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discuss key topics and propose future action. 
Discussion topics included how to replace 
the ruling military dictatorship and how to 
build solidarity among Burma’s ethnic 
groups. Panels also debated how to fund the 
democratic movement and how to increase 
international and United Nations pressure 
on the ruling regime to step aside. 

Some of the key resolutions passed in-
cluded: 

To lobby leaders of conference goers’ cur-
rent country of residence to increase pres-
sure on Burma’s military rulers to relinquish 
control. 

To follow Aung San Suu Kyi (pronounced 
Ahn Sahn Sue She) once military dictators 
leave power. The 1991 Nobel Peace Prize lau-
reate largely has been kept under house ar-
rest since the government cracked down in 
1988 on a student pro-democracy movement. 

To unify pro-democracy groups’ power by 
working through the National Coalition Gov-
ernment of the Union of Burma, the exile 
government based in Washington, D.C. 

To more actively support prodemocracy 
movements inside Burma, which the current 
rulers have renamed Myanmar. 

To recognize the equality and right to self-
determination of all Burmese ethnic groups. 
Members of the Mon, Karen, Shan and Chin 
ethnic groups exhibited unprecedented co-
operation when planning the conference. 

The resolutions how to replace the ruling 
government and on ethnic solidarity gen-
erated the most emotional debate. All of the 
discussion took place in Burmese peppered 
with occasional English words or phrases—
‘‘U.S.-China dialogue,’’ for example—when 
no Burmese equivalent existed. 

The room where the presentation’s took 
place, Neff Hall’s auditorium, resembled an 
international hearing room. The red, gold 
and white flag of the Democratic Burmese 
Students Association and letters spelling out 
‘‘Road Map for Democracy in Burma Con-
ference’’ hung on a velvet curtain behind the 
long tables set up on stage for panel mem-
bers. Portraits and posters of Aung San Suu 
Kyi hung on the sides and front of the stage. 

Men in blue jeans, suits and ties or tradi-
tional skirtlike longis—and, occasionally, 
women in business or traditional attire—
would stand to make a comment or propose 
an amendment. Listeners often clapped or 
cheered in response. 

The proposed resolutions for following 
Aung San Suu Kyi and working for replace-
ment of Burma’s dictatorship drew the most 
enthusiastic cheers and applause. 

The conference closed with an appearance 
by area U.S. Rep. Mark Souder, who pledged 
to get resolutions ‘‘in the hands of the right 
people’’ in Washington. 

The ‘‘Roadmap for Democracy in Burma 
Conference’’ held in Fort Wayne, Indiana, 11–
12 October 2003, unanimously passed the fol-
lowing resolutions: 

The conference firmly believes that the ob-
jective of the struggle to abolish dictator-
ship and promote democracy in our country, 
Burma, can be successfully achieved only 
through self-reliance. 

(1) To fully realize that goal, the com-
mittee in charge of establishing a self-help 
fund raising body has been formed. 

(2) The term of the committee will be (12) 
months. 

(3) The committee will draft and approve 
rules, regulations, and procedures which will 
extensively be global in nature. 

(4) The committee, which will come into 
force immediately from the date it is 
formed, has been assigned to undertake self-
funding programs. 

Future Plan for Inland and Overseas 
Democratic Struggles 

In accordance with the belief of the ‘‘Road-
map for Democracy in Burma Conference’’ 

held in Fort Wayne that the elimination of 
the dictatorial system in Burma is the only 
way to successfully achieve genuine democ-
racy and genuine national reconciliation 
among all the ethnic nationalities, and that 
the only path that can lead to the realiza-
tion of that goal is the correct roadmap for 
all of us. 

A concerted struggle must be waged both 
domestically and internationally through 
various means to remove the vicious SPDC 
military clique. After careful considerations 
of all issues, it is decided that: the force in-
side the country is the key force and the 
force inside the country is the deciding fac-
tor. 

The key players who will be waging the de-
ciding struggle are: 

(a) The Committee Representing the Peo-
ple’s Parliament and the National League for 
Democracy led by Daw Aung San Suu Kyi; 

(b) The ‘‘Veteran Politicians’’; 
(c) United Nationalities League for Democ-

racy and the ethnic nationalities; and 
(d) Masses (students, monks, workers, 

farmers, etc.) from all strata. 
To provide all-round support to the inten-

sification and improvement of the ‘‘anti-dic-
tatorship and people’s liberation activities’’ 
of these key players is the most important 
requisite and vital responsibility of our 
forces outside the country.

The conference unanimously viewed that a 
work committee is needed to effectively per-
form responsibilities, and it was formed ac-
cordingly. 

Solidarity of Nationalities of Burma 
1. There must be equality and self-deter-

mination for all ethnic nationalities. 
2. Like all other ethnic nationalities, 

Myanmar nationalities should also be sin-
cere and decisive in standing as one racial 
group. 

3. The other ethnic nationality groups 
should recognize that the Burmese military 
is not an organization that represents the 
Myanmar nationalities. 

4. When choosing a name for the federal 
union of the future, it should be representa-
tive of all the ethnic nationalities in the 
country. 

5. Unity Building Committee comprising 
representatives of all ethnic nationalities 
should be formed. 

6. With a view to strengthen ethnic unity, 
all nationalities should learn the language 
of, at least one nationality other than their 
own. 

7. Ethnic nationalities should mutually re-
spect each other. 
Strategy to End Military Dictatorship in Burma 

The conference resolves to: 
1. Accept the leadership of Daw Aung San 

Suu Kyi and the National League for Democ-
racy. 

2. Any political change not based on the re-
sults of the 1990 elections will not be accept-
ed. 

3. To support and enhance the role of the 
Committee Representing People’s Par-
liament. 

4. To continue the struggle through all 
means to eliminate the dictatorship in 
Burma. 

5. To secure victory through the revolu-
tionary movement inside the country. 

6. That the unwavering political objective 
of this conference is democracy and estab-
lishment of a federal union are: 

7. To form ad hoc committee comprising 
individuals and organizations under the po-
litical leadership of the National Coalition 
Government of the Union of Burma and the
National Council the Union of Burma. The 
committee is to be formed with members of 
the Strategy Panel and to be expanded later. 

8. To support and assist the just revolu-
tionary war of the ethnic nationality groups. 

Forward Actions Planned at the Conference 

1. Myanmar democratic forces abroad are 
to stage demonstrations on December 10 
(Human Rights Day) to display unity. 

2. To urgently carry out organizational 
work in different regions (of the world). 

3. To organize and encourage all the people 
of Myanmar and organizations to oppose the 
dictatorship in Burma and participate in the 
activities to liberate the people. 

Press Against Military Regime in Burma by 
International Communities & United Nations 

1. To step up economic sanctions against 
the military regime of Burma through the 
United Nations Security Council. 

2. To seek stronger pressure from the 
international community to secure the re-
lease of Daw Aung San Suu Kyi and all polit-
ical prisoners. 

3. To work toward the implementation of 
resolutions passed by the International 
Labor Organization at its conference in Year 
2000. 

4. To work toward the European Union to 
use stronger pressure mechanisms, including 
economic sanctions. 

5. To request the United Nations Secretary 
General to fully implement the Burma reso-
lutions passed by successive sessions of the 
United Nations General Assembly. 

6. For the Burmese democratic forces 
worldwide to urge international govern-
ments and members of Parliament concerned 
to exert pressure on the Burmese military 
regime. 

7. To collect information and prepare re-
ports to increase the effectiveness of the visa 
ban on SPDC leaders and their close rel-
atives, the freezing of their assets, and the 
ban of transfer of funds imposed by the 
United Sates and the European Union. 

8. To urge Burmese expatriate commu-
nities to stop paying tax to SPDC Embassies. 

9. To raise the awareness of the people of 
the world about the true condition in Burma 
through educational and lecture tours. 

10. Believes that the nuclear reactor 
project being carried out jointly by the 
SPDC and Russia directly threatens regional 
security. 

11. To work for the reversal of the ruling 
by the United States Department of Justice 
to suspend lawsuits against UNOCAL. 

12. To prevent the SPDC from selling off 
land owned by the Burmese people in foreign 
countries where Burmese Embassies are lo-
cated. 

13. Proposed to the conference to form a 
Networking Committee so that Burmese 
democratic forces all over the world can co-
ordinate their activities and work in unity.

f 

THE INCREASING ECONOMIC 
DIVIDE AMONG AMERICANS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 2003, the gentleman from 
Vermont (Mr. SANDERS) is recognized 
for 60 minutes as the designee of the 
minority leader. 

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. Speaker, the cor-
porate media does not talk about it too 
much, and we do not discuss it terribly 
much here in the Congress, but the 
United States of America is rapidly on 
its way to becoming three separate na-
tions: An increasingly wealthy elite, a 
small number of people who have in-
credible wealth and incredible power; a 
middle class, the vast majority of our 
people, which is shrinking, where the 
average person is working longer hours 
for lower wages; and, at the bottom we 
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have a growing number of Americans 
who are living in abject poverty, barely 
keeping their heads above water. 

Mr. Speaker, there has always been a 
wealthy elite in this country, that is 
not new, and there has always been a 
gap between the rich and the poor. But 
the disparities in wealth and income 
that currently exist in this country 
have not been seen since the 1920s. 

In other words, instead of becoming a 
more egalitarian country, with a 
stronger middle-class, we are becoming 
a Nation in which the rich have more 
wealth and power, the middle-class is 
shrinking, and poverty is growing. 

Mr. Speaker, today the wealthiest 1 
percent own more wealth than the bot-
tom 95 percent. One percent own more 
wealth than the bottom 95 percent. The 
CEOs of large corporations today earn 
more than 500 times what their em-
ployees are making. While workers are 
being squeezed, being forced to pay 
more for health insurance, while their 
pensions are being cut back, the CEOs 
of large corporations make out like 
bandits. 

Mr. Speaker, the Nation’s 13,000 
wealthiest families, which constitute 
one one-hundredth of one percent of 
the population, receive almost as much 
income as the bottom 20 million fami-
lies in the United States. One one-hun-
dredth of one percent, more income 
than the bottom 20 million families. 
That, to my mind, is not what America 
is supposed to be. 

New data from the Congressional 
Budget Office shows that the gap be-
tween the rich and the poor in terms of 
income more than doubled from 1979 to 
2000. In other words, we are moving in 
exactly the wrong direction. The gap is 
such that the wealthiest 1 percent had 
more money to spend after taxes than 
the bottom 40 percent. The richest 2.8 
million Americans had $950 billion 
after taxes, or 15.5 percent of the eco-
nomic pie, while the poorest 110 mil-
lion had less, 14.4 percent of all after-
tax income. Once again, that is not 
what America is supposed to be. While 
the rich get richer and receive huge tax 
breaks from the White House, the mid-
dle-class is struggling desperately, in 
my State of Vermont and all over this 
country. 

It is increasingly common to see peo-
ple work at not one job, but two jobs, 
and occasionally three jobs. When I 
was growing up, the expectation for the 
middle-class was that one worker in a 
family could work 40 hours a week and 
earn enough income to pay the bills. 
Well, in the State of Vermont, and all 
over this country, it is becoming in-
creasingly uncommon when that hap-
pens. Much more often than not, wives 
are forced to work alongside husbands 
in order to bring in the necessary in-
come, and kids, in many instances, do 
not get the care that they need. 

Unemployment in our country is now 
at a 9-year high. We are over 6 percent, 
and there are now over 9 million people 
who are unemployed. But in truth the 
real number is higher than that, be-

cause there are a lot of people who are 
working part-time because they cannot 
find full-time jobs, and there are a lot 
of people who are not part of the statis-
tics because they have given up and are 
not actively seeking employment. 

Mr. Speaker, of the 3.3 million pri-
vate sector jobs that have been lost 
over the last 3 years, 2.7 million were 
in the manufacturing sector. This is an 
issue I want to spend a moment on, be-
cause what is happening in manufac-
turing today is a disaster for this coun-
try and bodes very poorly for the fu-
ture of our Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, the bottom line is, and 
this Congress must finally recognize it, 
our trade policies are failing. Perma-
nent, normal trade relations with 
China has been a disaster. NAFTA has 
been a disaster. Our membership in the 
World Trade Organization has not 
worked for the middle-class and work-
ing families, for this country, and the 
time is long overdue for the United 
States Congress to stand up to cor-
porate America, to stand up to the 
President of the United States, to 
stand up to all of the editorial pages all 
over America who have told us year 
after year after year how great unfet-
tered free trade would be. 

They were wrong. Their policies have 
led to enormous economic problems for 
the middle-class in this country. The 
decline of manufacturing is one of the 
reasons why our middle-class is shrink-
ing and why wages for middle-class 
workers are in decline. 

Many people understand the pain in-
volved when we have lost 3 million jobs 
in the last few years. But we also have 
got to point out that our trade policies 
and our overall economic policies have 
been a disaster for the wages that 
American workers receive. 

Today, American workers in the pri-
vate sector are earning 8 percent less 
than they were in 1973. Now, just think 
for a moment. Think for a moment. In 
the last 30 years, there has been a revo-
lution in technology. We all know that. 
We all know what computers have 
done, what e-mail has done, what faxes 
have done. We know what robotics in 
factories have done. In other words, we 
are a much more productive Nation 
than we used to be. Every worker is 
producing more. 

Given that reality, why is it that the 
average worker in the private sector 
today is earning 8 percent less? That is 
an issue we have to put right up there 
on the radar screen, and we need to de-
bate. 

Mr. Speaker, manufacturing in this 
country is currently in a state of col-
lapse. Let us be honest about it. In the 
last 3 years, we have lost 2.7 million 
manufacturing jobs, which comprise 16 
percent of the total. That is right. You 
heard that right. In the last 3 years, we 
have lost 16 percent of our manufac-
turing jobs. At 14.7 million, we are at 
the lowest number of factory jobs since 
1958. 

In my own State of Vermont, my 
small State of Vermont, we have lost 

some 8,700 manufacturing jobs between 
January 2001 and August 2003, and the 
pity of that is that in Vermont, manu-
facturing jobs pay workers middle-
class wages. In Vermont, on average, a 
worker working in manufacturing 
makes over $42,000 a year. That is a de-
cent wage. We are losing those jobs, 
and the new jobs that we are creating 
are paying only a fraction of what 
manufacturing jobs are paying, and al-
most always provide much, much 
weaker benefits. 

Mr. Speaker, in 2002 the United 
States had a $435 billion trade deficit, a 
$435 billion trade deficit. This year, the 
trade deficit with China alone, one 
country, China, is expected to be $120 
billion, and that number is projected to 
increase in future years. It has gone up 
and up and up. The National Associa-
tion of Manufacturers estimates that if 
present trends continue, our trade def-
icit with China will grow to $330 billion 
in 5 years.

b 1700 
But our disastrous trade policy is not 

only costing us millions of decent pay-
ing jobs; it is squeezing wages. It is 
squeezing wages. Because many em-
ployers are saying if you do not take 
the cuts in health care, if you do not 
take the cuts in wages, we are going to 
move to China, we are going to move to 
Mexico. 

One of the areas where people are 
being most severely hurt is among 
young workers without a college edu-
cation. For entry-level workers with-
out a college level education, the real 
wages that they have received, that 
they are now receiving, have dropped 
by over 20 percent in the last 25 years. 
And the answer and the reason for that 
is quite obvious. 25 years ago, 30 years 
ago if somebody did not go to college, 
as most people did not, what they 
would be able to do is go out and get a 
job in manufacturing. And millions and 
millions of workers did that. And with 
those wages and those benefits they 
were able to lead a middle-class exist-
ence and raise their kids with a decent 
standard of living. But the reality now 
is that the new jobs that are being cre-
ated, the jobs at McDonald’s and the 
jobs in Wal-Mart are not paying people 
a living wage. 

What is happening to our economy 
today is best illustrated by the fact 
that some 20 years ago our largest em-
ployer was General Motors. And work-
ers in General Motors earned, and still 
earn today, a living wage. Today, Mr. 
Speaker, our largest private employer 
is Wal-Mart. And that is what has hap-
pened to the American economy. We 
have gone from a General Motors econ-
omy where workers earned decent 
wages and decent benefits to a Wal-
Mart economy where people earn low 
wages and poor benefits. Today Wal-
Mart employees earn $8.23 per hour or 
$13,861 annually. And that, Mr. Speak-
er, is an income which is below the 
poverty level. 

And that is what the transformation 
of the American economy is about, an 
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economy where workers used to work, 
produced real products, made middle-
class wages, had good benefits, to a 
Wal-Mart economy where our largest 
employer now pays workers poverty 
wages, minimal benefits, huge turn-
over. 

Frankly, Mr. Speaker, in hindsight it 
did not take a genius to predict that 
unfettered free trade with China would 
be a disaster, which is why I and many 
other Members in the House have op-
posed it from the beginning. With edu-
cated, hardworking Chinese workers 
available at 40 or 50 cents an hour, and 
with corporations having the capa-
bility of bringing their Chinese-made 
products back into this country tariff-
free, why would American multi-
national corporations not shut down 
their plants in this country and move 
to China? It did not take a genius, 
frankly, to think that that would hap-
pen. 

Should anyone be surprised that Mo-
torola eliminated 42,900 American jobs 
in 2001 and invested $3.4 billion in 
China or that IBM has signed deals to 
train 100,000 software specialists in 
China over 3 years? Who is shocked 
that General Electric has thrown tens 
of thousands of American workers out 
on the streets while investing $1.5 bil-
lion in China. Honeywell is a sophisti-
cated corporation. Should anybody be 
really surprised that they have built 13 
factories in China or that Ethan Allen 
furniture has cut jobs at three saw-
mills and 17 U.S. manufacturing plants, 
including some in my State of 
Vermont, as they import more me-
dium-priced furniture from China into 
the United States? Nobody should be 
surprised at these developments. 

China, for American multinational 
corporations, is a great place to do 
business, if by ‘‘doing business’’ we 
mean making products for export to 
the United States that companies pre-
viously made here. Not only are wages 
extremely low in China, but if workers 
attempt to stand up for their rights in 
China and form unions, those workers 
go to jail. Now, what a great place to 
do business where when workers try to 
organize, they go to jail. What more 
could a company ask for? 

In China today environmental regu-
lations are almost nonexistent. And 
while China becomes one of the most 
polluted countries on Earth, companies 
that invest in China, they do not have 
to ‘‘waste money on environmental 
safeguards.’’ In our country we said 
many years ago to companies you just 
cannot willy-nilly throw your garbage 
into our lakes and into our streams. 
You cannot pollute the air any way 
you want. You have got to have some 
environmental safeguards. Those safe-
guards are expensive. But in China, no 
problem, you can do whatever you 
want. Great place to do business. 

Mr. Speaker, over the years advo-
cates of unfettered free trade have 
tried to gloss over the bad news about 
the decline in factory employment by 
promising that a new economy was in 

the making. A new economy was in the 
making, one in which Americans would 
be working at good wages in the high-
tech field. We have all heard it. Hey, 
you do not have to worry about them 
factory jobs anymore. We are the 
United States of America. We all have 
new clean, high-tech computer jobs. All 
of our young people will go out there, 
make $50,000, $60,000, $70,000 a year. 
That is the future for the United 
States. That is what they told us. 

Unfortunately, the advocates of un-
fettered free trade are wrong again. We 
now know that blue collar manufac-
turing jobs are not the only casualty of 
unfettered free trade. Estimates are 
that some 50 to 60,000 high-tech white 
collar jobs have been lost in this coun-
try in the last 2 years, and that many 
of them have ended up in India. If any 
of the listeners sometimes want to 
argue with the phone company that 
your phone bill was wrong, you get on 
the phone and you are calling up and 
arguing, well you may end up going not 
to Chicago or New York or Los Ange-
les, you may be talking to somebody in 
India. And that is happening more and 
more. 

According to Forest Research, a 
major consultant on this issue, they 
say, and I quote, ‘‘Over the next 15 
years 3.3 million U.S. service industry 
jobs and $136 billion in wages will move 
offshore. The information technology 
industry will lead the initial overseas 
exodus.’’ That is from Forest Research. 
According to Booz Allen Hamilton, 
companies can lower their costs by as 
much as 80 percent by shifting tasks 
such as computer programming, ac-
counting, and procurement to China. 

Among many other companies mov-
ing high-tech jobs abroad is Microsoft, 
which is spending $750 million over the 
next 3 years on research and develop-
ment and outsourcing in China. Just 
the other day, just last week, Intel 
Corporation chairman Andy Grove 
warned that the U.S. could lose the 
bulk of its information technology jobs 
to overseas competitors in the next 
decade, largely to India and China. 

In other words, Mr. Speaker, not only 
has unfettered free trade cost us our 
textile industry, cost us our shoe in-
dustry, our steel industry, our tool and 
die industry, our electronic industry, 
much of our furniture industry, as well 
as many, many other industries, it is 
now going to cost us, unless we change 
it, millions of high-tech jobs as well. 

Now, let me be very clear. The 
United States needs to have a strong 
and positive relationship with China. I 
am not anti-Chinese. I am an inter-
nationalist. China is the largest coun-
try on Earth, and this country must 
have a good and positive relationship 
with China; and there are a number of 
ways that we can do that. But doing 
that, having a positive relationship 
with China, does not mean allowing 
corporate America and their supporters 
in the White House, in Congress, to de-
stroy the American middle class by 
making jobs America’s number 1 ex-
port. 

We want our exports to be products 
manufactured by American workers, 
not the jobs that American workers 
have. If we continue to force American 
workers to, quote unquote, compete 
against desperate people from China 
and other developing countries, both in 
manufacturing and high tech, the 
United States will be the loser. 

By definition a sensible and fair 
trade agreement works well for both 
parties, not just for one. Trade is a 
good thing. Trade is a good thing when 
both sides benefit. The New York 
Yankees do not engage in free trade by 
exchanging their top ball player for a 
third string minor leaguer. 

The United States is the most lucra-
tive market in the world. We need to 
leverage the value of that market to 
achieve trade agreements that result in 
fairness for the American worker. And 
we can do that. Trade is a good thing. 
But our current trade policies are not 
working for American workers. 

When we talk about trade with 
China, Mr. Speaker, we should also un-
derstand that today 60 percent, 60 per-
cent of Dell Computer parts are made 
in China. Boeing recently said that it 
expected to purchase $1 billion worth of 
aviation equipment annually in China 
by 2009 and $1.3 billion by 2010, up from 
$500 million this year. 

North Carolina’s Pillowcase Corpora-
tion filed for bankruptcy on July 20, 
2003, laying off 6,450 of its 7,650 workers 
and made plans to sell its textile-pro-
ducing machinery to several nations, 
including China. Over the past year, 
Intel has added 1,000 software engineers 
in China and India. And on and on it 
goes. The bottom line is that American 
workers cannot and must not be forced 
to compete against workers in China 
who are paid extremely low wages. 

Two-thirds of China’s 1.3 billion citi-
zens live on less than a dollar a day. 
The average factory wage in China is 40 
cents an hour, 1⁄40th of what U.S. fac-
tory workers are paid. The average an-
nual salary for an information tech-
nology programmer in the U.S. is 
$75,000; in China it is $8,952. 

Mr. Speaker, for all of these reasons 
and more, I have introduced H.R. 3228, 
which would repeal permanent normal 
trade relations with China. My legisla-
tion, once again, would repeal perma-
nent normal trade relations with 
China. It will acknowledge that our 
current trade policies with that coun-
try are a failure. And we have got to 
begin negotiating trade policies not 
only with China but with other coun-
tries that work well for the American 
worker and the American middle class. 

I am happy to say that in just over 3 
weeks, this tripartisan legislation has 
garnered 52 cosponsors, including 14 
Republicans. So we are moving forward 
in that area, Mr. Speaker, in a 
tripartisan way. 

Mr. Speaker, when we talk about the 
decline of the middle class, we are 
talking about high unemployment; we 
are talking about the conversion of the 
United States from a manufacturing 
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economy to a service economy whereby 
wages and benefits are much lower.

b 1715 

We are also talking about the fact 
that in the United States, workers 
today are now working the longest 
hours of the workers in any major 
country on earth. There should be lit-
tle wonder why the average American 
family is so stressed out. And one of 
the reasons that they are so stressed 
out is that people are working incred-
ibly long hours in order to make 
enough money to pay the bills. Today, 
the average American employee works 
by far the longest hours of any worker 
in the industrialized world, and the sit-
uation is getting worse. 

According to statistics from the 
International Labor Organization, the 
average American last year worked 
1,978 hours, up from 1,942 hours in 1990. 
That is an increase of almost one week 
of work. Since 1990, the average Amer-
ican is now working an additional week 
a year of work. We are now, as Ameri-
cans, putting more hours into our work 
than at any time since the 1920s. Just 
think about that. Huge increases in 
productivity and an explosion of tech-
nology, logically, would lead one to be-
lieve that people would be working 
fewer hours for higher wages, but the 
converse is true. People are working 
longer hours for lower wages. 

Americans are now putting in more 
hours at our work than at any time 
since the 1920s, 65 years after the for-
mal establishment of the 40-hour work-
week under the Fair Labor Standards 
Act, almost 40 percent of Americans 
now work more than 50 hours a week; 
and we should do a lot of thinking 
about that. An explosion of produc-
tivity and technology, people working 
longer and longer hours; and in almost 
every instance in the middle class, two 
bread winners are needed to pay the 
bills. Real wages for workers in the pri-
vate sector have declined since 1973. 
The rich get richer. The middle class 
shrinks and poverty increases. 

Mr. Speaker, I have talked a moment 
about what is going on with the middle 
class. I have talked a little bit about 
the conversion from a manufacturing 
society, a General Motors society, to a 
service industry economy, a Wal-Mart 
economy, but let us look for a moment 
at the people who are not even in the 
middle class. People who have not 
made it into the middle class. People 
who are at the lower end of the socio-
economic ladder in our country, the 
34.8 million people in America who live 
in poverty. Sadly, Mr. Speaker, while 
the rich get richer, 1.3 million more 
Americans became poor and entered 
poverty, the group of poor people in 
America. 

In the midst of those people, Mr. 
Speaker, we have got to ask about the 
11 million Americans who are trying to 
survive on the pathetic minimum wage 
of $5.15 an hour which exists here, and 
I think it is morally repugnant that 
this Congress voted to provide huge tax 

breaks for millionaires and billion-
aires, but somehow the President of 
the United States and the Republican 
leadership, not for one moment have 
thought about raising the minimum 
wage, which today is at a pathetic $5.15 
cents an hour. 

How do people earning those wages 
survive? And I will tell you how some 
of them do it. After working 40 hours a 
week, they live in their automobiles 
because they cannot afford housing 
units in order to survive. They just 
cannot afford the housing because their 
wages cannot pay the rent. And what, 
Mr. Speaker, about the 43.6 million 
Americans who lack any health insur-
ance? That is 15.2 percent of our popu-
lation. What about the 3.5 million peo-
ple who will experience homelessness 
in this year, 1.3 million of them chil-
dren? What about our elderly citizens 
who cannot afford the outrageously 
high cost of prescription drugs? And 
the many of them who cut their pills in 
half or do not even bother trying to fill 
the prescriptions that their doctors 
write for them? What about those peo-
ple? What about the veterans who have 
put their lives on the line defending 
this country and then try to get into a 
VA hospital but find out that they are 
on a waiting list? 

Mr. Speaker, one of the clear crises 
being faced by the American middle 
class is the crisis in health care and 
the cost of prescription drugs. In the 
last several years, we have seen huge 
increases in health insurance and with 
the increase of unemployment, we have 
seen more and more working people 
lose their health insurance. In terms of 
losing health insurance, people then 
are open to bankruptcy, because if they 
end up with an accident or a serious ill-
ness, they go to the hospital, but they 
are unable to pay those bills. And the 
highest amount of people who are 
bankrupt are the people who cannot 
pay their health expenses that have 
been generated as a result of an acci-
dent or illness. 

Mr. Speaker, our health care system 
today is in a state of collapse. More 
and more people are uninsured and 
more and more people are under-
insured. That is, people have higher 
and higher copayments, higher and 
higher deductibles, higher and higher 
premiums. To my mind, the only solu-
tion, the only serious solution to our 
health care crisis is for this country to 
do what every other major industri-
alized nation on Earth has done and 
that is to move toward a national 
health care system which guarantees 
health care to every man, woman and 
child. 

A hundred years ago, the United 
States of America said that every 
young person, regardless of income, 
could get a quality public education. 
Well, the rest of the world has said 
that every person in their country, re-
gardless of income, is entitled to 
health care. But we lag behind what 
countries throughout Europe, Scan-
dinavia and Canada are doing. To my 

mind, health care is a right, not a 
privilege. It is wrong that more and 
more Americans delay and hesitate 
going to the doctors because they do 
not have health insurance or because 
they cannot pay the deductible or the 
copayments. 

When people in America get sick, 
they have a right to go to the doctor, 
to go to the hospital and get the health 
care that they need. The irony with re-
gard to our collapsing health care sys-
tem is that it is an extremely costly 
and wasteful system. The fact of the 
matter is that we spend more than 
twice as much per capita on health 
care as any other nation, and yet we 
end up with 43 million people with no 
insurance and many more who are 
underinsured. For the sake of our chil-
dren, for the sake of our parents, for 
the sake of the middle class of this 
country, we have got to adopt a na-
tional health care system which finally 
says with no ifs, ands, or buts about it 
that in America, all of our people will 
receive the care that they need as a 
right of citizenship. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, given the very, 
very serious problems facing the Amer-
ican people and especially our middle 
class, it is appropriate, I believe, to ask 
what President Bush and his adminis-
tration have done to begin addressing 
some of these problems. What are their 
priorities? What are they doing to 
reach out to the middle class and say 
we are going to expand the middle 
class; we are going to lower poverty; 
we are going to improve health care? 
What are they doing in that direction? 

Well, let me tell you a little bit 
about what they have done. They have 
given hundreds of billions of dollars in 
tax breaks to the very richest people in 
our country while cutting back on the 
basic needs of working families. Now, 
at a time when the middle class is 
shrinking, when poverty is increasing, 
when the number of people without 
health insurance is going up, when un-
employment is far too high, who are 
the people that the Bush administra-
tion are reaching out to? Well, needless 
to say, it is their campaign contribu-
tors and the very wealthiest people in 
this country who have received hun-
dreds and hundreds of billions of dol-
lars in tax breaks. 

Through legislative and administra-
tion efforts, the Bush administration is 
making it more and more difficult for 
workers to form unions and to protect 
their jobs and incomes. When a worker 
is a member of a union, by and large 
that worker will earn 30 percent more 
than a worker doing a similar job who 
is nonunion. That is why many workers 
want to join unions, and yet it is get-
ting harder and harder for workers to 
do that because the law very clearly 
sides with the employer and the large 
corporation and not with the worker. 

The Bush administration, if you can 
believe it, is now attacking overtime 
for American workers and trying to 
undo laws that have been on the books 
for decades which say that if you 
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worked over 40 hours a week, you will 
get time and a half. And I am proud 
that a number of Republicans join 
many of us on this floor of the House to 
say that when the middle class is 
shrinking, when real wages are declin-
ing, we are not going to cut back on 
the overtime pay that workers need. 

Now, when we talk about the 
achievements of the Bush administra-
tion, and we understand that our def-
icit is now at an all-time high, that our 
national debt is going higher, that in 
the midst of all of this, our conserv-
ative friends who year after year told 
us how terrible deficits were and what 
kind of terrible obligations we were 
leaving to our kids and our grand-
children, well, these are the folks that 
are driving up the deficit, and they are 
driving up the national debt. Now, why 
are they doing that? Why are conserv-
atives doing that? 

Well, I think there are two reasons. 
Number one, obviously, the tax breaks 
for the rich are not hard to understand. 
Here in Washington, D.C. there are 
fund-raising dinners in which individ-
uals have contributed $25,000 a plate, 
large corporations and their executives 
make huge contributions and that is 
payback time. Nothing new. The rich 
make contributions. They get paid 
back in tax breaks. They get paid back 
in corporate welfare. They get paid 
back with their trade policy which 
makes it easier for them to throw 
American workers out on the street 
and move out to China. That we can 
understand. That is obscene, but easily 
understood. 

But, Mr. Speaker, let me suggest to 
you that there is another even more 
cynical reason for driving up this def-
icit and driving up the national debt. 
And I believe that that reason is that 
as the debt and the deficit become 
higher and higher, this President, or 
any other President, may be forced to 
come before the American people and 
say our deficit and our debt is so very 
high that we have no choice but to pri-
vatize Social Security, privatize Medi-
care, privatize Medicaid, privatize pub-
lic education.

b 1730 

We have got to do it. We have a huge 
deficit. Oh, yeah, we did give hundreds 
of billions of dollars in tax breaks to 
the rich; but nonetheless, the deficit is 
so high that we are going to have to do 
away with all of the benefits, all of the 
guarantees that the American people 
have fought for over the last 100 years; 
and it is my belief that this adminis-
tration really does want to take us 
back to the 19th century, where work-
ing people and the middle class had no 
protections whatsoever, where workers 
and poor people were dependent upon 
the largess of the wealthy for charity, 
but there were no guarantees. 

Social Security has its problems; and 
in my view, Social Security must be 
strengthened. Seniors must be receiv-
ing larger COLAs, but the solution to 
the problems that we may have are not 

to privatize Social Security and bring 
us back to the 1920s when elderly peo-
ple were the poorest segment of our so-
ciety; but that is the direction that 
these folks are moving us towards, and 
they are moving us toward the privat-
ization of Medicare. 

Think about how many private insur-
ance companies are really going to pro-
vide insurance for elderly, low-income 
sick people. The function of an insur-
ance company is to make money, not 
to provide health care; and if a person 
is old and sick and poor, who is going 
to insure them? They are on their own. 

In terms of prescription drugs, an 
issue that I have worked very hard on 
for a number of years, the Bush admin-
istration is working hand-in-glove with 
the pharmaceutical industry, the most 
powerful lobby here on Capitol Hill. 
While Americans pay by far the highest 
prices in the world for their prescrip-
tion drugs, the pharmaceutical indus-
try year after year after year is the 
most profitable industry in this coun-
try. 

In order to maintain their status as 
the most profitable industry, they have 
hired over 600, 600 paid lobbyists right 
here in Washington, D.C., to descend on 
the Congress, on the House and the 
Senate, to make sure that we do not 
pass any legislation which will lower 
the cost of prescription drugs. None-
theless, despite all of the hundreds of 
millions of dollars that they have spent 
on all of their lobbying efforts, all of 
their campaign contributions, I am 
happy to tell my colleagues, Mr. 
Speaker, that 6 weeks ago, longer than 
that, the House of Representatives, in 
a bipartisan way, had the courage to 
stand up to the pharmaceutical indus-
try and pass legislation that would 
allow our pharmacists, prescription 
drug distributors, and individuals to 
buy FDA-approved medicine in 26 coun-
tries including Canada; and if we can 
get that bill through the Senate, we 
will be able to lower prescription drug 
costs in this country by between 30 to 
50 percent. Unfortunately, on this 
issue, we are fighting not only the 
pharmaceutical industry but the Bush 
administration and the Bush campaign, 
which has received substantial support 
from the drug companies. 

Mr. Speaker, on another area that is 
of enormous importance to the Amer-
ican people and more and more Ameri-
cans are getting involved in it, the 
Bush administration is moving in pre-
cisely the wrong direction in terms of 
media consolidation. In my view, one 
of the crises that we face in our coun-
try today is fewer and fewer large 
media conglomerates own and control 
what we see, what we hear, and what 
we read. I know the average person 
says, well, man, I have got 100 channels 
on my cable. Check out who owns those 
100 channels. Check out who owns NBC, 
which is General Electric; who owns 
CBS, which is Viacomm; who owns 
ABC, which is Disney; who owns Fox 
Television, which is Rupert Murdoch, 
an extreme right-wing billionaire. 

What we are seeing in terms of media 
is fewer and fewer large corporations 
controlling the flow of information in 
America. Clear Channel Radio now 
owns 1,200 radio stations all over this 
country. 

In America, what our freedom is 
about is debating different points of 
view. No one has all the right answers, 
but we cannot flourish as a democracy 
unless we hear different points of view; 
and that is becoming harder and harder 
to achieve, as fewer and fewer compa-
nies own what we see, hear, and read. 

Instead of acknowledging that prob-
lem and moving us to a more diversi-
fied media, where we will have local 
media reporting on local issues, where 
it will be different points of view being 
heard, where there will be more diver-
sity in our media, the Bush administra-
tion is moving in exactly the wrong di-
rection. 

Michael Powell, who is chairman of 
the FCC, with the strong backing of 
the Bush administration, passed with a 
three to two vote on June 2 more 
media deregulation, which will allow 
for even fewer companies to own what 
we see, hear, and read; and one of the 
manifestations of that decision, if it is 
allowed to stand, is there will be cities 
in America where one company will 
own the local newspaper, will own the 
largest television station, will own 
many of the radio stations, and will 
own the local cable TV system. 

Mr. Speaker, that is not what Amer-
ica is supposed to be; and I am happy 
to tell my colleagues that all over this 
country, in a grassroots fashion, mil-
lions of Americans have written and 
communicated to the FCC, some of 
them conservatives, the National Rifle 
Association, some right-wing organiza-
tions, some of them progressives, some 
left-wing organizations, some in the 
middle, different points of view philo-
sophically on almost every issue, but 
they have come together to say that in 
America we need to have a diverse 
ownership of media and different points 
of view to be heard. 

The Senate, listening to the demands 
of the American people, had the cour-
age in a bipartisan way, Senator BYRON 
DORGAN, Senator TRENT LOTT helping 
to lead the effort, had the courage to 
pass a resolution of disapproval with 
regard to what the FCC did. In other 
words, they said we want to junk it. 
That bill is now here in the House of 
Representatives; and working with 
some of my colleagues again in a 
tripartisan way, we have now garnered 
190 signatures on a letter to the Speak-
er of the House, because the bill is now 
on the Speaker’s desk, and we have 
said, Mr. Speaker, let the American 
people have the debate and a vote 
about whether or not we want more 
media consolidation. I sincerely hope 
that the Speaker will allow that debate 
because if that debate takes place, I be-
lieve that the American people will win 
and that Republicans, Democrats, and 
Independent on the floor of this House 
will vote to junk what the FCC has 
done. 

VerDate jul 14 2003 00:30 Oct 22, 2003 Jkt 029060 PO 00000 Frm 00061 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K21OC7.130 H21PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH9800 October 21, 2003
Mr. Speaker, when we talk about 

America, we often pride ourselves upon 
being a free country, a free country; 
and it is easier to stand in front of the 
American flag and give great speeches 
about freedom than it is to really fight 
for freedom, because one of the ele-
ments of freedom is to understand, 
among other things, that not every-
thing, not everything that somebody 
says or does is something that we agree 
with, but what freedom is about is tol-
erating and respecting other points of 
view, of understanding that people 
have the right to read whatever they 
want to read, have the right to an at-
torney when they need an attorney. 

I was one of the relatively few people 
in the House who voted 6 weeks after 
the horror of 9/11 against the USA PA-
TRIOT Act, and I voted against the 
USA PATRIOT Act not because I am 
not concerned about terrorism. I hap-
pen to believe that terrorism is a very 
serious issue and that the United 
States Government must do everything 
that it can to protect the American 
people and fight terrorism, but I voted 
against the USA PATRIOT Act because 
I believe we can fight terrorism with-
out undermining basic constitutional 
rights, which is what the USA PA-
TRIOT Act is doing. 

Again, on this issue, we have seen 
some very interesting nonideological 
coming-together. We have seen some 
really very conservative people who are 
honest conservatives who say because 
they do not believe in Big Government 
they do not want the United States 
Government monitoring the reading 
habits of the American people in their 
libraries or their bookstores. Unfortu-
nately, again, on this issue, the Bush 
administration and Attorney General 
John Ashcroft are on the wrong side. 
They are, in many respects, working to 
undermine the basic constitutional 
rights that are given, that have made 
this country a free country. 

So, Mr. Speaker, let me conclude by 
stating that it is high time that the 
Congress of the United States begin to 
focus on the needs of the middle class, 
the vast majority of our people, the 
middle class of which is shrinking, the 
middle class in which the average per-
son is working longer hours and for 
lower wages. America will grow when 
the middle class grows; and to do that, 
we need some fundamental changes in 
our policies. 

We need a national health care sys-
tem which guarantees health care to 
all Americans. We need to raise the 
minimum wage to a living wage. We 
need to fundamentally change our 
trade policies so that we do not con-
tinue to see the collapse of manufac-
turing. We need to make sure that 
every American, regardless of income, 
has a right to go to college. We need to 
rescind the tax breaks that have been 
given to the wealthiest people and the 
largest corporations and create a tax 
structure which works for the middle 
class and not just for the wealthy and 
the powerful. 

There is a lot of work that must be 
done, and I look forward to partici-
pating in that effort.

f 

PRESCRIPTION DRUG COSTS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
KLINE). Under a previous order of the 
House, the gentleman from Indiana 
(Mr. BURTON) is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I come here tonight to set the 
record straight because last night the 
Food and Drug Administration Com-
missioner, Mr. Mark B. McClellan, 
made some statements in a speech be-
fore the National Press Club that I 
think need to be corrected. 

One of the big problems that we face 
as a Nation is that pharmaceutical 
products and the cost of them is to-
tally out of line with the rest of the 
world. For instance, and I have used 
this example many times on the floor 
of the House, a woman who has breast 
cancer, a doctor will tell her the drug 
of choice is Tamoxifen, and Tamoxifen 
in Canada costs about one-sixth or one-
seventh of what it does here in the 
United States. There are a number of 
other pharmaceutical products that 
cost five, six, or seven times what they 
cost here in the United States. The 
same thing is true in Germany, in 
Spain, and France and a lot of other 
countries in the world. So the Amer-
ican people are paying five, six, or 
seven times what it costs in other 
parts of the world for the very same 
pharmaceutical product. 

The big issue has been whether or not 
these products, if they are reimported 
into the United States, are safe. Over 1 
million, probably a million and a half, 
American citizens have been buying 
their pharmaceutical products from 
Canada because they can get them so 
much cheaper up there than they can 
here in the United States. So there was 
a question of safety, are these people 
being injured by reimporting these 
pharmaceutical products from Canada? 

I had four hearings before my com-
mittee and subcommittee on this very 
issue, and we had people from the Food 
and Drug Administration, Mr. Hubbard 
who is a deputy over there, come and 
testify before our committee about the 
safety of the reimportation of these 
pharmaceutical products. I asked him 
on four separate occasions to give us 
any examples of where people had been 
injured by pharmaceutical products, 
FDA-approved, that had been re-
imported into the United States. He 
could not find one example, not one, 
and yet the FDA continues to say that 
there is a safety issue about the re-
importation of these pharmaceutical 
products. 

They do not mention that they are 
supposed to check the food supply and 
the importation of foods from around 
the world, but 40 percent of our orange 
juice comes from around the world, and 
that is not checked, maybe 1 percent of 
it is, and raspberries are imported from 

Guatemala. We had 1,024 people either 
get sick or die from those that we 
know of, and yet we do not mention 
those, and yet they talk about the safe-
ty of pharmaceutical products when we 
have not had one case of people being 
damaged by reimportation of pharma-
ceutical products from Canada. 

Yet, last night, Mr. McClellan said in 
his speech, ‘‘But at the same time, 
these Members,’’ talking about Mem-
bers of Congress, ‘‘at the same time, 
these Members’’ of Congress ‘‘are clear-
ly out of touch with the realities of 
keeping our drug supply safe, and the 
clear and present dangers to America’s 
drug supply that their bills would cre-
ate.’’
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He is talking about a bill that we 

passed overwhelmingly here in the 
House that would allow American citi-
zens to buy pharmaceuticals at lower 
cost from other parts of the world be-
cause they are costing so much here in 
the United States. 

Now, the Food and Drug Administra-
tion, in my opinion, is marching in 
lockstep with the pharmaceutical in-
dustry, which is making huge profits 
here, while in other parts of the world 
they are making very small profits. 
The big profits and the big costs are to 
the American consumer, while the rest 
of the world does not bear those ex-
penses. I just think that is dead wrong. 

The safety issue is a bogus issue. And 
there is another example that I would 
like to cite that shows that it is not a 
safety issue. The FDA has approved 949 
different sites where they produce FDA 
approved drugs in the world. That is 
949, and in places like Haiti and India 
and China and elsewhere. There are 949 
sites. When they produce drugs in 
those sites, they send them out in large 
containers. Now, if there is a safety 
issue, it would be at those sites, be-
cause they are sending these drugs out 
in large containers where there could 
be some tampering taking place. But 
when they are sent in in very small 
amounts from Canada or Germany to 
United States citizens, they are usu-
ally in containers that are tamper 
proof, or could be made tamper proof so 
that the people would have absolutely 
no safety issue to be concerned about. 

So I am very disappointed that the 
Food and Drug Administration con-
tinues to say to the American people 
and is trying to scare senior citizens 
and others that they should not buy 
their pharmaceuticals from Canada or 
Germany or elsewhere, because the 
safety issue simply has not manifested 
itself. As a result, many Americans, 
who cannot afford prescription drugs, 
are going to the pharmacist and say-
ing, How much is it? And the phar-
macist says, Well, it costs this much; 
and they say, Well, maybe I will come 
back tomorrow, or they buy half a pre-
scription and split the pills, while at 
the same time they could go to Canada 
and buy the same prescription product 
at one-sixth or one-seventh what it 
costs here in the United States. 
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