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the mob against biotech crops. When that 
aid is refused by a president who would rath-
er let his people die than believe the sweep-
ing evidence that biotech grains are safe for 
the vast majority of people—well, the igno-
rance and callousness are just staggering. 

The United States can only offer. It should 
continue to do so. Sad as all of this is, the 
innocent victims of famine and ignorance 
are not on America’s conscience. 

AFRICAN FAMINE, MADE IN EUROPE 
(By Robert L. Paarlberg) 

Southern Africa is suffering its worst 
drought in a decade. The U.N. World Food 
Program estimates some 13 million people in 
six countries will need 1.2 million tons of 
food aid till March 2003 to avoid famine. Yet 
two countries, Zimbabwe and Zambia, have 
spent most of the summer rejecting food aid 
shipments of corn from the U.S. because 
some varieties of U.S. corn are ‘‘genetically 
modified’’ (GM). Incredibly, African leaders 
facing famine are rejecting perfectly safe 
food. What is going on here? 

REGULATORY AUTHORITIES 
Farmers in the U.S. have been planting 

(and Americans have been consuming) ge-
netically engineered corn, soybeans and cot-
ton since 1995. Regulatory authorities in the 
EU and Japan have also approved such GM 
crops, but in Europe food safety regulators 
have been mistrusted by consumers ever 
since the unrelated but traumatizing mad 
cow disease crisis of 1996. EU Commissioner 
for Health and Consumer Affairs David 
Byrne repeatedly states there is no scientific 
evidence of added risk to human health or 
the environment from any of the GM prod-
ucts approved for the market so far, and he 
can point to 81 separate scientific studies, all 
EU-funded, that bolster this conclusion. 

But greens and GM critics in Europe say 
this absence of expected or known risks is no 
longer a sufficient regulatory standard. 
Touting the ‘‘precautionary principle,’’ they 
argue that powerful new technologies should 
be kept under wraps until tested for unex-
pected or unknown risks as well. Never mind 
that testing for something unknown is logi-
cally impossible (the only way to avoid a 
completely unknown risk is never to do any-
thing for the first time). 

Europeans can perhaps afford hyper-cau-
tion regarding new crop technologies. Even 
without planting any GM seeds, European 
farmers will continue to prosper—thanks to 
lavish subsidies—and consumers will remain 
well fed. The same is not true in the devel-
oping world, especially in Africa, where hun-
ger is worsening in part because farmers are 
not yet productive. 

Two-thirds of all Africans are farmers, 
most are women, and they are poor and hun-
gry in part because they lack improved crop 
technologies to battle against drought, poor 
soil fertility, crop disease, weeds and en-
demic insect problems. The productivity of 
African agriculture, per farm worker, has ac-
tually declined by 9% over the past two dec-
ades, which helps explain why one-third of 
all Africans are malnourished. 

This ought to change the calculus of pre-
caution. If GM-improved crops are kept out 
of the hands of African farmers, pending 
tests for the ‘‘nth’’ hypothetical risk, or the 
‘‘nth’’ year of exposure to that risk, the mis-
ery of millions will be needlessly prolonged. 

But now we are seeing an even less justi-
fied application of regulatory caution toward 
GM foods. Governments in Africa that are 
facing an actual famine have been rejecting 
some food aid shipments because they con-
tain GM seeds. In May 2002, the government 
of Robert Mugabe in Zimbabwe rejected 
10,000 tons of corn shipped from the U.S. be-
cause it was not certified as GM-free. This at 

a time when four to six million Zimbabweans 
approached a risk of starvation 

* * * * *
Precautionary European policies toward 

the environment are also keeping Africans 
from growing their own food. The EU has 
been insisting that governments in Africa 
treat GM crops as a potentially serious 
threat to rural ‘‘biological safety.’’ This 
helps explain why there are no GM crops yet 
being planted commercially anywhere on the 
continent, except in the nation of South Af-
rica. Instead of helping Africa’s hungry to 
grow more food, European donors are helping 
them grow more regulations. 

African governments also must worry that 
accepting GM food aid will cost them com-
mercial export sales to Europe. The EU has 
not been importing any U.S. corn since 1988, 
because U.S. shipments can contain one GM 
varieties not yet approved in Europe. African 
governments now worry that any illicit 
planting of U.S. corn by farmers could jeop-
ardize their own exports to Europe. Trying 
to remain GM-free for commercial export 
reasons is a policy that does not help poor 
subsistence farmers, but it may soon become 
the norm in Africa, once the EU moves next 
year toward much tighter labeling and 
traceability regulations on all imported GM 
foods and animal feeds. 

DOCUMENTARY RECORDS 
Even while professing that GM foods are 

safe, EU officials will soon require that they 
be traced individually through the mar-
keting chain, with legal documentary 
records to be saved by all producers and han-
dlers for five years. African countries won’t 
have the institutional capacity to imple-
ment this traceability regulation, so they 
will have to remain GM-free to retain their 
access to the EU market. Meat products 
raised with GM feed are not yet covered by 
this new EU regulation, but Zambia’s initial 
rejection of GM corn in food aid shipments 
was partly based on a fear that if the coun-
try lost its GM-free animal feed status, poul-
try and diary exports to the UK would 
slump. 

By inducing African governments to em-
brace excessively cautious biosafety, regula-
tions and by requiring stigmatizing labels 
and costly traceability certificates for all 
imported GM foods and feeds, wealthy and 
comfortable officials in Europe have made it 
harder for drought-stricken societies in Afri-
ca to accept food aid from the U.S. European 
critics of GM foods did not foresee this po-
tentially deadly misapplication of their pre-
cautionary principle. Yet here it is. 

[From the Los Angeles Times, Sept. 3, 2002] 
THE ‘‘PURE’’ AND STARVING POOR 

ENVIRONMENTALISTS STIFLE MODERN 
AGRICULTURE IN THE THIRD WORLD 

(By James P. Pinkerton) 
JOHANNESBURG, South Africa.—The 

apartheid system is gone, but many here at 
the World Summit on Sustainable Develop-
ment seem to want to bring back a form of 
‘‘separate and unequal’’—for South Africa 
and for the rest of the Third World—in the 
form of environmental regulation that would 
stifle economic development. 

Politically correct greens, of course, recoil 
at the thought of any kind of racism, but ac-
tions speak louder than words. So if ecologi-
cal activists from the developed countries of 
the north push policies that would retard ag-
riculture in the developing south, consigning 
billions to permanent poverty, maybe they 
deserve to be labeled ‘‘neo-apartheidists.’’

* * * * *
Today, greens still seem intent on keeping 

Third Worlders innocent of advanced civili-

zation—even if that means keeping them 
poor. One flashpoint issue is genetically en-
gineered food. In the last two decades, this 
food has become a part of our lives. Indeed, 
genetically engineered-derived vaccines and 
medicines—targeted on diabetes, meningitis, 
hepatitis, cancer—are lifesaving. Maybe 
that’s why I never hear about American en-
vironmentalists protesting the advance of 
genetically engineered techniques; the 
greens of the U.S. don’t dare block American 
health therapies, which they themselves may 
depend on. 

* * * * *
The greens of the north want pure food, 

and they also want the people of the south to 
stay pure. For their part, poor southerners 
want more food, period, and if they think ge-
netic engineering will help them, they will 
fight for it.

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2001, and under a previous order 
of the House, the following Members 
will be recognized for 5 minutes each. 

f 

PREVENTING FOREST FIRES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. DUNCAN) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DUNCAN. Mr. Speaker, once 
again, millions of acres out west have 
burned, causing billions of dollars in 
damage. We were warned in the Sub-
committee on Forests and Forest 
Health in early 1998 and early 2000 that 
this was going to happen; and then a 
few months later in 2000, 7 million 
acres burned, causing $10 billion worth 
of damage. 

If I went out and burned down one 
tree in a national forest, I would be ar-
rested; and yet, because of the policies 
of the past administration and fol-
lowing these extremist environmental 
groups, these policies have caused mil-
lions and millions of acres out west to 
burn and caused billions of dollars’ 
worth of damage. 

This year, 20 firefighters have lost 
their lives because of the fires out 
there. Also one of my constituents, a 
young woman firefighter in an accident 
fighting one of the fires, has been para-
lyzed from the waist down. 

Extremist groups, Mr. Speaker, pro-
test any time anyone wants to cut any 
trees, even though we have many mil-
lions more acres in forest land now 
than 50 or 100 years ago. I will repeat 
that. We have many millions more 
acres in forest land now than 50 or 100 
or 150 years ago. These groups have 
driven many small logging companies 
out of business. Most of these fires 
have been caused by groups which have 
stopped even the thinning of forests or 
the removal of dead and dying trees, 
resulting in a tremendous buildup of 
fuel on the floors of our national for-
ests. 

The Washington Times had a front 
page story a few days ago which said, 
‘‘There are simply too many trees.’’ It 
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quoted Dale Bosworth, head the U.S. 
Forest Service, who said, ‘‘We have so 
many more trees out there than under 
natural conditions. There might have 
been 40 or 50 Ponderosa pine per acre at 
one time. Now you have several hun-
dred per acre.’’ 

The June 27 Washington Post had a 
headline reading, ‘‘Did politics put a 
match to West wild lands?’’ 

As I said, we were warned in the Sub-
committee on Forests and Forest 
Health that these fires would occur, 
also in early 1998 that we had some 40 
million acres in imminent and imme-
diate danger of catastrophic fires. Yet 
the political strengths of environ-
mental groups were too strong to do 
anything about it. 

Jay Ambrose, director of editorial 
policy for the Scripps-Howard news-
paper chain, wrote that the most flam-
mable and dead trees and underbrush 
should have been removed, but ‘‘the ex-
treme environmentalists hate the pros-
pect. It is unconscionable to them that 
anyone might make money off the for-
ests. Never mind that a multi-use, pri-
vate-public plan would help save the 
national forests from high-heat scorch-
ing fires that will slow renewed 
growth, and never mind that mechan-
ical thinning would give firefighters a 
chance of controlling fires and pro-
tecting homes without risking their 
own lives.’’

b 1145 
Mr. Ambrose ended by saying, ‘‘The 

extremist ideology spits on private en-
terprise.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, these fires are con-
tinuing. We have been holding a hear-
ing today in the Committee on Re-
sources about this important issue 
with the Secretary of the Interior and 
the Secretary of Agriculture. The Con-
gress passed a law in the mid-1980s that 
the environmentalists wanted saying 
that we would not cut more than 80 
percent of the new growth in the na-
tional forests. Now we have approxi-
mately 23 billion board feet of new 
growth each year, but we are only al-
lowing less than 3 billion board feet, 
less than one-seventh of the new 
growth to be cut. This is less than half 
of the dead and dying trees. This has 
led to a tremendous fuel buildup on the 
floor of the forests and is the main rea-
son for these fires that we have been 
having out West. 

Robert Nelson, a professor at the 
University of Maryland, wrote a col-
umn and said, ‘‘In fact, over the last 
decade, it was more important to the 
Clinton administration to promote wil-
derness values by creating roadless 
areas and taking other actions to ex-
clude a human presence. This aggra-
vated last summer’s tinderbox forest 
conditions and continues to threaten 
public land.’’ He said Federal policies 
have ‘‘produced an enormous buildup of 
small trees, underbrush and deadwood 
that provide excess fuels to feed 
flames.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, you have to cut some 
trees to have a healthy forest and pre-

vent forest fires, yet, amazingly, there 
are extremists that oppose even the re-
moval of dead and dying trees. 

Professor Nelson said in many Fed-
eral forests, tree density has increased 
since the 1940s from 50 per acre to 300 
to 500 per acre and that these forests 
are ‘‘filled with dense strands of small, 
stressed trees and plants that combine 
with any deadwood to provide virtual 
kindling wood for forest fires.’’ 

I recently read Bill Bryson’s book 
about hiking the Appalachian Trail. He 
noted that New England was only 30 
percent in forest land in 1850, but is 70 
percent in forest land today. The Knox-
ville News-Sentinel reported a couple 
of years ago that Tennessee was 36 per-
cent in forest land in 1950, while today 
it is almost half in forest land. Yet, if 
I went in any school in my district in 
Tennessee and asked the students there 
if there are more trees today than 50 or 
150 years ago, they would probably all 
say there are many, many fewer trees 
today. 

Mr. Speaker, there has been a tre-
mendous amount of brainwashing 
going on about this type of issue, but 
we need to cut some trees so we can 
stop these horrendous forest fires out 
West.

f 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
JEFF MILLER of Florida). Under a pre-
vious order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FILNER) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

(Mr. FILNER addressed the House. 
His remarks will appear hereafter in 
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f 

CONFLICT RESOLUTION AT PLUM 
ISLAND RESEARCH CENTER 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Connecticut (Mr. SIM-
MONS) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. Speaker, I am 
joined here today by my colleague, the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. 
GRUCCI), of the Second Congressional 
District of New York. I, of course, rep-
resent the Second Congressional Dis-
trict in Connecticut. We share a com-
mon border that runs right down the 
center of Long Island Sound. Located 
in the center of Long Island Sound is 
the Plum Island Research Center, an 
activity of the U.S. Department of Ag-
riculture which, for 50 years, has been 
engaged in very sensitive scientific re-
search into animal diseases. This is a 
very sensitive and very important ac-
tivity, especially now, especially now 
when issues of bioterrorism raise the 
question as to whether America’s food 
supply is safe. 

It is against this backdrop of na-
tional security and against this back-
drop of Long Island Sound, a very pre-
cious and important environmental 
asset, that I rise today to make my re-
marks in support of the Operating En-
gineers Local 30 of the AFL–CIO which, 
for the first time in 50 years, the first 

time in 50 years, has gone out on strike 
against the Plum Island facility. 

These workers have been without a 
contract for 11 months. The last offer 
that they got from the civilian con-
tractor degraded their pay and their 
benefits dramatically for the third 
time in the last 10 years. Finally, in 
desperation, with no other alternative 
available to them, they have gone out 
on strike. All they are asking for, all 
they are asking for at this point to go 
back to work is binding arbitration; 
binding arbitration. How difficult is 
that? How serious a request is that? 
Binding arbitration. 

Mr. GRUCCI. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SIMMONS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. GRUCCI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for sharing this time 
with me, and we will continue this dia-
logue in the next 5 minutes as well, but 
I do want to join in with my colleague, 
the gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. 
SIMMONS). I represent the First Con-
gressional District of New York where 
Plum Island is indeed housed. I share 
with him his passion for our workers, 
the men and the women who make up 
Local 30 of the Operating Engineers. 
Indeed, they do have a legitimate gripe 
against LL&B, the managing entity for 
Plum Island. We are talking about 
being 50 cents apart that would bring 
conclusion to this strike, that would 
bring conclusion to them being without 
a contract for 11 months. 

As I said to those in the Department 
of Agriculture and as I said to those in 
the White House, and as I said to those 
who manage LL&B, we have a much 
bigger picture here than just the 75 em-
ployees that are at Plum Island who I 
care for very deeply; we also have the 
whole issue of our homeland defense. 
As Plum Island moves out from under 
the umbrella of the Department of Ag-
riculture and is hoped to be a part of 
homeland defense, we must make sure 
that the employees are treated fairly 
and are treated equally as they were 
before the switch into homeland de-
fense. I said to those folks, make sure 
that you do not jeopardize the intent of 
the President to have a homeland de-
fense that has indeed incorporated 
Plum Island into it, because if you do 
not treat our employees properly, if 
you do not treat them with the respect 
that they deserve, if you do not treat 
them fairly, I cannot support it, and 
you will be held responsible, LL&B, for 
the actions taken by you against a 
number of people who are only asking 
for an increase of 50 cents towards 
their medical portion of their health 
care costs. 

I know that the gentleman from Con-
necticut shares with me not only the 
concerns for the employees and the sci-
entists, but that very precious body of 
water that lies between Connecticut 
and Long Island, which is the Long Is-
land Sound, and we have been working 
together on a number of those issues 
like bringing $11 million back to help 
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