1994 that the construc-
tion of the building was a covert operation
and the money for it had been broken into
separate classified accounts to conceal its
existence.

The reconnaissance office is one of 13 intel-
ligence agencies under Mr. Deutch. All will
be covered in a report to be issued on Friday
by a Presidential commission on the future
of intelligence. The report will address the
question of whether Government spending
for intelligence—an estimated $26 billion to
$28 billion a year—should continue to be offi-
cially secret.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, let me just
read a few items from this article. I
will not read it all.

The top two managers of the National Re-
connaissance Office, the secret agency that
builds spy satellites, were dismissed today
after losing track of more than $2 billion in
classified money.

The Director of Central Intelligence, John
Deutsch, and Defense Secretary William J.
Perry announced that they had asked the di-
rector of the reconnaissance office, Jeffrey
K. Harris, and the deputy director, Jimmie
D. Hall, to step down.

This action is dictated by our belief that
N.R.O.’s management practices must be im-
proved and the credibility of this excellent
organization must be restored.

I do not know how it can be an excel-
lent organization; if they cannot keep
track of their money any better than
that, I do not have any faith in any-
thing else they are doing. I doubt there
is great competence anywhere else if
you cannot keep track of your books. If
you lose $2 billion, then how many
other blunders and errors have been
made, is the question. Any American
citizen can ask that question and be on
sound ground. Common sense should

ask that question. But here we are
praising these people. They run an ex-
cellent agency, except they lost $2 bil-
lion in their petty cash fund.

A Government official close to Mr.
Deutsch, who is the head of the CIA,
said ‘‘The intelligence chief had lost
confidence in the officials’ ability to
manage the reconnaissance office’s se-
cret funds.’’ That is the understate-
ment of the year, that they lost con-
fidence. The office is a secret Govern-
ment contracting agency that spends
$5 billion to $6 billion a year. It is a se-
cret, so you do not know exactly how
much. They run the Nation’s spy sat-
ellite program. The auditors told Mr.
Deutsch that the way the reconnais-
sance office handled its accounts was
so arcane, so obscured by secrecy and
complexity, and so poorly managed
that a $2 billion surplus in its ledgers
have gone unreported.

I will not read anymore. I commend
you to the New York Times of Feb-
ruary 27, 1996. This is happening in
your Government. This is one of the
pieces of Government that conven-
tional Washington wisdom has said
should not be downsized, should not be
streamlined. The era of big Govern-
ment lives on in the CIA.

I want the $2 billion that has been
discovered to go to education, to job
training, to the summer youth employ-
ment program. Washington obsolete
out-of-step reasoning says the income
gap is not important. The minimum
wage is not important. The minimum
wage proposal is on the table. We have
a piece of legislation which is spon-
sored by the minority leader, the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. GEPHARDT]
and I am cosponsor, but at last count
we did not have all of the Democrats
on it, so I cannot really criticize the
majority of Republicans for not sup-
porting the minimum wage bill until
we get all of the Democrats on it. A
large number of Democrats are not
supporting an increase in the minimum
wage.

The bill says that we shall raise the
minimum wage by 45 cents per hour
over a 2-year period, twice; a total of 90
cents an hour over a 2-year period, so
we will move from $4.25 to 90 cents
more. It is a minimum, a meager effort
to move forward in an era when the in-
come gap is growing. In an era when
wages are stagnant, we cannot even
agree to move the minimum wage.

NAFTA, GATT, all these things were
quickly moved through the process, the
legislative process. There was a mini-
mum of public discussion of what it
means to have Mexican workers mak-
ing $1 an hour in a job in which other
people make $10 an hour; what it
means to have Mexican plants not have
to comply with environmental stand-
ards, while American plants have to
comply. All of that was rushed
through.

Suddenly Pat Buchanan raises the
question, and it is now on the radar
screen, and common sense says we
ought to discuss it. Regardless of how

you feel about Mr. Buchanan, you
ought to discuss it. Pat Buchanan’s
bombshell has shattered the smugness
and serenity of Washington conven-
tional wisdom. There is an economic
revolution, and it is fueled by rapidly
escalating technology changes. A glob-
al economy is being created. The prob-
lem is that losers have not volunteered
to be sacrificed.

Everybody says there must be some
losers. Now we have a revolt of the los-
ers. Losers want to vote for somebody
else, somebody who is willing to talk
about their dilemma, their problem.
Why should losers accept their fate
quietly? Why do losers have to be los-
ers when we could have a transition
process where we have education pro-
grams and job training programs which
help people through the period where
downsizing, streamlining, has taken
place and all these technology changes
are taking place?

The Buchanan media domination
over the last few days has certainly
captured attention of all sectors. Peo-
ple in my district who have no use for
Mr. Buchanan and his racist, anti-Se-
mitic opinions want to listen to him
when he talks about the effects of
NAFTA and the effects of GATT. The
commonsense questions are being
raised by the people in my district and
many others. They wanted to say,
‘‘Why aren’t you doing something
about the fact that so many workers
are losing their jobs, and there is no
job training for them? Why aren’t you
doing something about providing some
kind of help for these people?’’

Those are the questions that are
being asked, and I have answers. We
are. We are attempting to. We do not
have the high visibility of media star
Pat Buchanan or Presidential can-
didate Pat Buchanan, but the Progres-
sive Caucus, the Congressional Black
Caucus, we have legislation there. The
legislation is there to call for a stimu-
lus program that would have job train-
ing and get us through this transition
period.

Nobody is a genius, and nobody pro-
poses to know all the answers as to
where we are going to come out after
this technology global economy revolu-
tion takes place. We cannot predict
that. We can come up with programs
that help human beings get through
the process, and we have legislation
that is proposed.

In the Congressional Black Caucus
budget, the alternative budget that
was put on the floor of this House, the
two areas that were increased were
education and job training. The propos-
als are there. They have been offered.
They are still there, but no consider-
ation by the leadership. The majority
Republican Party controlling this
House does not want to make these
considerations.

Maybe the high visibility we have
gained through Mr. Buchanan’s can-
didacy, maybe that high visibility will
at least stimulate some discussions of
an increase in the minimum wage.
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Maybe it will at least stimulate some
discussion of a minimum job training
program that might move us forward a
little bit.

But we are grateful. God and the
American political process work in
mysterious ways. We are grateful for
this high visibility that the problems
have been given. Out of the mouths of
racists and anti-Semites some common
sense can be heard. This is a great se-
cret that is not so secret among
demagogs and demagoguery. Demagogs
know that you have to make some
sense to people. You have to show com-
mon sense. Mr. Buchanan shows com-
mon sense.

Demagogs know that you have to ad-
dress some practical, real, concrete
problem. You have to do that.
Demagogs know that you have to pre-
tend to care about people’s suffering.
You have to pretend, at least.
Demagogs know this. So this demagog
is raising the high visibility, and for
that reason we are grateful. We are not
grateful enough to follow a person who
has a whole history of anti-Semitic
statements, a whole history of racist
statements. We will not be carried
away, but the issues have been raised.
The Washington conventional wisdom
has been shaken. We will go forward to
try to be positive about filling the vac-
uum that we have refused to recognize
up to date.

We should support workers. We
should make certain that there are no
losers that suffer unnecessarily. We
should have a transition program that
we solidly back in order to carry for-
ward our economy and all the people in
our economy.
f

CONDEMNATION OF THE COLD-
BLOODED MURDER OF UNITED
STATES CITIZENS BY THE
CUBAN DICTATORSHIP

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from New Jersey [Mr.
MENENDEZ] is recognized for 60 min-
utes.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, I
come to the floor tonight to condemn a
brutal, cold-blooded, premeditated
murder of U.S. citizens by the Castro
regime this past weekend. I would like
to go through the facts, Mr. Speaker,
of what happened.

Brothers to the Rescue is a Miami-
based humanitarian organization en-
gaged in search and rescue missions
over the Florida Straits. It was on just
such a mission this past weekend. The
members of Brothers to the Rescue
were flying unarmed, civilian, defense-
less planes in a mission that is iden-
tical to hundreds of missions that they
have flown since 1991. They posed no
threat whatsoever to the Cuban Gov-
ernment, the Cuban military, or the
Cuban people. And the Cuban dictator-
ship knows this. They know what they
have done. They know of lives they
have saved. They have saved nearly
6,000 lives, Mr. Speaker.

I know what their mission has always
been, because approximately 1 year ago
I flew with Brothers to the Rescue. I
was in a plane like those that were
gunned down, brutally, by the Castro
regime. On that flight, what we did is
transverse the Florida Straits in inter-
national air space in search of people
whose only crime was to flee a totali-
tarian regime, fleeing from repression
and seeking freedom.
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And in that process, that day that we
were flying over the Florida Straits
and in international airspace, we in
fact found 12 individuals who were on a
small island who had been there for
several days who had no food and no
water. And it is because of that mis-
sion, Mr. Speaker, that they in fact
were saved. We threw water to them.
We threw food to them. We telegraphed
their location to the Coast Guard, and
the U.S. Coast Guard ended up rescuing
them.

That is only one of the many, many
flights that Brothers to the Rescue has
had in saving thousands of lives.

When the Cuban Government makes
statements to the contrary about what
Brothers to the Rescue is all about,
there is no basis in fact. Brothers to
the Rescue’s aircraft on this past Sat-
urday notified Cuban air traffic con-
trollers as to their flight plans, which
would take them along the 24th par-
allel, close to the Cuban airspace but
still in international airspace, and
under international law. That law pro-
vides a nation with a 12-mile limit on
airspace as extended from the coastline
of the nation.

Now, the response of the Castro re-
gime, which was ordered at the highest
levels of the regime by Castro himself,
because it is impossible, if you under-
stand the command structure of the re-
gime in Cuba, you understand that
such an order to gun down civilian, in-
nocent individuals would never be done
but at the highest levels in their chain
of command. And we know that par-
tially to be true, Mr. Speaker, because
just recently, recently some retired
United States generals, retired Gen.
Eugene Carroll, who was in Cuba a few
weeks ago, was asked what the United
States reaction to such an act would
be. Now, why would you ask that ques-
tion if you were not preparing for that
possibility?

It is now interesting to note that yes-
terday the Cuban Government openly
bragged about a pilot who they sent to
infiltrate Brothers to the Rescue and
returned to Cuba the day before the in-
cident. It is now apparent that that in-
dividual, Juan Pablo Roque, transmit-
ted information to the Castro regime
about the Brothers to the Rescue’s
flight plans for Saturday, and so we
have here the facts developing of why I
say that this act was premeditated
murder and it is in fact an act of state
terrorism.

You have an infiltrator pilot who
tells the regime, Brothers to the Res-

cue are flying, they are flying one of
their search-and-rescue missions, they
will be in international airspace but
near Cuban airspace, and therefore sets
them up as clay pigeons. And you have
a situation in which Castro’s regime it-
self was thinking about the possibility
of shooting down innocent civilians,
asking a former retired general who
was in Cuba about the United States
reaction to such an event. Hence, the
premeditation.

Even if these civilian aircraft were
not in international airspace, which
they were, our own Government tells
us that they were, under every sense of
international law, which was recog-
nized by the European Union in their
condemnation of the Castro regime,
where they say that they strongly con-
demn the shooting down of two civilian
aircraft on Saturday by the Cuban Air
Force and where they go on to say irre-
spective of the circumstances of the in-
cident, there can be no excuse for not
respecting international law and
human rights norms, under any sense
of international law, it would not be
appropriate to gun down civilians who
were simply flying search-and-rescue
missions.

The response of Castro’s regime to
these flights was to scramble two fight-
er jets from a Havana airfield. At ap-
proximately 3:24 p.m., on Saturday, the
pilot of one of the Cuban MIG’s re-
ceived permission, asked for permis-
sion specifically, and proceeded to
shoot down the first Brothers to the
Rescue airplane, and then 7 minutes
later the pilot of the Cuban fighter jet
received permission and proceeded to
shoot down the second Brothers to the
Rescue airplane.

Now, this is a barbaric act. It is an
act of state terrorism sponsored by, in
fact, a government, a regime, I cannot
find myself to call it a government be-
cause it rules by brute force; this is the
barbaric act that we face.

And who died here Mr. Speaker? Peo-
ple who died here were U.S. citizens.
Two of them were born in the United
States. One of them is a former
Vietman veteran. I do not know why
the press continues to refer to them as
exiles. I do not understand what that
categorization is supposed to be. I am
not quite sure that there are different
standards of American citizenship. But
certainly, certainly when someone is
born in this country, when someone
serves this country, is there any higher
standard of being an American citizen?

Yet for Armando Alejandro, Jr. and
Pablo Morales and Carlos Costa and
Mario de la Pena, who left Miami’s
Opa-Locka Airport on Saturday, the
24th, on a routine humanitarian mis-
sion to search for rafters in the straits
of Florida, and for their families, whom
we grieve with today, I wonder when
they are questioning about when they
hear constantly the references simply
to exiles and they are forgotten as U.S.
citizens. One of them, in fact, was a
former constituent of mine, Mario de la
Pena, who was born in Weehawken, NJ.
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