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hitting himself on the head as he real-
ized that his hair is on fire. A pur-
ported crack addict smoking the drug
and defecating on the sidewalk, and
then there are films of a homeless man
extracting his own teeth with a pair of
pliers.

A segment entitled ‘‘Bumhunter’’
parodies television’s Crocodile Hunter,
with a man in safari clothing binding,
gagging and measuring and marking
various homeless men on the streets of
Las Vegas before releasing them to
their national habitat. These sad, pa-
thetic images are described as hilar-
iously shocking. I call it criminal.

They say it is voluntary, since they
reward the men with food, clothing,
shelter and small change. I charge
them of preying on the despair of those
without the basic necessities to sustain
life or the facilities to cope. Who
among us would willingly be filmed ex-
tracting our teeth with a pair of pliers?
Of course, the film makers are already
planning a sequel.

When I read about this video, I was
appalled. Not surprisingly, it was pro-
moted on Howard Stern’s television
show and soon being shipped to people
nationally and internationally.

This is not about committee jurisdic-
tion or the geography of the people we
represent. It is about our basic human-
ity. If we cannot act to protect our
most vulnerable, what does this say
about us all? We need to fix this prob-
lem.

I have started with inquiries to the
heads of the Las Vegas Federal inves-
tigative offices of the FBI, Customs
and the U.S. Postal Service. I have
asked them specifically to explain
what steps they intend to take, and if
they decline to open a case, whether it
is because they lack resources, they
have other priorities, or whether there
simply is not a legal action.

I believe that this is already criminal
conduct. First of all, in their own press
releases, the film makers admit that
they are paying homeless actors to
commit crimes such as assault and kid-
nap. They are, therefore, accessories or
aiders and abettors. This activity is
not protected by the first amendment
anymore than the so-called ‘‘snuff
flick’’ might be protected pornography.
All three of the Federal agencies inves-
tigate pornography, and they know the
difference.

The FBI should have jurisdiction be-
cause of the interstate nature of the
business and the possible conspiracy to
violate State laws. Customs should
have jurisdiction because the material
is being distributed internationally,
and the postal service should have ju-
risdiction because the mails are being
used to further the distribution.

If these agencies claim they do not
have the resources, then perhaps Con-
gress should act to earmark funds, be-
cause this is a serious public safety
issue. If these agencies claim they have
other priorities, then perhaps we
should examine the setting of their pri-
orities; and if they claim that there is

no specific law that authorizes them to
investigate this activity, then perhaps
we should enact one.

A Congress that will push the con-
stitutional limits on fighting pornog-
raphy and that will appropriately out-
law crush videos that depict the tor-
ture of animals should do no less for
our fellow human beings. This violence
against the homeless is not just a
crime against them. It is an assault
against us all. We should do all we can
to stop this outrage and punish those
who would torture, degrade and exploit
some of our most vulnerable citizens.

f

HOW BIG SHOULD FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT BE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 23, 2002, the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. SMITH) is recognized during
morning hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. Speak-
er, passing on to my colleagues and the
American people a predicament that
Congress is now facing related to
spending. How big should the Federal
Government be, how much should we
tax the American citizens in order to
accommodate what we think is impor-
tant and necessary spending now. And
one of the problems with the over-
zealousness of Members of Congress to
spend is that we either increase taxes
to accommodate that spending or we
increase borrowing.

Right now, the debt of the Federal
Government is a little over $6 trillion.
We have a law, though, that says that
we cannot have a debt that is greater
than what is approved by law, passed
by the House and the Senate and
signed by the President; and that debt
limit now is $5.95 trillion. Yet the Fed-
eral debt actually is now $6.019 trillion.

How does that happen? We are play-
ing political games. There is a loophole
that the last administration and this
administration claim exists in current
law to use surplus civil service retire-
ment funds and pretend that is not bor-
rowing subject to the debt limit. They
use those extra dollars coming in from
the deductions of Federal employees to
increase Federal Government spending.

The ultimate problem still is how
much should we spend. When I first ran
for Congress in 1992, the percentage of
gross domestic product, spent for the
Federal budget was just a little bit
over 22.2 percent, of GDP. Five years
later it was 19.6 percent of GDP. Last
year we got it down to about 18.4 per-
cent of GDP. Increased predicted
spending for this year is now starting
to go up again at 19.9 percent of what
we produce in this country.

So the question is how much do we
borrow that requires interest and
leaves an obligation for future genera-
tions? How much do we tax that takes
away from workers. We have got a gov-
ernment, we have a Constitution, we
have a free enterprise system that mo-
tivates. Those that work hard, that
try, that learn, that save, that invest,

end up better than those that do not.
And what we have been tending to do
for the last 40 years is increase taxes
for those who succeed and redistribute
wealth. So we tax at a higher rate ev-
erybody that is willing to take a sec-
ond job or earn and save and invest,
and, we now tax them when they die.

How much do we tax before we start
to take away that incentive to save, to
work harder, to invest?

b 1100

We are having a problem now encour-
aging small business to take the risk
because of high taxes to pay for big
government.

I would encourage my colleagues to
look at my joint resolution, which is
H.J. Res. 99, that provides we keep
budget spending a constant percent of
GDP, and let the budget increase as the
GDP, gross domestic product, in-
creases.

There has to be some limitation. We
have proposals for a balanced budget.
That is fine and good, but if we decide
simply to increase taxes or increase
borrowing to accommodate a growing
budget, it still leaves a burden on fu-
ture generations, and it takes away
some of that incentive from current
workers that are trying to work and
save and learn and invest to make
their life and their families’ lives bet-
ter.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I would say
that the overzealousness to spend is
what happens in these Chambers, be-
cause often Members are better off po-
litically if they come up with new pork
barrel projects to take home to their
district. They often get in the news-
paper and on television if they are will-
ing to start a new social program that
spends more of somebody else’s money.
It is just important that we remember
that when we spend money, when we
come up with these generous programs,
as we approach prescription drugs in
Medicare, let us remember that we are
taking away from current workers or
putting an extra burden on future re-
tirees by increasing the debt load to
accommodate what seems at the mo-
ment an important spending program.
Taxes and debt are high enough. Let us
be frugal on spending.

f

FAST TRACK TRADE BILL

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PENCE). Pursuant to the order of the
House of January 23, 2002, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) is rec-
ognized during morning hour debates
for 5 minutes.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
the House will soon consider a motion
to go to conference on H.R. 3005, the
fast track bill. Normally, the process
for beginning a conference is a non-
controversial pro forma exercise, but
attempts at passage of a special rule
make clear that the current process is
anything but normal.

The presumptive chairman of the
conference has made clear he does not
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trust the conferees. He has a vision of
how he wants the conference to pro-
ceed, and he wants to eliminate any
chance that things will not go his way.
The Republicans are employing an ar-
cane, rarely-used procedure that I do
not believe I have seen in my 10 years
in Congress, to stack the deck against
Democrats on the conference com-
mittee and to deny any vote on a
Democratic alternative on fast track
trade legislation.

The Republicans are attempting to
abuse the House process by adding up
to a dozen new items that the House
has never had an opportunity vote on,
has had no hearings to discuss, nor has
even considered. These changes include
gutting the other body’s health care
assistance for workers suffering from
our trade policies, creates a weaker
version of the other body’s trade ad-
justment assistance, and it completely
strikes the Dayton-Craig provisions
that are designed to ensure that Con-
gress has a role in protecting U.S.
trade laws.

The rule goes well beyond normal
procedures, completely unnecessary to
begin the fast track conference. The
most offensive of the Republican lead-
ership’s provisions will gut the worker
health protections added in the other
body’s bill.

Under TAA health provisions, work-
ers would have access to an
advanceable and a refundable tax cred-
it valued at 70 percent of their health
insurance premium; 70 percent. This
tax credit could be used for group cov-
erage, continuation of COBRA cov-
erage, State health insurance pur-
chasing plans, and other ways.

Group coverage offers several advan-
tages to workers. It is cheaper, its
availability is much wider, and health
insurance cannot be denied due to pre-
existing conditions. Republicans, how-
ever, are expected to offer a tax credit
that can only be applied toward private
nongroup coverage.

Under the Republican approach,
there is no guarantee that workers will
be able to even find health insurance,
because it is in the private market, let
alone to afford it. In the private indi-
vidual market, there are no limits on
premiums that can be charged for
someone who is sick, and insurers often
exclude coverage of important services
and even exclude coverage sometimes
of body parts. As a result, only rel-
atively healthy workers are likely to
find affordable coverage, which means
other workers will be left without any
coverage or will be forced to pay the
entire cost of whatever group coverage
might be available to them. Less
healthy workers, who are unable to
find affordable, meaningful individual
coverage will be forced to go without
coverage or pay the full COBRA pre-
mium.

Because relatively healthy workers
will therefore leave the COBRA pool,
and relatively less healthy workers
will remain in the COBRA pool, em-
ployers’ COBRA costs go up. Accord-

ingly, employers will be forced to ei-
ther scale back benefits or drop cov-
erage entirely.

The Republican approach, as it usu-
ally does, will create a windfall for in-
surance companies and for HMOs. It
will not protect workers, again as the
Republicans plan usually does not. It
will not protect workers or employers
from huge health care costs. Under
their proposed rule, Democrats would
have no chance to debate or amend any
of these provisions.

Not surprisingly, the Republicans are
proceeding without any consultation
with Democrats on the Committee on
Ways and Means. While the majority
may say that their TAA health benefit
is the same as what the other body
passed, no one should be fooled. This
will only hurt American workers who
have already been hurt by unfair trade
policies.

I urge my colleagues to oppose any
rule that may be on the floor tomorrow
and to oppose any rule that may jeop-
ardize a bipartisan conference com-
mittee on fast track.

f

COMMEMORATION OF THE 60TH
ANNIVERSARY OF THE FOUND-
ING OF THE OFFICE OF STRA-
TEGIC SERVICES

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 23, 2002, the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. STEARNS) is recognized during
morning hour debates for 5 minutes.

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, in the
summer of 1942, we were deeply em-
broiled in war. Our leaders saw that it
was imperative that we institute a for-
mal intelligence service, so on June 13,
1942, we established the Office of Stra-
tegic Services, OSS, considered to be
the precursor to the Central Intel-
ligence Agency.

As we sit here in the summer of 2002,
60 years ago this week, we are again at
war, and I want to commemorate the
OSS on what would be its 60th anniver-
sary. Whether we call it intelligence,
reconnaissance, collection, espionage,
or simply spying, as a former Air Force
intelligence officer myself, I recognize
the critical function of this agency in
winning wars.

One of the recipes for success in the
OSS was its diverse inclusion of
operatives. It was modeled after Eng-
land’s intelligence agency. Accord-
ingly, Lieutenant Commander Ian
Fleming of British Naval Intelligence,
the same Mr. Fleming who went on to
create the world’s most famous ficti-
tious secret agent, James Bond, had
this rather stodgy advice for OSS Di-
rector William ‘‘Wild Bill’’ Donovan:
‘‘Pick men in their forties and fifties,
possessing absolute discretion, sobri-
ety, devotion to duty, languages, and
wide experience.’’ However, Mr. Dono-
van had the insight to look more
broadly. He selected younger, reck-
lessly daring men and women; pro ath-
letes, missionaries, reformed gang-
sters, professional counterfeiters, jour-

nalists, movie stars, Hollywood stunt-
men, and singers.

I would like today to commend some
outstanding contributions from women
in the OSS. Arlington National Ceme-
tery has an excellent exhibit, now until
December 2002, called Clandestine
Women: The Untold Story of Women in
Espionage. From this, we learn that
4,500 women served in the OSS during
World War II. Besides spies, they
worked as saboteurs, cryptographers,
propaganda experts, and guerilla war-
riors. They also contributed as secre-
taries, as clerks, and as drivers.

But let me begin with just one em-
ployee I thought would be of great in-
terest to my colleagues, Julia
McWilliams. She was a patriotic
woman who wished to serve the United
States Navy, but was rejected because
of her height. She was 6–2. Instead, she
got a job in East Asia with the OSS and
was eventually awarded the Emblem of
Meritorious Civilian Service. Ms.
McWilliams was instrumental in cre-
ating a shark repellent. Sharks proved
problematic for Navy and OSS divers
trying to bomb German U-boats. Years
later, NASA used her shark repellent
recipe to protect astronauts whose cap-
sules landed in shark-infested waters.

Ms. McWilliams married a diplomat,
Paul Child. The couple moved to
France, where Julia took cooking
classes that would change the face of
American dining. Today we can all be
grateful for Julia Child’s gift to Amer-
ica both in intelligence and as a French
chef.

Another brave and resourceful Amer-
ican woman was Virginia Hall, the
‘‘Limping Lady of the OSS.’’ Her nick-
name came from a wooden leg due to a
prewar hunting accident. This Balti-
more native worked tirelessly for the
French resistance. Hall was highly edu-
cated and multilingual. She learned
Morse code and how to work a wireless
radio, which made her indispensable to
the OSS because communication lines
were destroyed after D-Day. She en-
gaged in guerilla and subversive activi-
ties, placing her own life in danger for
the salvation of France.

Hall is the only civilian female to re-
ceive the Distinguished Service Cross,
and after World War II became one of
the CIA’s first female operations offi-
cers. When President Truman himself
offered to present the award to her, she
declined to return to the States on the
grounds that she was just too busy, too
busy in intelligence work to leave
France at that critical time.

Finally, also working behind the lines of oc-
cupied France not for the OSS, but for the
French resistance, and therefore for the ben-
efit of all Allied forces, was the American ex-
patriate Josephine Baker. A talented and
beautiful African American singer, this Mis-
souri native became a French citizen. Still per-
mitted to perform her shows around Europe by
the occupying Nazis, Josephine craftily used
this freedom to travel as a tool of transferring
secret documents. Most courageously, she
even smuggled classified material in her sheet
music to Allied collaborators in Portugal.
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