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ONE OUT OF SEVEN CHILDREN IN
UNITED STATES DO NOT HAVE
HEALTH INSURANCE

(Mr. McDERMOTT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, 2
years ago the President of the United
States said he wanted to give all Amer-
icans health care that could never be
taken away, affordable health care
that could never be taken away.

Now Members of the then minority
and now majority take great pride in
saying they stopped the President from
advancing that particular change in
our public policy. The result has been
that more and more people are without
health insurance in this country.

Now the article in today’s Washing-
ton Post, page 3, says that one out of
seven children in this country do not
have insurance. Even more damming
than that figure is that 9 out of 10 of
those children live in a family where
one adult works. These are people who
are doing what the American system
says we should do: We should work, we
should get a job, we should try and
take care of our families, but they do
not have jobs where they get health
care benefits.

Now we have waited for 2 years for
the Republicans to offer any proposal,
and there is none, and there is no budg-
et that deals with it now.

WE MUST DO MORE TO PROTECT
CHILDREN IN OUR SOCIETY

(Mr. GEJDENSON asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, never
in the history of the world have we had
a country with resources abandon its
own children. 1 say to my colleagues,
“It is one thing to say that you are
poor, that you don’t have the money,
that you don’t have the resources to
get the job done. Well, we have the re-
sources, and in this Congress we’re
making the choice not to put them
where they are needed.”

Frankly, the cost is far more. Many
of these children, once crippled by
their illnesses, end up in emergency
rooms where the cost far exceeds any-
thing that coverage would cost.

This Congress embarrasses itself to
talk about bipartisanship and family
values and not have the audacity to sit
back and take the action. We sit back,
we take no action when it comes to the
most helpless in our society.

These children are without care. We
are a country with the resources. There
is no other country today in the world
with the resources we have that does
not protect its own children.
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APPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR
CERNING COMMENTS
FEDERAL EXPRESS

(Mr. FORD asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, | rise this
morning deeply concerned and deeply
disturbed about the comments of a
well-known Republican leader who ap-
proached the largest employer in my
district, Federal Express, and informed
them that it would be duly noted “‘if
the Federal Express PAC continues to
give to the Democrats at the Repub-
lican takeover of Congress.”’

Furthermore, Mr. Speaker, this Re-
publican leader said that business
PACs such as Federal Express would
““squirm considerably’’ if they continue
to give to Democrats.

Mr. Speaker, the employees of Fed-
eral Express contributed to their PAC
with the expectations that they will
not be pressured to promote the inter-
ests of one particular party.

Mr. Speaker, this type of actions and
conduct is what leads to the grave cyn-
icism and distrust that pervades the
American public.

On behalf of the 30,000 employees of
Federal Express, the hundreds of thou-
sands of constituents in my district
who benefit from the presence of Fed-
eral Express, | am asking the appro-
priate committees in both bodies, as
well as the Justice Department, to an-
swer the question: Is this appropriate
behavior of one of our well-known Re-
publican leaders?

CON-
ABOUT

DISAPPROVAL OF DETERMINATION
OF PRESIDENT REGARDING MEX-
ICO

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on Rules, | call up
House Resolution 95 and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 95

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to consider in
the House the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 58)
disapproving the certification of the Presi-
dent under section 490(b) of the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 regarding foreign assist-
ance for Mexico during fiscal year 1997. The
joint resolution shall be considered as read
for amendment. The previous question shall
be considered as ordered on the joint resolu-
tion and on any amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion or de-
mand for division of the question except: (1)
two hours of debate equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations; (2) the amendment rec-
ommended by the Committee on Inter-
national Relations now printed in the joint
resolution, which shall be considered as read,
shall be in order without intervention of any
point of order, and shall not be separately
debatable; (3) the further amendment speci-
fied in the report of the Committee on Rules
accompanying this resolution, if offered by a
Member designated in the report, which shall
be considered as read, shall be in order with-
out intervention of any point of order, and
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shall separately debatable for the time speci-
fied in the report equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an opponent;
and (4) one motion to recommit with or
without instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. Goss] is rec-
ognized for 1 hour.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, for the pur-
pose of debate only, | yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. FRosT], pending which
I yield myself such time as | may
consume. During consideration of this
resolution, all time yielded is for the
purpose of debate only.

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | ask unani-
mous consent that, in the consider-
ation of House Joint Resolution 58 pur-
suant to House Resolution 95, the
amendment printed in House Report
105-20 be considered as modified by (1)
striking ‘““the impact of such process on
financial markets’ from the text des-
ignated as section 6(C); and (2) striking
““on currency markets, international fi-
nancial markets and merchandise trade
flow” from the text designated as sec-
tion 6(g)(1)(B) and inserting in lieu
thereof “‘in enhancing international
counter narcotics cooperation’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr.
FoLEY]. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield such
time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. GINGRICH],
the distinguished Speaker of the
House.

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, | want-
ed to take the floor to begin this de-
bate today on the drug war and the spe-
cific question of certifying Mexico’s
role in the drug war to make several
points to all of my colleagues which 1
hope will be noted throughout the de-
bate, and | hope on our side of the aisle
that the managers both of the debate
on the rule and the debate on the ac-
tual bill will help communicate. This is
an effort on our part to help the people
of Mexico to help the people of Colom-
bia and to help the American people.

All of us are faced with a terrible
challenge of international drug lords
who are ruthless and who use the prof-
its of American money from sales to
Americans in order to sustain a level of
violence that is tragic. No American
can look at the thousands of Colom-
bians who have died, no American can
look at the Mexican prosecutors, the
Mexican police who have died risking
their lives to try to free their countries
from the scourge of drug dealers and
then talk in a self-righteous manner
about these countries.

We have a challenge in America of
ending the drug trade protecting our
children and cutting off the flow of
money to drug lords wherever they are.
We have a challenge as good neighbors
to recognize that we need to reach out
to help the people of Mexico and to
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help the people of Colombia, and yes,
there are concerns about decertifica-
tion, and yes, if you read the law and
you answer honestly the questions
written in the law, we find ourselves at
the point, as the attorney generals of
California and Arizona reported, that
they felt decertification was appro-
priate. But we will be offering an
amendment later to give the Clinton
administration an additional 90 days to
find ways to work with the Mexican
Government to avoid any such decerti-
fication because we believe the key as
good neighbors is to work together and
to work to honor the memory of those
in Colombia and Mexico who have lost
their life fighting the drug dealers and
to recognize that only by a true team
effort in which the American Govern-
ment and the American people also
take on an all-out challenge of defeat-
ing the drug dealers here and stopping
the drug purchases here and eliminat-
ing the flow of American money to
other countries.

So | hope all of our colleagues will
approach this debate in a positive ef-
fort to create a spirit across the Ameri-
cas of defeating the drug dealers as al-
lies together for civilization.

0O 1030

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

This is a straightforward rule that
allows us to bring a resolution with
strong bipartisan backing to the floor
for timely consideration, as the Speak-
er has just indicated. The rule allows 2
hours of debate, equally divided be-
tween the chairman and ranking mem-
ber of the Committee on International
Relations. It makes in order as the
base text House Joint Resolution 58 as
amended by the Committee on Inter-
national Relations and reported by a
strong 27 to 5 bipartisan vote.

In addition, it provides for the con-
sideration of an amendment by the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. HASTERT]
debatable for 20 minutes, equally di-
vided between the proponent and an op-
ponent. All points of order against the
committee amendment and the Hastert
amendment are waived. Finally, the
rule allows for one motion to recom-
mit, with or without instructions.

Mr. Speaker, | think it is with a cer-
tain degree of reluctance that the
House takes up this resolution. | be-
lieve collectively this body has been a
strong supporter of the democratiza-
tion and stabilization process in Mex-
ico, but it is simply impossible to over-
look the evidence we are confronting
today on the matter of full cooperation
in the war on drugs. That is the test
under the certification process.

Mexico has been identified as the
source or transfer point for a full 70
percent or thereabouts of the elicit
drugs that flow into the United States
every year. That is an extraordinary
amount. As we seek closer cooperation
with Mexico on trade and other areas,
we do our closest Latin American
neighbors and ourselves no favor if we
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close our eyes to the endemic corrup-
tion that is confounding our efforts in
Mexico.

Frankly, many of us were perplexed
to see Mexico receive full certification
by President Clinton, when countries
like Colombia, where the National Po-
lice have fought a courageous battle
against its drug cartels, were fully de-
certified. There seems to be a bit of a
double standard there.

I think it is true, as we have seen in
the certification process this year, that
the process is imperfect, some might
even say counterproductive. But for
today it is the law we have to work
with. And if we don’t like the certifi-
cation process, | would refer your at-
tention to provisions in the Hastert
amendment to reconsider that process
and provide for a high-level
counternarcotics commission.

But what are we looking for in Mex-
ico? We are looking for reliable drug
enforcement officials to work with us,
willingly, effectively and coopera-
tively.

Many applauded when Mexico mobi-
lized its military in the war on drugs,
including myself, making the recent
revelations unfortunately about Gen-
eral Gutierrez all the more troubling to
us. It seems we were sharing sensitive
information about drug cartels with a
military man who was involved in fact
with those cartels.

We also need evidence that once cap-
tured, notorious criminals like
Humberto Garcia will be charged, tried
and sentenced, not simply allowed to
walk out of custody.

Our goal is not to take a step back
from the many positive aspects of our
relationship with Mexico, and they are
many, and we are proud of them. |
think the Committee on International
Relations resolution does strike the
right tone. It is tough, but it is fair,
and the Hastert amendment is an addi-
tional opportunity for positive co-
operation between our two countries.

It is my hope that once the initial re-
action has passed, the Mexican Govern-
ment will respond with a concerted ef-
fort to address the specific vital issues
outlined in the Hastert amendment,
where the United States and Mexico
can do a better job of fighting drug
traffic together.

Mr. Speaker, notice that | included
the United States in the ‘‘can do bet-
ter’” category, because we all know the
problem is not entirely one of Mexico’s
making. There are demand issues to
deal with in the United States and
some lingering questions about the
commitment and efficiency of our own
administration to the fight against
drugs. We are working on that. Having
said all of that, | urge my colleagues to
join me in supporting the rule and in
passing House Joint Resolution 58.

A little candor on the situation in
Mexico will advance our cause a lot
further than glossing over the rough
spots. That is what friends are for.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.
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Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in opposition to a
bad rule for a questionable bill and a
truly terrible substitute.

Mr. Speaker, this joint resolution is
a slap in the face of our Nation’s neigh-
bor to the south, and the substitute,
which was brought to the Committee
on Rules, is a slap in the face of the
President of the United States.

It is unrealistic to expect that the
Government of a sovereign nation
would be willing to cooperate with the
United States if Congress passes legis-
lation such as this. It is ludicrous to
think that the President would sign
anything which directly condemns
him, as does the substitute made in
order here.

The fact that this resolution has
been brought to the floor in this man-
ner, without opportunity to amend it
with a more reasonable approach to a
problem that everyone agrees is of crit-
ical national importance, demonstrates
that the majority in this House is not
interested in narcotics control. Rather,
the majority is demonstrating its first
priority is to bash the President and
his administration, and then to bash
the Government of one of our Nation’s
closest neighbors.

Mr. Speaker, no would can deny that
drugs are the scourge of our society.
Mr. Speaker, no one can deny that the
influx of drugs from Mexico is a serious
problem that affects every level of our
society.

While the Mexican Government and

President Zedillo have taken impor-
tant steps toward implementing a
meaningful drug control program,

many, many serious deficiencies exist,
and evidence of corruption is alarming.

None of us can deny that more must
be done, much more. The Government
of Mexico has not done everything to
fully cooperate with our law enforce-
ment agencies, and, despite 52 requests
for drug-related extraditions, has not
extradited a single Mexican national.
This is serious business. But how can
we expect another sovereign nation to
work with us, to cooperate in our ef-
forts to stem the tide of the influx of
this poison into our country, when we
move ahead with legislation like House
Joint Resolution 58?

We need to step back, Mr. Speaker,
and examine the implications of this
legislation carefully and rationally.
The lives of American children depend
upon our actions.

Yesterday the gentleman from New
Mexico [Mr. ScHIFF], a Member of the
other party, came to the Committee on
Rules and made a compelling case for a
sense of the Congress resolution which
he proposed as a substitute to the com-
mittee bill and the substitute offered
by the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
HASTERT].

The Schiff substitute recognizes the
direct threat that drugs represent to
the United States and that the Govern-
ment of Mexico has failed to undertake
measures which would significantly
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curb the drug trade and corruption in
that country. The language is strong
and right on target.

But the Schiff resolution calls on our
Government to continue to work with
the Mexican Government to dismantle
drug cartels and arrest and prosecute
their leaders, to achieve compliance
with our extradition requests, to in-
crease interdiction, to step up efforts
to enhance law enforcement efforts on
both sides of the border, and, finally, to
identify and eliminate corruption at
every level of the Government of Mex-
ico.

The Schiff resolution would have,
had this House been permitted to con-
sider it, sent a strong message to the
Government of Mexico but would not
have sent along with it a direct slap in
the face. | offered an amendment to the
rule to include the Schiff resolution in
the amendments to be considered
today, but my amendment was de-
feated on a straight party-line vote,
with all the Republican Members vot-
ing against the substitute offered by
their own fellow Republican [Mr.
SCHIFF].

Mr. Speaker, the ranking member of
the Committee on International Rela-
tions told the Committee on Rules yes-
terday afternoon that the current situ-
ation with Mexico and the certification
process mandated by section 490 of the
Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 shows
that the law does not work. The Presi-
dent was faced with an extremely dif-
ficult choice when he was presented
with the choice of certifying or decerti-
fying Mexico. There is little disagree-
ment that this law does not allow the
President adequate flexibility to deal
both with the drug problem and with
the totality of U.S. national interests.
The law should be changed.

But in the meantime, there is little
reason to believe that the Republican
majority should use this outdated law
as an opportunity to specifically con-
demn the President of the United
States by bringing forward a substitute
resolution which contains language
which specifically states that the ad-
ministration’s policies of the past 4
years amount to, ‘“the failed antidrug
policy.”

So, Mr. Speaker, | intend to oppose
ordering the previous question on this
resolution in order to try to amend the
rule to allow the House to consider the
sense of Congress resolution proposed
by the gentleman from New Mexico
[Mr. ScHIFF]. His proposal is reasonable
and sends a strong message and encour-
ages greater cooperation between the
United States and Mexico. If we are se-
rious about stemming the flow of nar-
cotics into our country, reason and not
insults should prevail.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield such
time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON],
the distinguished chairman of the Com-
mittee on Rules.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me time.
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Mr. Speaker, here on the floor and
back in your offices, you know, there is
a war going on in this country. Unfor-
tunately, it is a one-sided war. The
only people that are fighting are the
drug lords, the people that are Killing
our young children. And we, including
our allies, are doing little to fight that
war.

I do not have to tell my colleagues |
have spoken out many times on this
floor about the illegal drug use in this
country, criticizing the Mexican Gov-
ernment, the Colombian Government,
and yes, criticizing the American Gov-
ernment, and yes, criticizing this Con-
gress as well for not fighting that war.

In my view, if we are going to get re-
sults in our foreign affairs, we simply
must be willing to use the stick once in
a while. We cannot just hang that car-
rot out there and threaten and keep
letting them eat the carrots. That is
what we do all too often with our for-
eign policy.

In this case, unless we are prepared
to suspend our aid to Mexico, they will
know there will never be a penalty for
their lack of cooperation in this war.

Has there been cooperation? Not very
much.

Consider the comment from Tom
Constantine, head of our Drug Enforce-
ment Agency, one of the most credible
law enforcement officers in America. |
was proud to work with him in the New
York State government for many,
many years.

He said, “There is not one single law
enforcement institution in Mexico with
whom the DEA has an entirely trusting
relationship.”

Can you imagine that? That, my
friends, is a damning indictment. And
that is why | feel Mexico should be de-
certified.

Let me read some statistics. Sev-
enty-five percent of all the violent
crime in America today is committed
against our women and children and it
is drug-related, 75 percent of all violent
crime in America today.

Did we all know that? Does that not
mean anything to us?

And let me tell my colleagues some-
thing else that is so startling. The
Rand Corp. says that 75 percent of all
the illegal drug purchases in America
today are made by whom? They are
made by upper-middle class Americans.
| guess my colleagues and | could be
put in that category. But recreational
drug users who use a little cocaine,
sniff a little cocaine or smoke a little
marijuana over the weekend, and they
come into the innercities and they buy
these illegal drugs. That is what cre-
ates the territories, and that is what
creates the murder.

Did my colleagues know that mari-
juana use in American 12- and 13-year-
olds is up 127 percent over the last 4
years? Did we know among 14- and 15-
year-olds that marijuana use is up 200
percent? And it goes higher and higher
as you get up.

We are destroying a whole new gen-
eration of Americans, financially and
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physically. And that is why it is part of
our fault, because we are not fighting
the war inside our boundaries.

But listen to this, 50 to 70 percent of
the cocaine entering the United States
of America today transits through
Mexico. Seventy percent? And 20 to 30
percent of heroin crosses the borders
from Mexico. Eighty percent of grown
marijuana comes in from Mexico.

Mr. Speaker, we need to fight a bat-
tle here, and that is why | would have
liked to have seen a much stronger bill
than the one we are considering here
today. But this House is a body of com-
promise. And if we were to send any
kind of message expressing our dis-
satisfaction to Mexico, it was nec-
essary to reach a compromise that
took care of the concerns, legitimate
concerns, like the gentleman sitting
over here from Texas that represents
border States. We have to take those
considerations into consideration, be-
cause they believe that a straight de-
certification would be destabilizing in
Mexico.

While this bill grants a waiver of
sanctions to the President and while
the Hastert amendment made in order
by the rule delays decertification for 90
days, it still does send a strong mes-
sage of our dissatisfaction with Mexi-
co’s level of cooperation in the drug
war. That is why | am going to do what
Ronald Reagan taught me to do, you
cannot always have it your own way,
you have to compromise. To me, this is
a reasonable compromise.

But, Mr. Speaker, after we do this,
let us get on with fighting that war to
save our children, please.

0O 1045

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. REYES].

Mr. REYES. Mr. Speaker, | appre-
ciate the time to speak on a very, very
emotional issue, and a very important
issue to us. I want to say to my col-
leagues in the House that | deeply ap-
preciate the comments made this
morning both by the Speaker and the
Democratic leader in the context of the
Hershey retreat that half of us at-
tended over the weekend. | think it is
important that we listen to what the
Speaker said immediately preceding
these arguments on the rule.

| stand this morning against the rule
because | think at times those of us
that understand, those of us that have
the experience of the impact of deci-
sions made in Congress and how they
impact border communities, not border
countries, but border communities on
both sides of the international bound-
ary are often disregarded and not
taken into account.

We have heard this morning, and
probably will hear some more, some
rhetorical statements such as there is
a war going on, that this issue is tough,
but fair, that 75 percent of crime com-
mitted in this country is related to
drugs, and that drug use is up 100 and
something percent. We all know this; |
know this.
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Yet, over the course of the last week
or so, | have been talking to my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to try
to educate them about the implications
of something we are about to do that is
going to have long-term and profound
impact on the relationship that this
country has with our neighbor to the
south, namely, Mexico.

I think certification of Mexico is
critical. | think it is critical not as an
issue of checking off on a report card,
but | think it is critical from the con-
text of, we cannot expect cooperation,
we cannot expect teamwork if we do
not provide our fellow members of the
team an opportunity to work with us.

I can tell my colleagues from per-
sonal experience, experience predicated
on 26% years of working this Nation’s
border to enforce immigration and nar-
cotic laws, that the issue is tough, the
issue is serious. What we are about to
do here in voting to decertify Mexico
and voting on the alternative amend-
ment is serious business.

This morning we are being watched
and monitored throughout Latin Amer-
ica. This morning we are being mon-
itored because people south of our bor-
der know that we do not have our own
house in order, yet we are taking a po-
sition that we are making an attempt
to tell people that they have to have
their house in order.

I think it is critically important that
we understand that a vote for this rule
is a vote that ultimately will come
back to haunt us in many different
ways, including a profound way where
our neighbor to the south may choose a
path and a road that ultimately comes
back to haunt not just us, not those of
us in this Congress today, but ulti-
mately future relationships with future
generations of this country. | think we
deserve better; | think our children de-
serve better.

I think we need to step back and we
need to have a cooling-off period. From
that perspective, | appreciate having
had an opportunity to be heard by the
Speaker, by the leader, and by Mem-
bers of both sides of the aisle in terms
of what | offer in terms of my experi-
ence on that border.

I would urge my colleagues to vote
against this rule because it is the
wrong thing to do at the wrong time
and gives us the wrong kinds of con-
sequences.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 4
minutes to my distinguished colleague,
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. DiAz-
BALART].

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker, |
thank my colleague from Florida for
yielding me this time.

I am sorry that my friends on the
other side of the aisle do not seem to
grasp that one of the essences of de-
mocracy is permanent dissatisfaction. |
am among those who believe that the
resolution that came out of the Com-
mittee on International Relations, de-
certifying the Mexican Government for
its blatant and obvious actions, is not
fulfilling the responsibilities of all gov-
ernments in fighting drug trafficking.
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I would have supported that resolu-
tion if | had been in the Committee on
International Relations, and would
have preferred that it be the final prod-
uct today in this House. But as a con-
sequence of a negotiation, a bipartisan
negotiation, a very intense negotiation
over the last couple of days, there is an
amendment that is made in order by
this rule that |1 fully support, an
amendment by the gentleman from IlI-
linois [Mr. HASTERT], that while not
satisfying many of us, | think at least
moves forward in a way that both sides
of the aisle and all positions should ap-
preciate this morning.

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
HASTERT] says that it postpones decer-
tification of the Mexican Government
for 90 days, and gives an opportunity to
the Mexican Government to show good
faith in very concrete ways in the field
against the fight against
narcotrafficking within these 90 days,
and avoid decertification if those steps
are taken. | think that is a reasonable
measure, a reasonable measure that
both sides of the aisle should support.
People from the border States as well
as from the rest of the country should
support and express gratitude to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. HASTERT]
and the Speaker and all others who
have so diligently worked for that com-
promise on both sides of the aisle.

However, | think that even a more
important aspect of the Hastert
amendment is that this obviously hyp-
ocritical and fatally flawed -certifi-
cation process is put under the micro-
scope, and a commission will be cre-
ated to look at this process, a process
that while it says that the Colombian
Government, and obviously there is a
very serious allegation of the President
of Colombia having taken money di-
rectly from drug traffickers during his
campaign, that is a very serious allega-
tion; while Colombia is decertified,
though Colombia has perhaps given the
largest quota of blood against the
narcotraffickers, the soldiers, the po-
licemen of Colombia, they have given
the largest quota of blood against the
drug traffickers programs in the entire
hemisphere, yet they are decertified.

At the same time, the Mexican Gov-
ernment, infiltrated to the teeth by
narcotraffickers, infiltrated to the ex-
tent that hours after our President cer-
tified Mexico, a major drug trafficker
was let out and apparently given a
Mercedes to leave, despite that, Mexico
was certified and Colombia is decerti-
fied.

And wait a minute. The most corrupt
government in the hemisphere, even
more corrupt than the PRI govern-
ment, the government of gangsters, by
gangsters and for gangsters, the gov-
ernment of the dictator Castro, no, our
Government said no, they should not
be on the list of people that have to be
certified. They are cooperating, Castro
is cooperating.

That is what the administration
says, despite the fact that | have on
video our local drug-fighting authori-

H957

ties in south Florida saying that over
50 percent of the cocaine that comes in
through the Caribbean comes by and
through Cuba, and yet the Clinton ad-
ministration says no, they should not
be on the list.

This certification process is flawed,
it is hypocritical, it is discriminatory,
it has to be put under the microscope.
The amendment of the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. HASTERT] does that.

Let us look at this process, let us see
if there is a better way to cut back on
drug trafficking, to reduce consump-
tion and avoid the politicization of this
process which is obviously occurring,
and | think that my friends on the
other side of the aisle would agree. So
let us support the Hastert amendment,
let us be bipartisan, let us be serious,
and let us avoid petty politics.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, a President of the other
party, Mr. Nixon, once observed, watch
what | do, not what | say.

The folks on the other side are fol-
lowing that advice, of course. They are
claiming to be bipartisan, claiming
sweetness and light, and then they
bring forward the Hastert amendment
on which Democrats were not con-
sulted. They brought it to the Commit-
tee on Rules, imposed on a straight
party line vote, and they used the
Hastert amendment to attack the
President and his administration. Let
me read from the Hastert amendment
which they are presenting as this won-
derful compromise.

On page 4:

United States Government strategy has
been weak in responding to statutory dead-
lines, has been characterized by an absence
of statutorily mandated measurable goals,
lack of effective coordination and program
accountability, and often untargeted and in-
sufficient funding, from the smallest agen-
cies involved in the drug war up to and in-
cluding the White House Drug Policy Office.

They are not talking about another
country, they are talking about our
President in our own country.

They further say:

United States Government policy has
emphasized additional funding for
unproven drug treatment techniques at
the expense of accountable drug pre-
vention programs that effectively
teach a right-wrong distinction.

And then they go on to say:

For the past four years, United States Gov-
ernment strategy has failed to use the media
to communicate a consistent, intense anti-
drug message to young people.

The folks on the other side, in prais-
ing this compromise, | guess they are
compromising between their right wing
and their far right wing, the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from II-
linois [Mr. HASTERT], neglect to tell us
that what they are doing is condemn-
ing the President of the United States,
condemning the activities of our own
Government in trying to counteract
this drug trade.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 4
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE].
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Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, | thank the gentleman from
Texas for his kindness.

Mr. Speaker, | rise with the same
kind of outrage that has been expressed
by my colleagues, but | also under-
stand the frustration and the pleas
that has been made by the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. REYES]. So | rise in op-
position to the rule because | believe
there is more that could have been
done.

It is crucial that we acknowledge
that this is not, this question of drug
usage and drug devastation, it is not a
Democratic problem or a Republican
problem, it is an American problem. I
think it is important for us to rise on
this floor and come together to associ-
ate ourselves with a resolution that is
an American resolution.

The Federal Government now spends
currently $15 billion per year in the
war on drugs. But, interestingly
enough, as it is under President Clin-
ton, it has not been substantially or
was not substantially different under
President Bush. We focused a lot on
border control, interdiction, law en-
forcement, punishment, and preven-
tion. We do work some with education,
treatment, and rehabilitation.

Individuals in my community suffer
extensively. Black men comprise 12
percent of the total population; 13 per-
cent of drug users, 35 percent of arrests
and 55 percent of convictions.

I want a real solution. | want to ac-
knowledge that there are problems
with Mexico, but yet we can find data
that says that the Mexican officials
seized 30 percent more marijuana in
1995, which in turn was up 40 percent
over 1994. Cocaine seizures went from
22.2 tons to 23.8 tons, and heroin sei-
zures increased 78 percent from 1995.

So | think we need to recognize that
work has been done. We have suffi-
ciently cooperated with many Mexican
officials so that the extradition process
has been expanded.

I want to see us come together
around solutions, to emphasize treat-
ment, to emphasize the importance of
bringing down the desire for drugs in
our community. | do not want to see us
not recognize the problems in Colom-
bia or Mexico, but | do realize that we
must do more about international
smuggling, we must do more about
money laundering, and in that instance
I am disappointed that the Schiff
amendment substitute was not consid-
ered to be brought to the floor of the
House. | appreciate that there were
those who supported this in the Com-
mittee on Rules.

0O 1100

This had viable solutions by offering
it as a sense of Congress:

First, the suggestion to dismantle
major drug cartels and arrest and pros-
ecute leaders of such cartels; that we
would continue to work to implement
effective legislation for Mexico to pro-
hibit money laundering.

We would also like to achieve compli-
ance with Mexico with outstanding ex-
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tradition requests, and that effort has
been enhanced; we need more of that.
That we would work to increase the
interdiction of narcotics and other con-
trolled substances, and we would do
more on prevention and treatment, |

might add.
It again does this Congress no good
and it does us great ill, if you will, in

international relations and working
with countries to improve this coopera-
tive effort in fighting drugs if we casti-
gate an administration that has shown
itself well with the drug czar, that we
are concerned about decreasing the
amount of drugs that have come into
this country, and to have an amend-
ment on the floor that has been offered
now that gives some and then takes
some away by castigating the hard
work of DEA agents, border control
agents, and the various other Federal
employees that have worked so hard
with local government, with the Presi-
dent, and treatment programs, it does
not show itself well, and does not get
the job done in terms of helping Mexico
do what it is supposed to do.

I am frustrated by this process. |
want action, but | want us to recognize
that it is an American problem and we
must treat it as such, to make sure we
can fight this drug problem and help
the American citizens get rid of it.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield such
time as he may consume to the gen-
tleman from Texas [Mr. PAUL].

(Mr. PAUL asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, today, we are po-
tentially faced with a vote to decertify Mexico
for not cooperating with the United States to
adequately fight the war on drugs. This is yet
another of the truly frustrating votes in which
a Member of Congress is forced to choose be-
tween two alternatives, both of which mandate
not only an unconstitutional use of American
taxpayer's dollars but pursue an ineffective
policy action.

President Clinton recently certified Mexico
as a good drug warrior. However, absent
some procedural maneuvering to remove a
waiver that allows the President to release
Mexican foreign assistance notwithstanding
decertification, the only choice we as Mem-
bers of Congress will be left with is: First, cer-
tify Mexico and further encourage an obviously
corrupt political regime to continue its corrup-
tion-based, prohibition-era-style activities with
a check from the United States taxpayers in
the amount of $25 million; or, second, decer-
tify Mexico and pressure that same regime to
increase its corruption-based, prohibition-era-
style activities with a check from the United
States taxpayers in the amount of $25 million.

Voting against certification does little more
than pressure Mexico to pretend it's cracking
down on drug producers. Voting for certifi-
cation condones the President's position that
Mexico is doing everything possible and the
corruption remains both ignored and sub-
sidized. This vote has become meaningless;
the process of Mexican certification has be-
come a kind of political dog and pony show.
Unfortunately for the American taxpayer, for-
eign aid will continue to flow to Mexico regard-
less of the vote and regardless of whether this
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money accomplishes anything positive or pro-
ductive.

Today’s war on drugs consists of inherently
defective tactics and, as such, a new ap-
proach to the drug problem is desperately
warranted. If we are going to be honest with
ourselves, we would have to decertify our bor-
der guards, prison wardens, and school prin-
cipals; after all, we cannot even keep drugs
out of our own country, prisons, or schools.

We never seem to learn anything from our
failures. Two years ago Texas banned smok-
ing in all prisons. The price of a 99-cent pack
of cigarettes suddenly soared to $25 within the
prison system, yet smoking continues while
corruption thrives. Just last year, 40 prison
employees faced felony charges for dealing in
cigarettes.

| cannot possibly vote to certify Mexico as a
drug warrior obediently taking orders from the
United States Government. How can | in good
conscience vote for a resolution to decertify
Mexico whether it has teeth in it or not since
our whole approach to the drug problem is
flawed and doomed to fail. Most Members rec-
ognize this and thus, the frustration with this
resolution.

This resolution, whether it passes or fails,
embraces and subsidizes the same flaws pro-
hibition-era approach and does little more than
increase potential corruption and crime. The
sooner we realize and acknowledge this, the
better.

| urge a no vote on the rule.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3%
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. GILMAN]
the chairman of the Committee on
International Relations.

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
strong support of House Resolution 95,
the rule for consideration of House
Joint Resolution 58.

First, | would like to thank the gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. Goss] for his
skillful work on this proposed rule, and
the gentleman from New York [Mr.
SoLoMON], chairman of the Committee
on Rules, for his support of our resolu-
tion.

House Joint Resolution 58, intro-
duced by the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. SHAW], disapproves the President’s
recent certification that Mexico had
cooperated fully with the United
States’ antidrug efforts last year. This
resolution of disapproval was reported
favorably by the Committee on Inter-
national Relations by a bipartisan vote
of 27 to 5. This measure is supported by
our ranking member, the gentleman
from Indiana [Mr. HAMILTON] as well as
the leadership of both parties.

Mr. Speaker, the latest data indi-
cates that 60 percent of the illegal
drugs entering our Nation passed

through Mexico. That figure may be
higher. It is a conservative estimate. If
we do not work together to confront
this problem, thousands of Mexican
and American citizens, particularly our
young people, will pay a terrible price.
That is why we expect that our friends
in Mexico would give their very best ef-
forts, along with our Nation, to
confront this terrible threat.
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Regrettably, | have reached the con-
clusion that Mexico’s government up
until now has not shown the kind of
full commitment that is needed.

We acknowledge that Mexico has in-
deed been open to new antidrug initia-
tives. For that we commend them. But
that cooperation was completely un-
dermined because Mexico’s antidrug
chief was actually on the payroll of
that country’s most powerful cartel.
He is now in prison.

We also recognize that several mas-
sive drug syndicates continue to oper-
ate with impunity in Mexico.

Mr. Speaker, our DEA administrator,
Tom Constantine, told Congress just a
few days before the President’s certifi-
cation that there is not one single law
enforcement institution in Mexico with
whom DEA has an entirely trusting re-
lationship.

In short, this administration gives
Mexico a failing grade for its antidrug
cooperation last year. But it would
allow the President to maintain aid
programs that are important to us, in-
cluding some forms of counternarcotics
aid that might otherwise be prohibited
to a decertified country.

I believe that is a responsible ap-
proach to this thorny issue.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 95
provides for a full and fair debate on
this issue. It is time we establish a re-
lationship that is trusting and mean-
ingful. We must end the divisiveness
that surround drugs, and the best way
to do this is to lance this boil and de-
velop real, substantive counter-drug
cooperation.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to call our
colleagues’ attention to a New York
Times editorial of March 12 of this
month entitled ““Mexico Without Illu-
sions,” in coming out for decertifica-
tion, stating: ‘““Unless President Zedillo
attacks these problems boldly by initi-
ating a thorough housecleaning of cor-
porate officials, Congress should over-
ride Mexico certification.”

I urge our Members to support the
rule on House Joint Resolution 58 and
to support final passage of the meas-
ure.

Mr. Speaker, | include for
RECORD the editorial | mentioned.

The material referred to is as follows:

[From the New York Times, Mar. 12, 1997]

MEXICO WITHOUT ILLUSIONS

Congress and the Clinton Administration
appear headed for a collision over Mexico.
Just weeks before President Clinton is sched-
uled to visit Mexico, Congress is moving to
override the Administration’s disingenuous
certification that its Government is fully co-
operating in the fight against illegal drugs.
A successful override would invite a diplo-
matic confrontation with Mexico. But the
crisis would be worth enduring if it led
Washington to a more realistic appreciation
of Mexico’s problems and of President
Ernesto Zedillo’s failure to address them
with sufficient resolve.

The Administration invited a Congres-
sional rebuff when it pretended all was well
with Mexican drug enforcement. It acted im-
mediately after a series of embarrassing in-
cidents made plain that pervasive corruption
in Mexico’s police, military and ruling party

the
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has blunted drug enforcement and led Mexi-
can officials to withhold vital information
from American authorities.

Only days before the certification decision
came word that Mexico’s recently appointed
drug enforcement chief had been arrested for
corruption, and that news of his downfall
had been kept secret for nearly two weeks.

Largely because of this breakdown of en-
forcement and cooperation, well over half
the cocaine entering the United States now
passes through Mexico. Mexico has become
the principal conduit for South American co-
caine as well as a supplier of homegrown
marijuana and heroin.

Mexico already resents the idea of a Wash-
ington report card on its law enforcement ef-
forts. The insult would be far greater if Mex-
ico received a failing grade, even if the Ad-
ministration, as it surely would, waived the
economic penalties that decertification
could bring. The annual drug certification
review is of a useful process. But as long as
it is required by law, Washington does best
to tell the American people, and itself, the
truth.

In Mexico’s case, that truth is cause for
considerable concern. The drug enforcement
problems are symptomatic of a deeper crisis
in Mexican political life.

The old regime, represented by the Institu-
tional Revolutionary Party, or PRI, has used
patronage networks and, on occasion, elec-
toral fraud to monopolize Mexico’s presi-
dency and dominate its politics for nearly
seven decades. It is now in deep disarray, un-
able to reform itself and unwilling to give
way to a more democratic and accountable
system. President Zedillo is a weak but de-
cent leader, apparently too beholden to the
PRI establishment to reform it.

He has failed, for example, to move aggres-
sively to clean up the notoriously drug-cor-
rupted Federal Judicial Police. Mr. Zedillo
has instead relied on regular army generals
who are themselves proving vulnerable to
bribery and other abuses. New reports link
army drug fighters to a series of mysterious
kidnapping incidents. Mr. Zedillo has failed
to challenge federal and state politicians
whose failure to halt drug trafficking in
their areas of jurisdiction suggests either ac-
tive complicity or incompetence.

With a long common boarder and a wide
array of common interests the United States
has compelling reasons to maintain con-
structive relations with Mexico. But such re-
lations can only be based on an honest as-
sessment of Mexican conditions, including
the obvious problems now afflicting its drug
enforcement programs.

Unless President Zedillo attacks these
problems boldly by initiating a thorough
housecleaning of corrupt officials, Congress
should override Mexico’s certification.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes and 30 seconds to our col-
league and friend, the distinguished
gentleman  from California [Mr.
DREIER], vice chairman of the Commit-
tee on Rules.

(Mr. DREIER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
my friend, the gentleman from Sanibel,
FL, for yielding me this time.

I would like to say to the House that
sometimes we have a tendency around
here to do what makes us feel good,
rather than what is actually the right
thing to do. Clearly, the politically ex-
pedient best thing to do is to bash the
living hell out of Mexico.

I have plenty of grist for criticism of
what we have seen from Mexico, but we
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have to ask this question, Mr. Speaker:
What does it get us? What does decerti-
fication get us? What does listing a
whole load of items that would exacer-
bate the anti-gringo sentiment from
Mexico get us in this war which, frank-
ly, we are in large part responsible for?

If Members will look at a country
that is trying to emerge and bring
about economic reforms and political
reforms, as Mexico is, and it is a long
and difficult struggle, and it has not
been as successful as we would like, but
if we look at the problems that exist
there and then look at the magnet of
$30 billion which we in this country are
providing, it obviously has to impose
quite a strain on Mexico.

There is a sense that every govern-
ment official in Mexico is corrupt. We
know that is not the case. There have
been 25 assassinations which have
taken place in Mexico. Loads of judges,
police officers, and a wide range of
other people are strongly committed in
Mexico to dealing with this scourge of
drugs. But obviously the $30 billion
which we are providing as consumers
here in the United States has clearly
played a role in creating that corrup-
tion.

I will support the manager’s amend-
ment compromise, but | have trouble
with it. Why? Because as we look at
that litany of criticisms that we are
going to be imposing, which we are
going to be leveling at the Mexican
Government, it seems to me it will
make it tougher for them to try and
deal with many of these items.

Why? Because of the political prob-
lems that exist in Mexico, as | said ear-
lier, that anti-gringo sentiment. So |
will say that reluctantly I will join in
support of this compromise, and hope
that we can do so in a bipartisan way
and deal with this very, very serious
problem.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 4
additional minutes to the gentleman
from Texas [Mr. REYES].

Mr. REYES. Mr. Speaker, | appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding the addi-
tional time to me.

Mr. Speaker, | would call attention
to a Dear Colleague letter that | sent
out to my colleagues yesterday. It is a
follow-up to another letter that | had
sent last week, and before | read a por-
tion of this, | would like for my col-
leagues in the House to know that
when | first heard about the question
of certification of Mexico for this year,
I was in El Paso. | sent a letter to the
President urging him to certify Mex-
ico. | did so because the impact that
decertification would have on border
communities on both sides of the inter-
national border would be devastating.

We have a border that is interdepend-
ent economically. We have a border
where we have made significant
progress since the passage of NAFTA,
and | know that NAFTA for some of
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle
is still an issue of controversy. But the
progress that we have made is signifi-
cant.



H960

One of the things that | want the
record to reflect that has not been
mentioned here is that Mexico has not
been sitting on its hands. Mexico has
lost a presidential candidate to their
effort on the war on drugs. Mexico has
lost a bishop to the war on drugs. Mex-
ico has lost a number of clergy that
stand up and address drug trafficking
and the scourge of the impact of drugs
on the society in Mexico, and they
have paid with their lives, they have
paid with their lives.

Mexico has in the past lost lives of
its policemen and soldiers fighting in
remote regions of that country against
very well-financed and well-armed drug
traffickers. So the price Mexico has
paid has been significant.

I think when we get caught up in the
rhetoric and in the language even of
the certification process, where we say
we have to have proof that they have
fully cooperated, well fully can mean
different things to different people.
One of the issues here has to be clearly
defined and attainable goals in the con-
text of what we expect on this war on
drugs, clearly defined objectives, even
of what we expect of ourselves.

We should not be on the floor taking
this opportunity to again take it out
on Mexico in terms of the frustration
that we all feel about the impact of
drugs in our communities. | think we
can reach consensus on this floor on
both sides of the aisle that all of us are
opposed to narcotics, all of us are op-
posed to seeing what is going on, even
in the neighborhoods around this great
institution.

| think we have to understand that
from the perspective of the Mexican
Government, from the perspective of
the Mexican people, decertification,
even decertification with a waiver,
even with the amendment that we will
be voting on and are considering this
morning, in all probability, even with
all of those things being fully under-
stood by Mexico and Mexican citizens,
it is still an affront to them, and an af-
front to the price they have paid in
helping us to try to deal with what can
best be termed, from my experience, as
an issue of national security for this
country. But we forget in the process
that it is also a threat on the national
stability and the national security of
Mexico.

I would urge my colleagues to step
back and rethink their position on
this. 1 thank the gentleman for the
time.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, 1 am happy
to yield 1 minute and 15 seconds to the
distinguished gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. OXLEY], well known in the areas of
commerce.

(Mr. OXLEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Speaker, | served 10
years on the Select Committee on Nar-
cotics Abuse and Control, and having
dealt with this issue for a number of
years, | truly come to the floor today
with mixed emotions. One of the things
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I learned, | think, long ago when I
came to this body was to listen to the
folks who are closest to the problem.

When 1 listen to my colleagues from
Texas, from Arizona, from southern
California, and they explain to me the
difficulties of the decertification proc-
ess, and what it is going to mean to our
relations with our neighbors to the
South, | think it behooves us to listen
to those arguments.

This is not a partisan issue. While |
agree with all of the failed antidrug
policy indictments in this resolution
with this administration, that is really
beside the point. The point is how do
we solve the problem of drugs coming
in through our borders from Mexico.

I am not certain that the approach
we take today, whether it is the
Hastert approach or the approach from
the committee, really gets that job
done. If I had a problem in the Great
Lakes region, | would hope that other
Members from other parts of the coun-
try would listen to my particular prob-
lem and pay me some heed, because |
might know what | am talking about.

I think we ought to really take a
look at the arguments being made by
our friends on the southern border, and
take that into account before we cast
this important vote.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. BARTON].

(Mr. BARTON of Texas asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)
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Mr. BARTON of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the distinguished gentleman
from Texas for yielding me the time.

I rise with some degree of uneasiness
because | believe | have established a
reputation in this body as one of the
strongest antidrug crusaders that there
is. With the distinguished chairman of
the Committee on Rules [Mr. SoLo-
MON], we have been successful in hav-
ing a rule put in that sometime in this
Congress there needs to be a drug test-
ing plan put in for Members of Con-
gress. At one time | had a full-time
antidrug coordinator on my staff in
Texas.

I have consistently voted for the
most tough and effective measures to
fight the war on drugs so that it would
appear that | would stand in support of
the rule and in support of the resolu-
tion to decertify Mexico. I am not
going to do that. | spent 2 days in Mex-
ico this past weekend. I am convinced
that, while they have problems in their
antidrug efforts, President Zedillo and
his Government are making a good-
faith effort to be a good-faith partner
with the United States in the war
against drugs.

If we go ahead today, report this
rule, report the resolution and pass ei-
ther the Gilman resolution that came
out of committee or the Hastert sub-
stitute, what we are doing is an exer-
cise in self-flagellation. Neither of
those has true sanctions. One waives
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the sanctions, the other delays it for 90
days.

So we have a symbolic effort where
we are pointing fingers at Mexico with
no teeth behind the finger pointing
which is going to infuriate not the
Mexican Government but the Mexican
people. When the gentleman from Flor-
ida [Mr. STEARNS] and the gentleman
from Virginia [Mr. BoucHER] and my-
self were in Mexico over the weekend,
all the Mexican papers had front-page
headlines that Mexico viewed this as a
very serious issue of national sov-
ereignty. Quite frankly, they could not
understand how we could be thinking
about decertifying their Government
without decertifying our Government.

For example, there are 20,000 Mexican
troops in the field eradicating mari-
juana crops. How many law enforce-
ment officials are in the United States
eradicating marijuana crops? My infor-
mation is the answer in the United
States is zero. Last year the Mexican
Government extradited or expelled 16
people to this country that were want-
ed on either murder charges or drug
charges or charges of that nature. How
many did we expel to Mexico? My un-
derstanding is the answer is zero.

I could go on and on, and in the de-
bate later in the afternoon | will go
into some detail. But the pure point of
the matter is, if we continue with this
exercise, we are going to make the
House of Representatives irrelevant in
a true dialog with Mexico and the ad-
ministration on the war against drugs.
We need to be involved. We have got
expertise in this House that needs to be
involved, but a symbolic vote that is a
1-day political victory is not the an-
swer. | hope we would vote against the
rule and, if that passes, vote against
the resolution.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT].

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, | sup-
port the rule, and | was an original co-
sponsor of the bill. 1 support the bill. 1
do not mean to demean or condemn the
President, | am just a pragmatist and |
keep a look at the scoreboard. As high
as 50 to 70 percent of all narcotics
comes through and from Mexico, and, if
there is a war on drugs going on in
America, | am Stonewall Jackson. |
liken certifying Mexico as a coopera-
tive partner in our war against drugs
as giving a special tax exemption to Al
Capone during Prohibition to sell
booze.

Nothing personal against Mexico. It
is not working. American cities are
busting at the seams with narcotics.

Let me say this to the Congress.
Other than a nuclear threat, that is the
greatest national security threat our
Nation faces and every citizens feels it
in every city across this country. In
fact, 1 do not think the bill goes far
enough. I recommend to the majority
party that they bring to the floor the
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Traficant bill that does not mandate
but allows for the deployment of mili-
tary troops falling out of chairs with-
out armrests all over the world, put
them on our border, not to make ar-
rests but simply to detain and keep
both illegal immigrants out and nar-
cotics. Mr. Speaker, if we are going to
have a war on drugs, we cannot do it
with the Peace Corps. It is time to
start fighting. | support the rule. | sup-
port the bill.

| thank the gentleman for yielding
me the time.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. Mica].

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, | am going
to vote against the rule, and | am
going to vote against the Hastert
amendment. Let me tell my colleagues
why.

In the 1980’s, | helped draft the cer-
tification laws as a staffer in the other
body. If we read the Hastert amend-
ment, it requires a studying, the decer-
tification process. I come before my
colleagues to say that we do not need
to study the decertification process.
We need to toughen the decertification
process and the penalties against coun-
tries that traffic in drugs. The 1986
Antidrug Abuse Act established four
very clear criteria, tests of coopera-
tion. Let me read them.

It requires steps that would prevent
smuggling. And how can anyone in
their consciousness certify Mexico
when Mexico has 70 percent of the co-
caine coming into the United States,
when they do not even produce one
gram of cocaine that is not naturally
produced there? So it is all being smug-
gled. So by that criteria, do they judge
cooperation? Punish money launder-
ing? They have not prosecuted one per-
son under their money laundering law.

Achieve maximum reductions in drug
production? Achieve maximum reduc-
tions? Eighty percent of the marijuana
is coming out of Mexico; 30 percent of
the heroin flooding our streets and our
neighborhoods and our schools. Are
they cooperating with the letter of the
law? No.

Do they facilitate the prosecution of
traffickers, as the law says to the max-
imum extent possible? This is what
Tom Constantine, the head of DEA,
told our subcommittee just before cer-
tification.

There is not one single law enforcement in-
stitution in Mexico with whom DEA has a
trusting relationship.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1%
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. SHAW], my
colleague who is in fact the original
proposer of the resolution.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.

| ask to speak immediately after one
of the cosponsors of the resolution that
is going to be before the House today,
my friend, the gentleman from Florida
[Mr. MicA].

I rise in support of this particular
rule. Plain and simple, regardless of
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where you come down on the Hastert
amendment, if you want to vote on the
decertification process you must pass
this rule. Otherwise, it is not going to
happen. It is a question of do you just
want to have a sense of the Congress,
business as usual in our war against
drugs, then vote against the rule. It is
that simple.

Now, the fact that we vote for the
rule does not mean that we have to
vote for the Hastert amendment. | have
some very, very serious problems with
the Hastert amendment and in all
probability will vote against it. How-
ever, this is a good rule. | think there
are plenty of good things in the
Hastert amendment, but there are
some things that | would have dropped
out.

I think to put the criticism of the ad-
ministration, even though | think it is
deserved, but | think to put that into
the bill and then ask the Democrats to
vote for it is going to be pretty much
of a tough call.

I think also the question of setting
up a commission should be done by a
separate bill, and | think it should
have moved separately through the
House. But please, if Members feel that
Mexico has not fully cooperated, the
bill says, the certification process says,
that the President certifies that Mex-
ico has cooperated, fully cooperated,
with us, they cannot possibly vote for
certification. Therefore, approve the
rule and vote for the bill.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1%
minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Georgia [Mr. BARR].

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
as one of the original cosponsors of the
resolution calling for the decertifica-
tion of Mexico, | rise today in support,
not wholehearted support of this rule
but in support of it nonetheless be-
cause it is important, Mr. Speaker, to
at least take one small step for the
people of this country and let the Gov-
ernment of Mexico know that its days
of getting a free ride and having us
worry more about Mexico’s self-esteem
and our children and drugs on our
streets has, indeed, come.

We have witnessed some rather
strange things during even this pre-
liminary debate on the rule, Mr.
Speaker. We have heard Members call
for a cooling-off period. A cooling-off
period? We have had a cooling-off pe-
riod for several years in this country
which has given us an unprecedented
level of teen drug usage.

We have also witnessed a cooling-off
period in this country over the last few
years that has skyrocketed the amount
of drugs coming into this country, and
not from 134 counties thousands of
miles away but from Mexico itself,
which stands before us today trying to
convince the American people and this
Congress that it is doing everything
that it can to stop that flow. Nothing
could be further from the truth.

We have also heard Members take to
the well of this great body and try to
make us feel guilty about standing up
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and saying the time has come to say
that Mexico is not doing everything it
can. Rather than a cooling-off period,
Mr. Speaker, we need to turn up the
heat, and the only way that we can do
that is to stand up and say, Mexico
must be decertified.

There may be circumstances prevail-
ing here that allow for a waiver, but it
must be decertified because, Mr.
Speaker, that is the truth. That re-
flects reality, and it is time to get real
in the fight, in the war against drugs
which this administration has not seen
fit to do.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

There is a serious matter here that is
being discussed, of course. And we are
saying that this rule is unfair. We are
not suggesting that there is not a seri-
ous drug problem, that we have serious
reasons to question the degree to which
we have gotten cooperation, none of
that is under question here.

The question is what is the most rea-
sonable policy to make sure that Mex-
ico will in fact continue to cooperate
with the United States and continue to
do the things necessary to decrease the
flow of drugs into our country.

This is not a fair rule that the major-
ity reported out of the committee.
They rejected the amendment offered
by one of their own Members, a sense
of Congress amendment offered by the
gentleman from New Mexico [Mr.
SCHIFF].

I include the Schiff amendment for
the RECORD at this point:

AMENDMENT OFFERED AS A SUBSTITUTE TO
THE COMMITTEE AMENDMENT TO H.J. RES. 58
OFFERED BY MR. SCHIFF OF NEW MEXICO

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted insert the following:

SECTION 1. CONGRESSIONAL FINDINGS.

The Congress finds the following:

(1) The international drug trade poses a di-
rect threat to the United States and to inter-
national efforts to promote democracy, eco-
nomic stability, human rights, and the rule
of law.

(2) 12,800,000 Americans use illegal drugs
representing all ethnic and socioeconomic
groups, including 1,500,000 cocaine users,
600,000 addicted to heroin, and 9,800,000 smok-
ers of marijuana.

(3) 10.9 percent of all young Americans be-
tween 12 and 17 years of age use illegal drugs,
and 1 in 4 children say they have been offered
drugs in the last year.

(4) Drug-related illness, death, and crime
cost the Nation approximately $66,900,000,000
in 1996, including costs for lost productivity,
premature death, and incarceration.

(5) The effort to reduce the social and eco-
nomic costs imposed by drugs on United
States society is contingent on the ability to
stop drugs at the Nation’s borders and to
forge effective cooperative relationships
with other nations.

(6) According to the Department of State,
Mexico is the source of 20-30 percent of her-
oin, up to 70 percent of the foreign grown
marijuana, and a transit point for 50-70 per-
cent of the cocaine shipped to the United
States.

(7) Drug traffickers along the United
States-Mexico border smuggle about
$10,000,000,000 worth of narcotics into the
United States annually, and the drug trade
generates $30,000,000,000 for the Mexican
economy.
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(8) There has been a failure to take effec-
tive action against drug cartels and other
significant narcotics traffickers in Mexico,
and the Department of State reports that
there has been insufficient effort to confront
the Juarez and Tijuana drug cartels.

(9) The Government of Mexico has to date
failed to honor a single United States extra-
dition request for Mexican nationals indicted
in our courts on charges of narcotics traf-
ficking.

(10) The number of drug seizures in Mexico
in 1996 was only half the number of seizures
in 1993, and the number of drug-related ar-
rests in Mexico in 1996 was only half the
number of such arrests in 1992.

(11) There is evidence of official corruption
in counter-drug efforts in Mexico, including
the recent arrest of General Jesus Gutierrez,
the Government of Mexico’s highest ranking
counter-drug official.

(12) There has been insufficient coordina-
tion between United States and Mexican
drug enforcement agencies, including Mexi-
co’s refusal to allow United States agents to
carry weapons on the Mexican side of the
United States-Mexico border.

(13) The banking and financial sectors in
Mexico lack mechanisms necessary to pre-
vent money laundering, estimated at nearly
$10,000,000,000 in 1996 by the Department of
the Treasury.

(14) The Department of State reports that
Mexico has become a majority money laun-
dering center and the preferred international
placement point for United States dollars.
SEC. 2. SENSE OF THE CONGRESS REGARDING

EFFORTS BY MEXICO TO STOP THE
PRODUCTION AND TRANSIT OF IL-
LICIT NARCOTICS.

It is the sense of the Congress that—

(1) the Government of Mexico has made in-
effective and insufficient progress to stop
the production and transit of illicit narcotics
or drugs or other controlled substances; and

(2) the President should work with the
Government of Mexico—

(A) to dismantle major drug cartels and to
arrest and prosecute the leaders of such drug
cartels;

(B) to implement effective legislation in
Mexico to prohibit money laundering;

(C) to achieve compliance by Mexico with
outstanding extradition requests by the
United States, particularly compliance with
requests for the extradition of Mexican na-
tionals indicted in the United States on
charges of narcotics trafficking;

(D) to increase the interdiction of narcot-
ics and other controlled substances coming
across the United States-Mexico border;

(E) to increase cooperation between the
Government of Mexico and United States law
enforcement officials by allowing such offi-
cials to resume carrying weapons on the
Mexican side of the United States-Mexico
border; and

(F) to establish and carry out a program
designed to identify and eliminate public
corruption, and to prosecute officials who
are involved in such corruption, at every
level of the Government of Mexico, including
the Mexican police and military.

SENSE OF THE CONGRESS RESOLUTION ON
MEXICO CERTIFICATION

Whereas, the international drug trade
poses a direct threat to the United States
and to international efforts to promote de-
mocracy, economic stability, human rights,
and the rule of law; and,

Whereas, 12.8 million Americans use illegal
drugs representing all ethnic and socio-
economic groups including, 1.5 million co-
caine users, 600,000 addicted to heroin, and
9.8 million smokers of marijuana; and,

Whereas, 10.9 percent of all young Ameri-
cans between twelve and seventeen years of
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age use illegal drugs; and, one in four chil-
dren say they have been offered drugs in the
last year,

Whereas, drug-related illness, death, and
crime cost the nation approximately $66.9
billion in 1996 including costs for lost produc-
tivity, premature death, and incarceration;
and,

Whereas, the effort to reduce the social
and economic costs imposed by drugs on U.S.
society is contingent on the ability to stop
drugs at the nation’s borders and to forge ef-
fective cooperative relationships with other
nations, and,

Whereas, according to the U.S. State De-
partment, Mexico is the source of 20-30% of
heroin, up to 70% of the foreign grown mari-
juana, and transit point for 50-70% of the co-
caine shipped to the United States; and,

Whereas, drug traffickers along the U.S.-
Mexico border smuggle about $10 billion
worth of narcotics into the United States an-
nually; and the drug trade generates $30 bil-
lion for the Mexican economy,

Whereas, there has been a failure to take
effective action against drug cartels and
other significant narcotics traffickers in
Mexico, and the U.S. State Department re-
ports that there has been insufficient effort
to confront the Juarez and Tijuana Drug
Cartels; and,

Whereas, the number of drug seizures in
Mexico in 1996 was only half the number of
seizures in 1993, and the number of drug-re-
lated arrests in Mexico in 1996 was only half
the number of such arrests in 1992; and,

Whereas, there is evidence of official cor-
ruption in counter-drug efforts in Mexico; in-
cluding the recent arrest of General Jesus
Gutierrez, the Government of Mexico’s high-
est-ranking, counter-drug official; and,

Whereas, there has been insufficient co-
ordination between U.S. and Mexican drug
enforcement agencies, including Mexico’s re-
fusal to allow U.S. agents to carry weapons
on the Mexico side of the United States bor-
der with Mexico; and

Whereas, the banking and financial sectors
in Mexico lack mechanisms necessary to pre-
vent money laundering, estimated at nearly
$10 billion in 1996 by the U.S. Department of
the * * *,

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, the com-
mittee did not give us a reasonable se-
ries of choices. What they presented
was the bill out of the committee, out
of the Committee on International Re-
lations, and then their own substitute,
a Republican crafted substitute in
which they took great pains to criti-
cize the President of the United States.

There are Members on their own side
of the aisle, on their side of the aisle
who do not agree with this position. We
should have had a range of choices.
There should have been a sense of Con-
gress alternative offer. That is clearly
what is going to be done in the other
body. That is clearly what is being pre-
sented by the Senator from my State,
a member of their own party, Senator
HuTcHISON. That is what the Senate
perhaps will vote on soon. Yet they
deny us the right to vote on that op-
tion in the House of Representatives.

I would urge that the House vote no
on this rule, send this back to the Com-
mittee on Rules so that a fair rule may
be crafted on this most controversial
and most delicate matter of relation-
ships between us and our neighbor to
the south, Mexico.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of my time.
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Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, we all know that the
war on drugs is not a partisan matter.
It is going to take the full cooperation
of all of us in this country and all our
friends and allies around the world
that are involved. And that, of course,
includes Mexico.

The issue today is the question of
certification and the facts are very
simple. As ranking member of the
Committee on International Relations,
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HAM-
ILTON] said yesterday, There is just
simply no possible way that you can
come to a rational conclusion that we
can possibly certify Mexico as being
fully cooperative in the efforts that we
are taking together on the war on
drugs.
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I think that is very strong. | respect
the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. HAM-
ILTON], I always have, and | am glad to
find myself in agreement with him on
this conclusion.

I think that under Chairman GiL-
MAN’S leadership that HIRC has
brought forward a very good resolu-
tion. | think the Hastert amendment
adds to it in a positive way by giving
us some specific matters that we wish
to set out in areas that we will meas-
ure in terms of cooperation from the
Mexican Government as well as it
brings into question, can we do better
than the certification process that we
are using now? | believe the answer is
yes, we certainly can do better than
the process we have now, and | think
the key word here is together with
Mexico we can make a huge dent in the
war on drugs. That is why | strongly
urge passage of this rule and passage of
the resolution and the Hastert amend-
ment as well.

I would point out that the Schiff
amendment is a sense of Congress and
does not address the specific issues
that we are talking about in the
Hastert amendment nor does it get to
the question of overcoming the Presi-
dent’s certification situation that he
has left us with today.

Mr. Speaker, | have no further re-
quests for time, | yield back the bal-
ance of my time, and | move the pre-
vious question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FOLEY). The question is on the resolu-
tion.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, | object to
the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present and make the point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 213, nays
209, not voting 10, as follows:

Evi-
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Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Brady
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Crane
Crapo
Cubin
Cunningham
Davis (VA)
Deal
DelLay
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ensign
Everett
Ewing
Fawell
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Fox
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baesler
Baldacci
Barcia
Barrett (WI)
Barton
Becerra
Bentsen
Berman
Berry
Bilbray
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonilla
Bonior

Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
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[Roll No. 45]

YEAS—213

Gillmor
Gilman
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hyde
Inglis
Istook
Jenkins
Jones
Kasich
Kelly

Kim

King (NY)
Klug
Knollenberg
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lucas
Manzullo
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
Mclnnis
MclIntosh
McKeon
McKinney
Meek
Metcalf
Miller (FL)
Molinari
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oxley

NAYS—209

Boyd
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
DelLauro
Dellums

Packard
Pappas
Parker
Paxon
Pease
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Riggs

Riley

Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce

Ryun
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shaw

Shays
Shimkus
Shuster
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stump
Sununu
Talent
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Traficant
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Filner
Flake
Foglietta
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
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Gonzalez Markey Sanchez
Goode Martinez Sanders
Gordon Mascara Sandlin
Green Matsui Sawyer
Gutierrez McCarthy (MO) Schiff
Hall (OH) McCarthy (NY) Schumer
Hamilton McDermott Scott
Harman McGovern Serrano
Hastings (FL) McHale Shadegg
Hefner McNulty Sherman
Hilliard Meehan Sisisky
Hinchey Menendez Skaggs
Hinojosa Mica Skelton
Holden Millender- Slaughter
Hooley McDonald Smith, Adam
Hoyer Miller (CA) Snyder
Jackson (IL) Minge Spratt
Jackson-Lee Mink Stabenow

(TX) Moakley Stark
Jefferson Mollohan Stearns
John Moran (VA) Stenholm
Johnson (CT) Murtha Stokes
Johnson (WI) Nadler Strickland
Johnson, E.B. Neal Stupak
Johnson, Sam Oberstar Tanner
Kanjorski Obey Tauscher
Kennedy (MA) Olver Taylor (MS)
Kennedy (RI) Ortiz Thompson
Kennelly Owens Thurman
Kildee Pallone Tierney
Kilpatrick Pascrell Torres
Kind (WI) Pastor Towns
Kleczka Paul Turner
Klink Payne Upton
Kolbe Pelosi Velazquez
Kucinich Peterson (MN) Vento
LaFalce Pickett Visclosky
Lampson Pomeroy Waters
Lantos Poshard Watt (NC)
Levin Rahall Waxman
Lewis (GA) Rangel Wexler
Lipinski Reyes Weygand
Lofgren Rivers Wise
Lowey Roemer Woolsey
Luther Rothman Wynn
Maloney (CT) Roybal-Allard Yates
Maloney (NY) Rush
Manton Sabo

NOT VOTING—10
Clayton Etheridge Mcintyre
Cooksey Hutchinson Price (NC)
Cox Kaptur
Delahunt Kingston
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Messrs. CUMMINGS, WISE, DEL-

LUMS, SAM JOHNSON of Texas,

UPTON, and BONILLA changed their
vote from “‘yea’ to ‘“‘nay.”

Messrs. SHAYS, CHRISTENSEN, and
LEACH changed their vote from “‘nay”’
to “‘yea.”

Mr. SKEEN changed his vote from
“present’” to ‘‘yea.”’

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut and
Mr. PAUL changed their vote from
“present’” to ‘‘nay.”’

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, offi-
cial business off the Hill kept me de-
tained during the vote on House Reso-
lution 95, the rule accompanying House
Joint Resolution 58. Had | been present
for this vote—rollcall No. 45—I would
have voted aye.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to House Resolution 95, 1 call up the
joint resolution (H.J. Res. 58) dis-
approving the certific