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that the gentleman is not a member of
the conference committee because he
holds, as do dozens of his Republican
colleagues, the views that he has ex-
pressed tonight. This bill passed the
House with 61 percent of the Members
of the House voting for it, a broad bi-
partisan coalition. This is not a Repub-
lican or Democratic issue. I am hopeful
as a conferee that we will return to the
conference table, we will do so under
the scrutiny of the public and the
media, that we will discuss the issues
that the gentleman has raised tonight,
and that we will resolve our differences
and give the President a bill that he
can sign.

I have been on this conference since
it initiated in March, and I said a few
weeks ago that someone on the other
side said the conference was sailing
right along, and it was sailing right
along smoothly and I said that they
had used the wrong nautical analogy,
that the conference was not sailing
right along, that it reminded me more
of the legislative equivalent of the Ber-
muda triangle, that good ideas go into
the conference and are never heard
from again. The gentleman has many
good ideas. I commend him again for
his good work and look forward to
working with him to make this the
law.

Mr. GANSKE. I thank the gentleman
for joining me in this special order to-
night. I look forward to working with
him and other Members in a bipartisan
fashion on both the House side and the
Senate side to actually get signed into
law a real patient protection piece of
legislation.

f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 4810, MARRIAGE TAX PEN-
ALTY RELIEF RECONCILIATION
ACT OF 2000

Mr. DIAZ-BALART (during the Spe-
cial Order of Mr. GANSKE), from the
Committee on Rules, submitted a priv-
ileged report (Rept. No. 106–726) on the
resolution (H. Res. 545) providing for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4810) to
provide for reconciliation pursuant to
section 103(a)(1) of the concurrent reso-
lution on the budget for fiscal year
2001, which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered to be printed.

f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 4811, FOREIGN OPERATIONS,
EXPORT FINANCING, AND RE-
LATED PROGRAMS APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2001

Mr. DIAZ-BALART (during the Spe-
cial Order of Mr. GANSKE) from the
Committee on Rules, submitted a priv-
ileged report (Rept. No. 106–727) on the
resolution (H. Res. 546) providing for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 4811)
making appropriations for foreign op-
erations, export financing, and related
programs for the fiscal year ending
September 30, 2001, and for other pur-

poses, which was referred to the House
Calendar and ordered to be printed.

f

ILLEGAL NARCOTICS
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

GREEN of Wisconsin). Under the Speak-
er’s announced policy of January 6,
1999, the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
MICA) is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. MICA. Mr. Speaker, I am pleased
to come before the House tonight as it
concludes its business to address the
House on a subject I normally do on
Tuesday nights and one that I take a
personal interest in as chairman in the
House of Representatives of the Sub-
committee on Criminal Justice, Drug
Policy and Human Resources. And spe-
cifically always on Tuesday evenings, I
try to address my colleagues and the
American people on the topic of illegal
narcotics and our national drug policy
and our efforts in our subcommittee to
attempt to develop a coherent policy to
deal with probably the greatest social
problem and challenge I think our Na-
tion has ever faced in its history, a
problem that has devastated and I
think we have gotten to the point
where almost every family in America
is somehow touched by illegal nar-
cotics. Certainly the impact in crime,
the social costs, the costs that this
Congress incurs in funding
antinarcotics efforts, criminal justice,
the system that is fueled by those who
are committing crimes and offenses
against society under the influence of
illegal narcotics, the whole gamut of
problems that have arisen as a result of
illegal narcotics is really astounding.

I often cite when I speak before the
House the most recent statistics of
deaths. Direct deaths from illegal nar-
cotics in the most recent year provided
to our subcommittee, 1998, amounted
to 15,973 Americans died as the direct
result of illegal narcotics. The drug
czar, our national director of the Office
of National Drug Control Policy, Barry
McCaffrey, again today used the figure
in a hearing before our subcommittee
of 52,000 Americans dying in a year as
a result of direct and indirect illegal
narcotics.
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So the toll is mounting. The statis-

tics continue to be alarming and
should concern every American be-
cause, most of all, we find that this
problem is affecting not those people
who you would traditionally think
have been victimized by illegal nar-
cotics, the inner-city, the metropoli-
tan, the high density areas, but every
single corner of our Nation is now vic-
timized by the effects of illegal drugs.

In fact, I cite a recent article, and it
this headline says ‘‘Drug use explodes
in rural America.’’ It shows that in
fact in rural America that cocaine,
that crack, that heroin and
methamphetamines in all of the rural
areas of the country are now experi-
encing an explosion.

One of the things that I try to do as
chairman of the Subcommittee on

Criminal Justice, Drug Policy and
Human Resources is not only conduct
hearings, such as we did today with the
national Drug Czar on our national
media campaign that we instituted sev-
eral years ago, a $1 billion-plus pro-
gram, $1 billion from Federal money
over 5 years and an equally significant
amount in contributions to the cam-
paign required by the law that we es-
tablished, but in addition to con-
ducting the hearings and evaluations
and oversight of our national drug pol-
icy and the programs that we have in-
stituted, we attempt to conduct hear-
ings throughout the United States.

Most of the hearings that have been
conducted by our subcommittee are at
the request of either my subcommittee
members or Members of the House who
are experiencing a similar problem. I
can tell you without a doubt that in
fact the entire Nation, from the Pacific
coast to the East Coast, from the Mexi-
can border to the Canadian border, is
being devastated by illegal narcotics.

During the recent weeks we have
conducted hearings and field hearings.
One was in the heartland of America,
in Sioux City, Iowa, at the confluence
of three states, Nebraska, South Da-
kota and Iowa. This was a hearing at
the request of the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. LATHAM). We heard absolutely
startling testimony about the explo-
sion of illegal narcotics, the explosion
of methamphetamine, narcotics that
have infiltrated that region of our Na-
tion, and the devastation on the com-
munity, the cost in law enforcement,
the cost in social services, the tremen-
dous cost to that entire area that is
being borne in destroyed lives.

So we have focused not only on hear-
ings in Washington, but throughout the
land, and we confirmed the headline
which I cited here of the explosion of
illegal narcotics and methamphet-
amine in particular in rural areas of
our country.

It is also significant that we have
presentations before our subcommittee
that bring us up-to-date on what is
happening, because we are a criminal
justice, national drug policy oversight
subcommittee. Some of the recent in-
formation we have had from the Center
for Disease Control and other moni-
toring agencies indicate that over half
the crime in this country is committed
by individuals under the influence of il-
legal narcotics.

The National Institute of Justice
drug testing program, found that more
than 60 percent of the adult male
arrestees across the Nation tested posi-
tive for drugs. In most cities, over half
the young male arrestees are under the
influence in fact of marijuana, and, im-
portantly, the majority of the crimes
that result from the effects of the drug
do not result from the fact that the
drugs are illegal.

According to a study by the National
Center on Addiction and Substance
Abuse, which is also referred to as
CASA, at Columbia University, 80 per-
cent of the men and women behind
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bars, about 1.4 million inmates in our
country, are seriously involved with
drug abuse, substance abuse, and some-
times that is illegal narcotics, some-
times it is alcohol. So, again, the prob-
lem of substance abuse is horrendous.

What is of particular concern to our
subcommittee and the Congress is that
the trends of illegal narcotics use,
while we hear some figures being tout-
ed by some in the administration, we
find that, unfortunately, under the
Clinton Administration, from 1992 to
1998, in one area for example, in heroin
we have had a 92 percent increase since
1992 in heroin use among our 8th grad-
ers, an incredible statistic that has re-
cently come forward. That is in one of
the most deadly drugs that one can
have any young person be involved
with.

In my area in Central Florida, in fact
we are having an epidemic of heroin
overdoses. Many of the overdoses are
the result of a very high purity heroin.
In the 1980s we had the purity of heroin
at the level of single digits, sometimes
4 or 5 percent. Today we are finding on
the streets of Orlando and the streets
of New York, Los Angeles, and even
small communities across the Nation,
purity levels of 60 and 70 percent, dead-
ly, highly toxic heroin, and we see a
dramatic increase, 92 percent increase
in use in heroin among 8th graders, an
absolutely shocking statistic.

The other information that I wanted
to relay about the problem tonight is
some information our subcommittee
received from the Center for Disease
Control in Atlanta, and they came and
briefed us before the recess. I have
cited some of these statistics in the
hearing that we held and previously on
the floor, but the survey by the Center
for Disease Control indicated that 14.7
percent of the students surveyed said
that they were currently using mari-
juana in 1991. In 1999, that figure al-
most doubled to 26.7 percent.

Unfortunately marijuana happens to
be a gateway drug, and we find that the
statistics bear out that with a gateway
drug, an entry drug like marijuana, the
next step is cocaine, then methamphet-
amine, heroin and hard narcotics. We
also find testimony that was presented
to the subcommittee by Dr. Leshner,
the head of the National Institute of
Drug Abuse, NIDA, that in fact the
most addictive drug in the United
States today in fact is marijuana. Also
it is not the marijuana of the sixties
and seventies, or even the eighties.
This is a marijuana with a much higher
purity, with a much more toxic con-
tent, and a much more addictive result.

But the Center for Disease Control
reported that lifetime marijuana in-
creased from 31.3 percent in 1991 to 47.2
percent in 1999. What has happened in
our Nation, because we have sent a
mixed message to our youth, because
we have not had the leadership pro-
vided by the White House with a con-
sistent strong message against illegal
narcotics, and in particular marijuana,
we find that almost half the population

of our young people today has used
marijuana at some point, according to
this survey. Again, like it or not, it is
a gateway drug.

Those are some of the statistics that
we wanted to update the Congress on
today. Unfortunately, we find that
even in our enforcement area, that
young people are becoming more and
more involved as a result of their use
and abuse of illegal narcotics.

A recent article that was provided to
me indicated that the end of last year,
the United States Customs Service es-
timated that 400 teenagers had been ar-
rested by the end of 1999 for smuggling
drugs into the country, an increase of
30 percent over the previous year. In
Texas, only 17 juveniles had been sent
to prison in the past 21⁄2 years, 98 re-
ceived probation and 63 had their cases
dropped or dismissed. Unfortunately,
light punishment is a selling point for
the drug cartels when they approach
teenagers, according to the U.S. Cus-
toms Service, which is now finding
younger and younger traffickers, and,
unfortunately, the arrests are up in the
under 18 age category. This report also
said that there is a 58 percent increase
nationwide in arrests of drug traf-
fickers. This is now under the age of 18.
Again, younger and younger people in-
volved.

According to customs also, children
as young as nine are used to traffic
drugs across the southwest border. Ac-
cording to the article, most of the teen
smugglers that are arrested and con-
victed are given probation, not jail
time, which, unfortunately, does lead
other youth to participate in the same
type of activity, and we are seeing
more and more of that across the coun-
try.

The number of heroin users in the
United States, according to another re-
cent survey, indicates that it has
jumped from 1996, half a million Ameri-
cans, to nearly 1 million, 980,000 Ameri-
cans in 1999. So we have had, again,
just about a doubling from 1996 to 1999
in heroin users in the United States.

The rate of first use by children age
12 to 17 increased from less than 1 in
1,000 in the 1980s to almost 3 in 1,000 in
1996. I think I just cited for the benefit
of the House the incredible increase we
have seen in 8th graders. First time
heroin users are getting younger, from
an average age of 26 years of age in 1991
to an average age, now, get this, of 17
years of age by 1997.

Also, according to the most recent
statistics provided to our criminal jus-
tice and drug policy subcommittee, 8th
graders in rural America are 83 percent
more likely than 8th graders in urban
centers to use crack cocaine, 50 percent
more likely than 8th graders in urban
centers to use cocaine, and 34 percent
more likely than 8th graders in urban
centers to smoke marijuana. Unfortu-
nately, an incredibly high statistic is
that they are 104 percent more likely
than 8th graders in urban centers to
use amphetamines, including
methamphetamines. Again, startling

statistics about what is happening
across this country.

One of the things that was brought
up at the hearing today and that we
also have found in the pattern of illegal
narcotics use is the impact, not only
on the population in general and also
of our youth, which is of great concern,
but also the impact on minorities. No
segment of our society is more im-
pacted by illegal narcotics use than our
minorities, particularly our African
American and our Hispanic population.
This is some of the latest information
our subcommittee has received.
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According to the 1998 National House
of Polls Survey on Drug Abuse, drug
use increased from 5.8 percent in 1993
at the beginning of the Clinton admin-
istration to 8.2 percent in 1998 among
young African Americans, more se-
verely impacted than the population at
large. According to the same survey on
drug abuse, drug use increased from 4.4
percent in 1993 among the Hispanic
population, Hispanic youth in par-
ticular, to 6.1 percent. So 2 minority
populations that are most vulnerable
in our society, our African American
and Hispanic youth population, have
also become incredible victims of ille-
gal narcotics and, in particular, we
have seen, as I said, the explosion of
heroin, methamphetamines, and now
we are seeing a rampage of what are
called designer drugs across the Na-
tion.

Now, how did we get ourselves into
this situation? I have brought this one
particular chart out many times, and I
will bring it out again tonight. We hear
repeatedly, I hear repeatedly over and
over that the war on drugs has been a
failure. I submit again to the Congress
and to the House tonight that if we
look at the war on drugs under the
Reagan and Bush administration, and
this chart relates the long-term trend
in lifetime prevalence of drug use; this
is really the major monitor for drug
use and abuse in this country, and it is
not something that I made up; it was
prepared by the University of Michi-
gan, and this is something that they
have been monitoring for some time.
But this shows the pattern of success
and this shows the prevalence of drug
use going down in the Reagan adminis-
tration starting in 1980 all the way
down. Now, this is what the liberals
will tell us is a failure, and that is the
decrease in drug use. In fact, there was
a 50 percent decrease in this period of
drug use in this country. This is what
they will try to tell us, the editorial-
ists, the promoters of legalization,
those who say that the war on drugs
has been a failure.

So when we had a war on drugs, and
that was with national leadership from
the Office of the President through the
entire administration, putting together
an Andean strategy to stop drugs at
their source. This is not rocket science;
we know where the cocaine is pro-
duced. It is produced in Bolivia, it is
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produced in Peru, it is produced in Co-
lombia. When we have a policy that
stops the assistance going to a country
who is willing to participate with the
United States to stop the production of
cocaine such as we have had with this
administration for the past 5, 6 years
in stopping and blocking aid to Colom-
bia, we have a growth of cocaine and
coca production in that area.

The Reagan administration and Bush
administration developed specific pro-
grams, the Andean strategy, and the
Andean strategy went in and went
after drugs at their source, stopped the
drugs at their source. We know where
cocaine is from. Can we stop it? Well,
yes, we can. When I came in with the
Republican majority in 1995 and we
took over, we went to those countries,
Mr. Zeliff did, the former chairman
who had this subcommittee responsi-
bility, and the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. HASTERT) who is now the Speaker
of the House, we went to Bolivia, we
talked to President Banzer and to
other leaders there. We went to Peru
and we talked to President Fujimori.
We gave them a tiny bit of assistance
and they completed their mission and
have been completing their mission to
eradicate cocaine and coca production,
some 50 to 60 percent reduction in 2 or
3 years at very little cost to the tax-
payer in stopping the production.

One of the problems we have had is
that the administration for year after
year after year has blocked assistance
to Colombia until the whole Colombian
region exploded and it became a re-
gional disaster, and we had to pass a $1
billion-plus aid package to bail the ad-
ministration out from their failed pol-
icy. That policy will work. The policy
also has assistance to neighboring
countries so if we stop production
there, it does not spill over into other
areas. It worked in the 1980s, it will
work now. There is no question about
it. We can stop drugs at their source.

Now, the second most effective way
to stop drugs is to stop them as they
come from the source. This administra-
tion has done everything they can to
destroy the war on drugs. Now, if one is
going to run a war on drugs, against
drugs, how would one run that? Would
one stop the programs or cut back the
programs where they produce drugs at
their source? That would be a farce,
but that is exactly what this adminis-
tration did.

This administration cut Federal
spending for international programs 50
percent during the Democrat-con-
trolled Congress from 1992 to 1994. They
cut it some 50 percent, from $660 mil-
lion to $329 million. In fact, we are
barely getting back to the level of
funding for international programs and
the spike that we did provide with the
Colombian aid package will bring us up
to where we should be in going after
drugs most cost-effectively at the
source.

Now, again, the second area and most
effective way to stop illegal narcotics,
and a Federal responsibility, our re-

sponsibility as Congress is to stop the
illegal narcotics before they come to
our borders. President Reagan set up
the Andean strategy. We set up a drug
certification. If we allow drugs to come
from their country into the United
States, we stop foreign aid, we stop fi-
nancial assistance, we stop trade and
other benefits that we give as a coun-
try to that country that is sending poi-
son into the United States. I helped
draft the certification law. This admin-
istration has made a farce of the cer-
tification law from the very beginning,
misapplying it, not applying it prop-
erly as it was intended, as it was ap-
plied during the Reagan and Bush ad-
ministration. This they will tell us is a
failure. I mean this is a decrease in
drug use by everyone in this country,
and they will tell us that that was a
failure. I say that, in fact, this was a
success.

This is the failure. We only see right
here where the Republican-controlled
Congress took effect where we re-
started the programs on stopping drugs
at their source, where we began to re-
start the programs to interdict drugs
before they reach our borders. Again,
each of these programs were dramati-
cally cut and slashed, and today, we
are paying the consequences and strug-
gling to get these programs developed
back in this successful war on drugs, in
effect.

Mr. Speaker, it was one error com-
pounded by another error. First, the
administration withheld information
and data to these other countries, in-
formation that was used to shoot down
drug traffickers as the drugs left the
source country and headed towards the
United States. They said, we cannot do
that. We could possibly hurt the hair
on the back of some drug trafficker.
Oh, we cannot send aid to Colombia, we
might hurt some leftist guerilla or
some rightist guerilla. I do not think
there was concern about the right wing
as there was about hurting the hair on
the left wing.

In any event, nothing got sent there.
They blocked it time and time again,
the assistance. It would almost be ludi-
crous, but unfortunately, I must go
back, and I cannot help but to cite
some of the mistakes by this adminis-
tration that we are paying for today. It
would be ludicrous to think that they
would, in fact, act in such a fashion.

This headline is from the Washington
Post, August 4, 1994: U.S. Refusal to
Share Intelligence in Drug Fight
Called Absurd. One of the Democrats
from the other side is the one who
called it absurd, what the administra-
tion had done. We had stopped sharing
information, stopped the ability of our
allies in this war on drugs to go after
drug traffickers, the beginning of the
disaster that we inherited. Hearings
also documented what the administra-
tion was doing in closing down a real
war on drugs. My colleague, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HORN) we
were elected together in 1993, and we
served on the Committee on Govern-

ment Operations and I attended the
hearing, and the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HORN) asked on August 2,
1994, ‘‘As you recall, as of May 1, 1994,
the Department of Defense decided uni-
laterally to stop sharing real-time in-
telligence regarding aerial trafficking
of drugs with Colombia and Peru. Now,
as I understand it, that decision, which
has not been completely resolved, has
thrown diplomatic relations with the
host countries into chaos.’’ August 2,
1994.

Mr. Speaker, that was a prediction of
the beginning of the disaster of Colom-
bia. We all saw it coming. We all knew
that when we close down the source
countries, when we stop interdicting
drugs cost-effectively before they come
into the United States and had our al-
lies do it rather than us even do it, just
by providing a little information to our
friends.

Then, what did we need to go after
the narcotics? There was almost zero
heroin produced in Colombia in 1993,
the beginning of this administration.
Almost zero. But this Congress, Demo-
crat-controlled Congress and White
House managed to stop first informa-
tion assistance, and then what do we
need to stop the growth? We need
something to go after the growth. That
would be some helicopters. That would
be helicopters that could fly at high al-
titudes, that would be helicopters that
could go after drug traffickers and sur-
veillance information.

Time and time again, hearing and
hearing again, we begged this adminis-
tration, and we even passed the financ-
ing of sending the assistance to Colom-
bia. The President and others in this
administration blocked that assist-
ance. So we have seen an incredible ex-
plosion of cocaine production, of heroin
production in Colombia.

This is a February of 1997 story, and
it says, ‘‘Delay of Copters Hobbles Co-
lombia in Stopping Drugs.’’ Guess
what? When we do not have the equip-
ment to go after where they are pro-
ducing or trafficking, and 70 to 80 per-
cent of the drugs coming into the
United States are now produced, heroin
and cocaine in that country, in fact, we
do not stop the drugs. That is what
caused us to do an emergency funding
of $1 billion-plus for Colombia.

In each of these areas, the new Re-
publican majority has tried to act in a
responsible fashion to restore the
source country programs. We will find
in the Colombian aid package, in fact,
a good balance between alternative
crop development, because we know
the peasants there must have some
source of income, and we can help them
be productive; we can also help them
turn away from production of the
death and destruction of cocaine, coca
and poppies and heroin that are now
swamping the United States. We can
easily put these programs together for
very few dollars. Unfortunately, now it
is taking more dollars than it would
have if we had done the preventive
steps that we asked for some years ago.
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Unfortunately, the administration

has made this an even more difficult
task by bungling the negotiations in
Panama, by not allowing us to keep
our forward-drug surveillance oper-
ating locations in Panama. Even if we
gave back the base, all we needed was
an operations center which we had had
up until May of last year. The adminis-
tration not only lost the military use,
but bungled the negotiations to keep
our forward operating locations. Part
of the $1 billion package that we passed
is now to fund $100-some million to re-
place the forward operating locations
that we lost through the failed negotia-
tions with Panama. All of our drug-for-
ward surveillance operations were out
of Howard Air Force base and now we
have to pay to put them in Ecuador,
and now we have to pay to put them in
Aruba, and now we have to pay to put
them at great expense into El Sal-
vador. Two of those negotiations are
semi-complete, but it will be 2002 be-
fore we get back to the capability we
had last May to detect flights coming
in with illegal narcotics and shipments
from the source zone.
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General Wilhelm, our general in
charge of the Southern Command of
this whole effort in surveillance, and
the military does not get engaged in
arresting people or going after illegal
narcotics traffickers. They are even
banned from that. What they do is pro-
vide surveillance and intelligence in-
formation from the surveillance which
is passed on either to the country or to
enforcement people.

According to General Wilhelm in a
report that was provided to me as
chairman of the subcommittee by the
Government Accounting Office, Gen-
eral Wilhelm said that the Southern
Command now, and again, in charge of
looking at drugs coming in, can only
detect and monitor 15 percent of the
key routes in the overall drug traf-
ficking area about 15 percent of the
time.

Again, what is reported to our sub-
committee in charge of drug policy is
that this will not be corrected until
2002. That is an absolute disaster cre-
ated by ineptness in the administration
and direct policy-thwarting efforts.

I have talked about this many times.
Again, they term this with decreasing
drug use among our population as a
failure. This is a success going up here.
This is the Clinton success pattern. We
have higher drug use, so that is an ef-
fective war on drugs. We dismantle the
war on drugs piece by piece by piece
and this is what we get, a flood of ille-
gal narcotics, difficult to stem.

I want to say that we have instituted
as a Republican majority the most ex-
tensive education campaign in the his-
tory of this Nation funded with $1 bil-
lion over 5 years. Today we held our
second oversight hearing on it.

I had a different plan than the ad-
ministration. I thought that those who
get the airwaves, which are a public

trust, should donate more time. The
administration wanted to pay for time
out of the taxpayers’ pockets. As a
compromise, and the way this place al-
ways works is a compromise, we have
half the time being donated as a re-
quirement and $1 billion of taxpayer
money going into the campaign.

But we must do something to educate
the public. We must do something to
educate particularly the young people.
I must do something as chairman of
the subcommittee to make sure that
the money that we spend in this most
extensive campaign is appropriate and
that it is working.

That was the reason for the hearing I
held last October at the end of the first
year of the campaign and today that
we conducted to see if that is success-
ful. I am not here as a Republican or a
majority member saying that we can
only criticize the other side. We have
to tell what we have done.

In fact, we have put in place the most
extensive campaign in the history of
our Nation. Now we have to make sure
it works. Will it work? I do not know
yet, but we are going to do everything
we can. We have put back into place
the funding for the international pro-
grams, and finally, the missing piece to
the puzzle.

This is not a great puzzle. The drugs,
70 percent of the cocaine, 75 percent of
the heroin coming into the United
States is coming from Colombia. We
have stopped it in 2 or 3 years under
the Republican majority working with
Peru and Bolivia, and we have some as-
sistance in this package for them.

It is coming from here. A lot of it
transits through Mexico. That is an-
other problem I could spend a whole
night on, again the United States and
this administration making a farce out
of certification, cooperation on the
drug effort, giving Mexico benefits left
and right, financing their indebtedness,
helping them open their borders, giving
them the best trade benefits, and then
letting Mexico thumb their nose at the
United States.

It made a farce of the laws that the
Reagan and Bush administration en-
forced, and also made Colombia the
center of drug production for the hemi-
sphere. The latest reports we have in
the media today is a double of cocaine
is reaching our European allies. I have
met with our European allies soliciting
their help in this region. We warned
them that the cocaine and next the
heroin is coming because of the tre-
mendous production.

In fact, the latest statistics revealed
just in the last few days show that Eu-
rope is getting swamped with cocaine,
and I guarantee them that the heroin
will follow, because they pay even
more in Europe than they do in the
United States. We have this flood of
supply coming in.

Since our base in Panama is closed
down, we have no forward operating lo-
cation, and it may be over 2 years be-
fore the administration even has a clue
to get it back in order. This is the mess

that we have inherited. It does have
consequences.

I have shown these before, these
quite revealing charts. I have not doc-
tored these or produced them myself,
they were produced by the Sentencing
Commission to our subcommittee in
recent testimony.

By 1992, almost no crack in 1992. We
do not even see methamphetamine on
the chart at the beginning of this.
Again, this is a failure in the war on
drugs.

In 1993, the beginning of the adminis-
tration, we see the beginning, the very
beginning of crack. In 1994, in 1995, it is
exploding. In 1996, 1997, almost up the
entire map, out of control. What has
gone down in crack is being supple-
mented by methamphetamine, designer
drugs, and also we do not have heroin
on the chart, which has absolutely sky-
rocketed off the charts.

This, again, is the result of I think a
policy that can only be termed a fail-
ure. It is incredible how many times I
hear that, again, the war on drugs is a
failure; that some of the things that we
have done, the tough enforcement will
not work, that we have to liberalize
our drug laws.

Recently the New York Times, a New
York Times editorial, called for doing
away with the Rockefeller laws. The
Rockefeller laws were instituted in the
1970s under Governor Rockefeller,
tough laws, and they established tough
sentencing guidelines.

We often hear that the people behind
bars are there because they have, say,
used a small amount of illegal sub-
stances, marijuana. Small-time users
are locked up in jail. That is what this
New York Times editorial says, that
our criminal justice system is clogged,
and particularly they cite New York.

In fact, on New York, we conducted a
hearing in Washington on the subject
of New York. We brought in an indi-
vidual, Catherine Lapp, who is the New
York State director of criminal justice.
She testified before our subcommittee.
We asked specific questions about how
many people were behind bars, and
were in fact New York prisons clogged
with people who were small-time users.

Let me cite her testimony before our
subcommittee tonight before the
House. This is Catherine Lapp: ‘‘Over
the last several years, there has been
much debate in New York about the ef-
ficacy of our drug laws, oftentimes re-
ferred to as the Rockefeller drug laws,
which were enacted in 1973 in response
to the onslaught of drugs and drug-
driven crime.

‘‘Drug law reform advocates have ar-
gued that the drug laws have done lit-
tle to remove drugs from our commu-
nities and only serve to imprison low
level drug addicts in our State’s prison
system for lengthy periods of time.

‘‘Advocates also argue that the law
should be repealed in whole or in part
and replaced with a system to provide
treatment for all drug-addicted crimi-
nals. My response to this position is
twofold. First, the facts do not bear
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out the position that there are thou-
sands of low level drug-addicted offend-
ers sentenced each year to State prison
for lengthy periods of imprisonment on
charges of possession of small amounts
of drugs.’’

That is the first premise she makes
here.

She says, ‘‘Secondly, New York State
has developed a rather sophisticated
and progressive system for providing
drug treatment options and alter-
natives to incarceration opportunities
for dealing with drug-addicted non-vio-
lent offenders. The success of that sys-
tem, however, is premised on large part
on the fact that the offenders are moti-
vated to take advantage of the options
in order to avoid mandatory prison
terms.’’

Some of the statistics that she cited
in her testimony to me, and this is
nothing I have made up, the New York
Times editorial will tell us they are
draconian laws, and that 22,000 inmates
are currently confined in their State
prison; that inmates are nonviolent
users and small-time sellers.

Again, she did the most extensive
survey ever done in New York, and this
is some of what she found. First of all,
she says, ‘‘We also took a random re-
view of the case files for the first-time
felony offenders sentenced to State
prison in what I believe is a very per-
suasive way. This documented the var-
ious reasons why they were sent to
prison.

‘‘In simple terms, the offenders gave
judges little choice, as the offenders
consistently and routinely thumb their
noses at the system, showing little re-
morse for their actions or interest in
seeking treatment. Finally, those sen-
tenced to the State prison received, on
average,’’ on average, and this is what
they call ‘‘locked up forever for small-
time use penalties,’’ ‘‘On average, 13
months in prison, hardly the lengthy
sentences which the drug law reform
advocates suggest.’’

As for repeat drug offenders, our re-
port also documented that only 30 per-
cent of persons with prior felony arrest
histories who were arrested for a drug
felony actually received a sentenced
State imprisonment, only 30 percent.

There are roughly 22,000 individuals,
that is the only thing that matches
with the New York Times editorial,
currently serving time in New York
State prison for drug offenses. Eighty-
seven percent of them are actually
serving time for selling drugs, not mere
possession, and over 70 percent have
more than one felony conviction on
their records.

‘‘Of the persons serving time for drug
possession charges, 76 percent were ac-
tually arrested for sale or intent to sell
and eventually pled down to posses-
sion.’’

Again, that is testimony that is abso-
lutely in conflict with the New York
Times’ liberal editorial that would tell
us that the State prisons in New York,
because of the tough Rockefeller laws,
are full of small-time users and offend-
ers.

This article goes on or this testi-
mony goes on to talk about some of the
things that have also been done in New
York. I would like to go ahead and cite
them.

‘‘I would like to submit that those
who advocate a wholesale repeal of the
New York State drug laws in favor of
treatment for substance-abusing of-
fenders actually miss the point and fail
to appreciate or choose to ignore the
realities of the system.

‘‘Perhaps the most compelling argu-
ment in favor of maintaining tough
drug laws as a way to motivate sub-
stance-abusing offenders is found in re-
ports of the King’s County Detab, a
drug program our subcommittee has
looked at that is very successful in
King’S County, close to New York
City.

‘‘On average, over 30 percent of the
defendants screened and deemed eligi-
ble for this program actually declined
to participate in the 18-month residen-
tial treatment program, opting instead
to go to State prison.’’ This is despite
the fact that if they were to success-
fully complete the program, the
charges would be dropped and wiped off
their record.

b 2200

What would we do with this category
of offenders in the absence of manda-
tory minimums? Return them to the
communities?

In recent years, changes have been
made to the New York State drug laws.
Now, the next thing I will tell my col-
leagues is the drug laws in New York,
because of the Rockefeller laws, are in-
flexible. Ms. Lapp testified, in recent
years, changes have been made to the
New York State drug laws to permit
certain nonviolent offenders to be di-
verted from prison and to treatment
programs or to be released from prison
early following successful completion
of treatment.

This is the bologna, the tripe put out
by the New York Times, the liberal
press. This is the fact, the testimony of
Catherine Lapp, New York State Direc-
tor of Criminal Justice before our sub-
committee. This is the most extensive
survey done on who is behind bars.

Again, it is unbelievable that the
media would not print the facts on
what is happening in New York or in
other jurisdictions and would have us
believe that tough sentencing manda-
tory minimum sentencing should be
withdrawn.

We had testimony before our sub-
committee from the Federal Sen-
tencing Commission, and we have also
asked the question of law enforcement
officials in almost every one of our
hearings and field hearings across the
country and before us in Washington,
should we reduce minimum manda-
tory? Without exception, the answer
has been no.

Most people do not realize that we
have instituted, in fact, a safety valve
and flexibility in the Federal law that
does give discretion, that does allow

for alternative programs, and does give
small time offenders an opportunity.

But, again, what is portrayed by the
media is that one would have small-
time users and abusers or even sellers
behind prison bars, and it does not jibe
at all with the facts that have been
presented before our subcommittee.

Mr. Speaker, I want to again address
some of the myths about policies,
tough policies versus liberal policies.
New York City has to be the best ex-
ample of the successful implementa-
tion of a zero tolerance as far as drug
enforcement, as far as tough enforce-
ment.

When Rudy Guliani, the mayor, took
office in the mid or early 1990s here,
they are averaging 2,000 deaths in New
York. That is down to the mid-600
range, a dramatic decrease.

We called Rudy Guliani in before our
subcommittee, and we have also exam-
ined the record in that community
with a zero tolerance program. The lat-
est statistics reveal that crime is down
some 57.6 percent for seven major
crimes. Murder is down 58 percent, rape
down 31 percent, robbery down 62 per-
cent, felony assaults down 35 percent,
burglary down almost 62 percent, grand
larceny down 42 percent, and grand lar-
ceny auto down almost 69 percent.

Here again the liberals attack the
zero tolerance policy. Either one has
an activity where one has the liberals
calling for more enforcement, or they
are ganging up on the mayor in New
York City because of tough enforce-
ment. It is either not enough or too
much.

But it is interesting. We went back
to examine when the mayor was criti-
cized during the fatal shooting that
took place by a police officer that, in
fact, the number of fatal shootings by
police officers in 1999, 11, was the low-
est for any year since 1973, the first
year for which records are available,
and far less than the number of 41 po-
lice shootings that took place in 1990.

Moreover, the number of rounds in-
tentionally fired by police declined
some 50 percent since 1993, and the
number of intentional shooting inci-
dents by police dropped by some 66.5
percent, while the number of police of-
ficers that Mr. Guliani actually put in
place actually increased by 37.9 per-
cent.

The statistics, again, people do not
want to deal with the hard facts. The
liberal media will tell us that this pol-
icy does not work. The policy does
work. The murder and nonnegligent
manslaughter down dramatically to
the mid 600s. The seven major felony
categories down dramatically under
this tough enforcement policy.

Now, I want to know where the lib-
erals were when David Dinkins’ admin-
istration was in office. There were 62
percent more shootings by police offi-
cers per capita in the last year of David
Dinkins’ administrations, the last
year, than under Mayor Guliani. Where
was Mr. Sharpton? Where were the lib-
erals when these incidents were taking
place?
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I will tell my colleagues where the

liberals were. One of them was in Balti-
more, and he was the mayor, Mayor
Schmoke. He adopted a nonenforce-
ment, let them do it, we will treat
them, do not worry about it, let it all
hang out, that is good. Fortunately,
Baltimore got rid of the mayor. The
mayor is gone. But the deaths in Balti-
more during 1998, 1999, 1997 all ranged
over 300.

This is a liberal policy. This is a non-
enforcement policy. This is the oppo-
site of zero tolerance. They have cre-
ated a hell hole in one of our Nation’s
most beautiful and historic cities, Bal-
timore, where the population of addic-
tion is somewhere between 50,000 and
60,000 individuals.

This is the statistic, this chart was
given to us in 1996 where they only had
39,000 addicts in Baltimore. That is
through the leadership of a liberal pol-
icy. They now have one in eight, ac-
cording to a city council member, of
the population of Baltimore through
this liberal policy an addict. Can my
colleagues imagine extending this
throughout the entire Nation, one in
eight in our population? The worst
thing about this is they cannot even
get 50 percent of those who are ad-
dicted to show up for a treatment pro-
gram or to participate in a program.
Imagine demands on the social serv-
ices.

Fortunately, they have a new mayor.
Fortunately, we held a hearing, our
subcommittee, in Baltimore. We held a
hearing at the beginning of the week.
Fortunately, by the end of the week,
the mayor who sat there and heard the
testimony of the previous police chief
fired him and put in a zero tolerance
person. That is what we intend to sup-
port.

The subcommittee, in fact, met this
morning before our hearing with Mr.
General McCaffrey and the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS) who
represents this devastated area. We
will bring these statistics down, and we
can do it through a zero tolerance pol-
icy. Other cities have done it. Rich-
mond, Virginia has done it. Others
have had tough enforcement.

We will do our best to provide treat-
ment. But one cannot just treat the
wounded in a battle. Imagine fighting a
war and not going after the enemy, not
going after the source of the weapon of
destruction coming after one. That is
what they have been trying to do, and
it has not worked. It will not work. It
will not work.

So the liberal media that is out there
telling us that we must legalize, that
zero tolerance does not work, that the
war on drugs is a failure, in fact they
are the failure that we have because
they repeat this message.

It is my hope again that we can con-
tinue to work in a bipartisan fashion. I
have done my best to work with folks
on putting the package together, the
Colombian aid package. It was delayed
for 5 years, and we got it done in 5
months. It is my hope that we can

work on other programs and success-
fully combat this terrible plague upon
our Nation.

f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

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

Mr. FORBES (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for July 10 and July 11 on
account of family medical reasons.

Mr. HILL of Indiana (at the request of
Mr. GEPHARDT) for July 10 on account
of flight delays.

Ms. SLAUGHTER (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today after 2:00 p.m.
through 1:00 p.m. July 12 on account of
attending the Women’s Progress Com-
memoration Commission meeting in
Seneca Falls, New York.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. PALLONE) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. PALLONE, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. GREEN of Texas, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mr. STRICKLAND, for 5 minutes,

today.
(The following Members (at the re-

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

Mr. MILLER of Florida, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. METCALF, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. JONES of North Carolina, for 5

minutes, today.
Mr. ADERHOLT, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. BURTON of Indiana, for 5 minutes,

today and July 12.
Mr. SCHAFFER, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. HOEKSTRA, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. BATEMAN, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. UPTON, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. KOLBE, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. BASS, for 5 minutes, today.
Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut, for 5

minutes, today.
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, for 5 minutes,

today.
(The following Member (at the re-

quest of Mr. ADERHOLT) to revise and
extend his remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mr. KASICH, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Member (at his own

request) to revise and extend his re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rial:)

Mr. LATOURETTE, for 5 minutes,
today.

f

ADJOURNMENT

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

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 10 o’clock and 10 minutes
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-

morrow, Wednesday, July 12, 2000, at 10
a.m.

f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

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

8464. A letter from the Administrator, De-
partment of Agriculture, transmitting the
Department’s final rule—Agricultural Dis-
aster and Market Assistance (RIN: 0560–
AG14) received June 2, 2000, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

8465. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Plum Pox [Docket No. 00–034–1] re-
ceived June 1, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

8466. A letter from the Secretary of Agri-
culture, transmitting a draft bill entitled,
‘‘U.S. Department of Agriculture Mediation
and Arbitration for Agriculture Products in
Foreign Commerce Act of 2000’’; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

8467. A letter from the Acting Director, De-
fense Procurement, Department of Defense,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Defense Federal Acquisition Regulation Sup-
plement; Waiver of Cost Accounting Stand-
ards [DFARS Case 2000–D012] received June
1, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Armed Services.

8468. A letter from the Acting Director, De-
fense Procurement, Department of Defense,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Defense Federal Acquisition Regulation Sup-
plement; NAFTA Procurement Threshold
[DFARS Case 2000–D011] received June 1,
2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Armed Services.

8469. A letter from the Special Assistant to
the Bureau Chief, Mass Media Bureau, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting the Commission’s final rule—Amend-
ment of Section 73.202(b), Table of Allot-
ments, FM Broadcast Stations (Saranac
Lake and Westport, New York) [MM Docket
No. 99–83 RM–9500 RM–9722] received May 26,
2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Commerce.

8470. A letter from the Secretary of Health
and Human Services, transmitting a draft
bill entitled, ‘‘FDA Review Fee Act of 2000’’;
to the Committee on Commerce.

8471. A letter from the Director, Office of
Personnel Management, transmitting a leg-
islative proposal entitled, ‘‘Federal Employ-
ees Student Loan Repayment Benefit
Amendments Act of 2000’’; to the Committee
on Government Reform.

8472. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission,
transmitting the Commission’s final rule—
Regulations under the Outer Continental
Shelf Lands Act Governing ther Movement
of Natural Gas on Facilities on the Outer
Continental Shelf [Docket No. RM99–5–000;
Order No. 639] received April 18, 2000, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Resources.

8473. A letter from the Secretary of the In-
terior, transmitting a draft bill entitled,
‘‘Hardrock Mining Production Payments
Act’’; to the Committee on Resources.

8474. A letter from the Register of Copy-
rights and Assistant Secretary for Commu-
nications and Information, Department of
Commerce and the Library of Congress,
transmitting the Joint Study of Section
1201(g) of The Digital Millennium Copyright
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