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of the House Labor Committee. She was in-
strumental in raising the minimum wage from 
40 cents to 75 cents per hour. 

In a marvelous ceremony in the Rotunda of 
the Capitol on March 24, Dr. Dorothy Height 
received the Congressional Gold Medal, the 
most distinguished award bestowed by the 
U.S. Congress. The struggle for equality in 
America in the 20th century—for civil rights, 
for women’s rights, for voting rights, for human 
rights—is the story of Dr. Height’s life. At age 
92, she remains a beacon to her own genera-
tion and generations to follow. Countless 
young people have been inspired by her ideal-
ism, strengthened by her courage, and guided 
by her faith. She has empowered these young 
people to make a difference by her own pas-
sion for justice. 

It is a great honor to be the first woman to 
lead a party in the House of Representatives. 
When I was first elected to that position, we 
made history. Now we are making progress. 
As we celebrate the achievements of women 
throughout history and work toward progress 
of our own, we are inspired by the words of 
Eleanor Roosevelt: ‘‘It’s up to the women!’’ 

Ms. SOLIS. Mr. Speaker, for over a decade, 
Women’s History Month has celebrated the 
achievements and accomplishments of women 
nationwide. The incredible contributions 
women have made in politics, science, art, 
and activism, demonstrate some of the revolu-
tionary advancements in American women’s 
rights. Women today follow in the footsteps of 
pioneers such as Elizabeth Cady Stanton and 
Alice Paul, who fought for women’s right to 
vote in 1920, or Dolores Huerta, a contem-
porary champion of women’s rights. 

We must continue to create platforms for 
women’s voices and opinions and support a 
continuing momentum toward women’s free-
dom and equality. During this month and 
throughout the year, women all across the 
United States should take a moment to recog-
nize the gains afforded to them through their 
predecessors’ hard work and unwavering com-
mitment to improving the lives and rights for 
all women. 

As a Latina, and one of 16 million Latinas 
nationwide, I recognize some of the unique 
and continuing societal obstacles for Latinas— 
like unequal pay, educational disadvantages, 
unmet health care needs, and civil rights 
struggles. I am certain, however, that through 
the work of courageous leaders in our commu-
nity, our accomplishments and contributions 
as women of color will continue to grow well 
into the future. 

Together, women will continue to make the 
difference. 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

f 

NARCOTICS IN THE UNITED 
STATES 

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

Mr. SOUDER. First, Mr. Speaker, let 
me thank tonight’s Speaker pro tem-
pore, the gentleman from California 
(Mr. OSE), for his leadership in Con-
gress on the issue that I am going to 
address tonight, which is our narcotics 

problem in the United States. He has 
been a valuable member of this sub-
committee from the time he got here, 
an aggressive member. We have held 
several hearings in California with 
him. 

And I want to personally thank him 
and tell him how much he will be 
missed, since he has chosen to leave 
Congress, because we really need peo-
ple of his expertise and his commit-
ment. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Speaker, there are a number of 
issues on narcotics I am going to talk 
about tonight. We have had a busy 
number of days here in Washington on 
this subject, and I want to start first 
with Colombia, where we have the larg-
est investment in the narcotics effort. 

Just not that many days ago, Presi-
dent Uribe, the President of Colombia, 
was here. He met with leaders on both 
sides of the aisle. He met with the 
Speaker’s Drug Task Force, which I co- 
chair; and we had the opportunity to 
hear what is interestingly one of our 
great success stories. 

In the area of narcotics, it is not pos-
sible ever to totally defeat the drug 
problem in America because every day 
new people are exposed. We are dealing 
with fundamental human weaknesses. 
But we can either make progress or we 
can go back. We were making progress 
for nearly 10, 11 straight years when 
Ronald Reagan implemented a policy 
of ‘‘just say no,’’ articulated so ably by 
the First Lady. 

We, in fact, made tremendous 
progress. It was not just a slogan, just 
say no, but that was the message com-
municated to young people and people 
across the country. There was an ag-
gressive effort to cut the sources of 
supply, interdiction, law enforcement, 
along with efforts in communities 
around the country to just say no and 
then help those who fell into drug 
abuse. 

As we backed off of that in the early 
to mid-1990s, and sent a different mes-
sage of ‘‘I didn’t inhale,’’ and cut back 
interdiction efforts, cut the drug czar’s 
office from 120 employees down to 
about 30 employees, we saw such a 
surge in drug use in the United States 
and narcotics in the United States that 
it would take a 50 percent reduction 
from the 1993–94 levels, at the peak of 
the kind of drug revival in America to 
get back to where we were in the 1990– 
91 era. 

In the latter years of the Clinton ad-
ministration, and since President Bush 
has taken office, we have had a steady 
reduction in drug use in junior high, 
sophomore year in high school, senior 
year in high school; and we are making 
steady progress. We have also had dra-
matic changes in the country of Colom-
bia. 

Let me briefly refer to this map of 
Colombia. Colombia is a large country, 
the oldest democracy in South Amer-
ica. We often hear about its civil war, 
but it is a civil war with thugs. It is 
not a civil war in the sense of a tradi-
tional type of civil war. These are peo-

ple who are violently trying to over-
throw their government. Any poll will 
show any numbers in the group, and a 
number smaller than our prison popu-
lation in all but a few States even, let 
alone our country. They are people who 
are thugs who have not been captured, 
and they provide protection and are in-
creasingly taking over the production 
of cocaine. 

Ninety percent of our cocaine comes 
from Colombia; the heroin, and most of 
our heroin in America comes from Co-
lombia, and they manage a lot of the 
networks for the marijuana distribu-
tion as well. But that was not always 
the way in Colombia. Colombia has 
been destabilized because of our use of 
narcotics in the United States and in 
Europe. 

Colombia is a beautiful nation for 
tourism, with Cartagena and many cit-
ies along the coast. This is the Amazon 
basin here, feeding into the Amazon 
River. You have, in the darker green, 
beautiful areas of rain forest in that 
basin. These are the start of the Andes 
Mountains, beautiful high mountains. 
Up along the border with Venezuela we 
see Lake Maracaibo, the big piece of 
water coming in, and Venezuela there 
is one of the richest oil areas in the 
world, which is also true down in Co-
lombia. 

We spent, with American tax dollars, 
millions to try to protect that pipeline. 
Colombia was our eighth largest sup-
plier of oil. More than Kuwait. But it 
was stopped as narcoterrorists came in 
and started breaking the pipelines to 
try to deny the government of Colom-
bia the ability to function. The oldest 
democracy. 

Anybody who has seen the fiction 
movie ‘‘Clear and Present Danger’’ has 
at least a fiction version of the vio-
lence that took place there, and an un-
derstanding of when the Cali and 
Medellin cartels were dominating the 
country what that was like. They basi-
cally corrupted the government, killed 
lots of the judges, killed 30,000 police-
men, which is the equivalent of an in-
credible number in the United States. 
But they had oil. They were a rich oil 
country. 

This area in here, and in some of the 
other multiple other zones, is of course 
the richest coffee area in the world. 
You hear about Colombian coffee. If 
you have emeralds, they come from Co-
lombia, odds are, unless they are fake. 
Gold. They have gold there. Most of 
our flowers that we buy in the United 
States come from there. If you fly into 
the beautiful city of Bogota, in the 
lower parts of the Andes, you will see 
just acres and acres and acres of places 
growing flowers. Many of the super-
markets, the major chains bring that 
in. I have heard a figure as high as 70, 
80 percent of the flowers sold in Amer-
ica come from Colombia. 

It is a stable, solid, economic coun-
try. That is not even mentioning tex-
tiles and other industries there. It is 
the oldest democracy that has been 
wrecked by us and by others. Now, as 
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these cartels have had an impact, it 
has destabilized their political system. 

b 1945 

What we have done is ramped up 
what we call the Andean Initiative to 
not only cover Colombia but Peru, Bo-
livia and Ecuador with some help over 
to Brazil on the far side and some to 
Venezuela on the top and some to Pan-
ama on the sides, but we have mostly 
got it concentrated in Colombia. 

What we have seen as Congress ap-
propriated additional dollars, our peak 
was probably $800 million a year, of 
which about 60 percent was for eradi-
cation efforts, 40 percent was to help 
rebuild their infrastructure, police 
forces, law enforcement, alternative 
development and other things like 
that, that coca eradication in this past 
year, after several years of this aggres-
sive pressure and with the brave presi-
dent of Colombia, President Uribe, 
when I say brave, what I mean is this: 

His father was assassinated by the 
drug dealers in Colombia. He has had 
multiple threats on his life. When I was 
there along with the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. FRANK) at the 
swearing in and the inauguration of 
President Uribe, they attacked us. The 
two of us would have just been a foot-
note if we had died because there were 
many others there, too. But, as we left, 
we heard this big boom. I remember 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
saying, ‘‘I’ve never heard of a one-gun 
salute.’’ We were supposedly inside a 
perimeter of roughly 10,000 soldiers 
protecting us, but they had launched 
Howitzers from about a mile and a 
quarter away. 

At first they went one way off, then 
they went in the other direction off, 
then they hit a housing complex and 
killed a bunch of people, then they hit 
the corner of the presidential palace, 
but by that time the helicopters and 
everybody were on them so we were 
spared. But they tried to kill him on 
his inauguration day. There is a mul-
tiple-million-dollar price on his head or 
his family, yet he carries on. 

Vice President Santos was kidnapped 
by the drug traffickers. He escaped. He 
was a newspaper publisher-editor in Co-
lombia. He escaped from the drug traf-
fickers, came back and decided to run 
for office. 

That is what you call two committed 
people, when they are so willing to 
stand up to the drug traffickers. Even 
when they have had their family killed 
and they personally have been kid-
napped and have the threats on their 
life, they are standing there fighting. 

This is not Vietnam. This is not a 
country where we are asking, will they 
help? Will they do their share? This is 
not, quite frankly, even what we see in 
Iraq right now or Afghanistan right 
now, where we wonder sometimes 
which side the Iraqi police are on. 
When we see that incident the other 
day, it is like, Why were you standing 
there when they were killing American 
contractees? 

That is not the case here. They are 
dying because of our drug use, and 
what we are doing is supplying them 
with the training and the backup to do 
this. 

What has happened with this, and 
particularly with President Uribe’s ag-
gressiveness, is that they are now not 
just eradicating the coca crop once, 
they are eradicating it three times. Be-
cause coca, and the equator is down 
more in this area, somewhere in this 
zone, it is just among the best places in 
the world to grow this type of crop. 
You have elevation for heroin poppy, 
you have lots of rain, it can grow and 
plant multiple times a year. So unless 
you are really committed, you can do 
this token stuff. We sprayed it, we 
eradicated, yeah, but they got two 
more crops in that cycle. The question 
is, did you hit all three? 

Now, with adequate funding, we are 
hitting all three. We are going after 
them, President Uribe is going after 
them, and now alternative develop-
ment can work. 

If on a street corner of the United 
States you can make $400 as a lookout 
for a drug group, it is pretty tough to 
talk you into working at McDonald’s 
for $5.50, if you can get $400 with no 
risk. But if there is a risk you might go 
to prison, if there is a risk you could 
get shot in a drug shoot-out or some-
thing, then maybe you will take the $5 
job. We cannot pay everybody what the 
drug dealers can pay them, but with 
this pressure we are seeing alternative 
development start to take place. 

Let me give you some of the good 
news from Colombia. 

Coca eradication has increased 57 
percent and poppy eradication 27 per-
cent. In some areas, they eradicate 
crops by hand. In other areas, with the 
assistance of the U.S. Department of 
State Air Wing, a precise aerial cam-
paign surgically targets and destroys 
illicit crops. The chemical used is the 
same available to Americans for use at 
home from hardware stores. 

By the way, they use the same thing 
we spray with to put around their crops 
to kill weeds. So if it is a problem when 
we spray to kill the coca, it is a prob-
lem to go to any grocery store in any 
nation of the world because it is the 
same stuff. It is not dangerous stuff. 
That is one of the tremendously wrong 
rumors that spread, and it is not help-
ful for people to not tell the truth 
about this stuff. 

In drug seizures, coca base seizures 
have increased 813 percent, heroin sei-
zures have increased 296 percent, drug 
labs detection and seizures have in-
creased 321 percent. In Bogota alone, 
2.8 tons of drugs were confiscated. 
These seizure statistics are exclusively 
credited to the Colombian National Po-
lice and Armed Forces. Their commit-
ment is in evidence every day. 

Interestingly, even more important 
in one sense, it is very important that 
we control the coca and heroin, but 
long-term we have to have some sta-
bility. Quite frankly, the coca and her-

oin was so stockpiled that we have not 
seen all the results yet, and we need to 
start to see results on the street prices 
and supply in the United States. 

But we have also had other successes. 
Roadblock-type kidnappings are down 
78 percent. Bank robberies are down 69 
percent. Extortion kidnappings are 
down 64 percent. Massacre events and 
victims are both down 43 percent. 
Homicides are down 17 percent. The 
2003 homicide rate is the lowest rate re-
corded since 1987. The rule of law and 
the power of the Colombian judicial 
system have improved markedly. Their 
commitment is in evidence every day. 

This is important, because for the 
first time in the populous areas of Co-
lombia for decades they are getting 
stability. I had one meeting in my of-
fice with a Colombian-U.S. business 
group, and they got a phone call be-
cause at the school there where most of 
their children go in Bogota, there had 
been a kidnapping that day. I think it 
was in Bogota as opposed to Medellin, 
but whichever city it was, there had 
been a kidnapping where the FARC and 
the narcoterrorists had blocked off a 
bridge and got a young mother with 
her daughter. They all knew the per-
son, they were all relieved that it was 
not their family, but can you imagine 
living with that every day about the 
kidnappings? 

Three different groups, ELN, the 
FARC and the so-called paramilitary 
groups are all practicing now, man-
aging drug trafficking and the kidnap-
ping. They are finally meeting a gov-
ernment that is committed and going 
after them. We are supplying the as-
sistance to do it, not boots on the 
ground in battle but providing the 
technical assistance to keep the heli-
copters up. 

Our total investment in this battle 
when it is directly related to the 
United States and our hemisphere is 
400, proposed to increase to 800. It is 
nothing. We have got that all over the 
world, and they are not on the front 
lines getting shot at. The ones that got 
captured were doing backup, and the 
FARC basically got them by accident, 
shot them, kept them and killed some. 
We are trying our best to get them out. 
But they are not out there. They are 
not the ones in the front lines doing 
the fighting or getting shot at like in 
Iraq because the Colombians them-
selves are doing it, and we have been 
accurately and thoroughly training 
their forces, that they have basically 
taken back their country. Seventy-four 
percent reduction in road attacks, 67 
percent reduction in bridge attacks, 67 
percent reduction in electric infra-
structure attacks. 

It is pretty tough, as we are seeing in 
Iraq. If you cannot get your electric 
system to work, if you cannot make 
sure that the bridges are working 
across a river, if you cannot make sure 
that people can drive down the high-
way, it is pretty tough to establish law 
and order in a country. It is pretty 
tough to make sure that alternative 
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developments, palm heart or soybeans 
or bananas or whatever you are grow-
ing, can get to market if you are going 
to be kidnapped, the bridge is out, the 
electric system is knocked out. So it is 
really important that we have had this 
type of success in Colombia, and it is 
something we can brag about. 

They now have in every single metro 
area now a Colombian National Police 
presence. That is an extraordinary 
jump from just a few years ago that 
along the Putumayo that we are fi-
nally seeing some order. 

Part of our problem, what is difficult, 
is that as we establish order in the pop-
ulated areas, they are pushing into 
that Amazon jungle. The biggest threat 
we have to the rain forests of South 
America are from narcotics and coca 
and in particular labs. Because when 
you fly over, you see the chemicals 
pouring into the rivers. It is not timber 
cutting that is the biggest threat. It is 
narcotraffickers that are the biggest 
threat. Furthermore, what happens is 
they will move these people. 

There is a national park in Peru that 
is having a similar problem. They are 
worried about Ecuador. But in the na-
tional parks in Colombia, they will 
move out there with their labs, move 
farmers out there, often under forest or 
some with lure of high pay. They will 
then establish a colony out in the rain 
forest. Then when we say we want you 
to do alternative development, they 
will go, there is no road. Of course 
there is no road. They are carving land-
ing strips in national parks and plant-
ing illegally in national parks and then 
they complain to us that we can’t do 
alternative development. They cannot 
be there. That is not a logical market- 
based thing, and that is a hard thing to 
say when we deal with alternative de-
velopment, but it is the truth. 

So Colombia is a success story. It 
does not mean every day it is a success. 
It does not mean there are not attacks. 
It does not mean that we have elimi-
nated coca and heroin, but Colombia is 
a remarkable success story. 

If we remain firm and President 
Uribe remains firm, we are at a very, 
as the drug czar, the director of the Of-
fice of National Drug Control Policy, 
John Walters, says and all those in-
volved, we are at a tipping point, that 
if we keep this pressure on, we may see 
successes like we have seen in Bolivia, 
Ecuador and Peru which, by the way, 
the old idea of the balloon that if you 
squeeze one place, it is going to pop 
out, we have squeezed it in and we may 
be at a historical tipping point if we 
just stay the course. 

Next I want to touch on Afghanistan. 
Earlier today we held a hearing on Af-
ghanistan entitled ‘‘Afghanistan: Are 
the British Counternarcotics Efforts 
Going Wobbly?’’ 

Where did we come up with the ex-
pression ‘‘are the British counterdrug 
efforts becoming wobbly?’’ Let me say 
a couple of different things. 

First off, the expression comes from 
this. When Margaret Thatcher received 

the Presidential Medal of Freedom 
from former President Bush, better 
known as Bush 41, he said about her: 

We will never forget her courage in 
helping forge a great coalition against 
the aggression which brutalized the 
Gulf. Nor will I forget one special 
phone conversation that I had with the 
Prime Minister. In the early days of 
the Gulf crisis—I am not sure you re-
member this one, Margaret—in the 
early days of the Gulf crisis, I called 
her to say that though we fully in-
tended to interdict Iraqi shipping, we 
were going to let a single vessel head-
ing for Oman enter port down at 
Yemen, going around Oman down to 
Yemen—let it enter port without being 
stopped. And she listened to my expla-
nation, agreed with the decision, but 
then added these words of caution, 
words that guided me through the Gulf 
crisis, words I’ll never forget as long as 
I’m alive: ‘‘Remember, George,’’ she 
said, ‘‘this is no time to go wobbly.’’ 

The question is, as we are reaching a 
very critical point in Afghanistan, 
have the British gone wobbly? 

Let me say, as we have repeatedly 
said, the British are our best friends in 
counterterrorism; and they have been 
the ones who have been most aggres-
sive about going after heroin in Af-
ghanistan. 

Let me share a couple of introduc-
tory points on this. Last year’s Afghan 
opium production was the second high-
est on record. That is a sobering fact if 
you think about it, because that means 
if it is the second highest on record, it 
is the second highest while we were 
there and the British were there, 
opium production went to the second 
highest on record. According to data 
and maps provided to the sub-
committee by a U.S. intelligence agen-
cy, Afghan opium poppy cultivation is 
soaring and the estimates of hectares 
under cultivation are now approaching 
the highest level of past production. 

I am concerned because over 20,000 
Americans die every year from drugs 
and 7 to 10 percent of heroin sold in the 
U.S. is traced to the Afghan region. We 
do not really know exactly how much 
it is. It may be higher than that. We 
know at one point it was 50 percent, 
but right now the problem in Colombia 
is that the heroin seems to be coming 
in from there and most of the Afghan 
heroin seems to be moving to Europe. 
But if this much comes to market, it 
will pour into the U.S. and drive prices 
down, so even if we succeed in Colom-
bia, Afghanistan is going to overrun us. 

The United Nations Office on Drugs 
and Crime, UNODC, has conducted an-
nual opium poppy surveys in Afghani-
stan since 1994. The 2003 survey shows 
that Afghanistan again produced three- 
quarters of the world’s illicit opium 
last year. In other words, Colombia is 
only really supplying opium to us. Af-
ghanistan is supplying the rest of the 
world. That is not true of cocaine. Co-
lombia supplies cocaine to the whole 
world, but in heroin we get it from Co-
lombia, it appears, and most of Afghan 
heroin covers the rest of the world. 

The UNODC concluded that out of 
this drug chest some provincial admin-
istrators and military commanders 
take a considerable share. Terrorists 
take a cut as well. The longer this hap-
pens, the greater the threat to security 
within the country and on its borders. 

What we focused on in the hearing 
this morning was that the British-led 
effort on eradication of opium poppy is 
stalled just as the opium harvesting 
season in the south of Afghanistan is 
upon us. 

We also took our U.S. Defense De-
partment to task as well because they 
have not been going after some of the 
storage centers and other things and 
the British had complained to me in 
London, both in their military depart-
ments and in their intelligence areas, 
that we had not been committed to cer-
tain eradication efforts. At an inter-
parliamentary conference twice in the 
last 2 years they have complained 
about American enforcement, and here 
we seem to have some wobbling by the 
British and we are trying to under-
stand what exactly is happening here. 
It does not appear to be Prime Minister 
Blair or Mr. Straw, it does not appear 
to be the guys precisely on the ground, 
but somewhere in the middle here they 
have put a hold. 

What do I mean by a hold? The As-
sistant Secretary of State for Nar-
cotics, International Narcotics and 
Law Enforcement, who oversees not 
only Colombia but the efforts in Af-
ghanistan and not just the anti-nar-
cotics efforts in Afghanistan but this 
agency oversees all the law enforce-
ment efforts in Afghanistan, I am 
going to read some of his testimony 
from today: 

Initial reports just in from the field 
in Afghanistan, this is as of even yes-
terday, indicate that we could be in the 
path for a significant surge, some ob-
servers indicate perhaps as much as a 
50 to 100 percent growth in the 2004 
crop over the already troubling figures 
from last year. By these estimates, un-
less direct, effective and measurable 
action is taken immediately, we may 
be looking at well over 120,000 hectares 
of poppy cultivation this year. 

b 2000 
‘‘That would constitute a world 

record crop empowering traffickers and 
the terrorists they feed, raising the 
stakes for and vulnerability of Afghan 
democracy, and raising the supply of 
heroin in the world market.’’ 

Assistant Secretary Charles contin-
ued: ‘‘Even more disturbing, these re-
ports indicate that the clock is ticking 
faster than many anticipated due part-
ly to warmer than expected weather in 
southern and eastern Afghanistan. As a 
direct result, the time for action may 
be shorter than anyone anticipated. I,’’ 
Assistant Secretary Charles, ‘‘have re-
cently learned in the U.N. Office of 
Drugs and Crime that they expect the 
unusually warm weather in southern 
Afghanistan will result in an early har-
vest which in some provinces has al-
ready started.’’ 
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What does this mean? It means that 

they were projecting we had several 
more months to complete an eradi-
cation project and they need to go now, 
not later, now; and that if we do not 
move now, the whole cycle, which nor-
mally would go into fall, is going to be 
moved up, and if my colleagues see Af-
ghanistan there, the southern half 
roughly going up to the east side, 58 
percent of opium eradication is sup-
posed to be done by the British, 42 per-
cent by us. Because the British are in 
the south in the Pashtun areas and 
where it is warmer and also less moun-
tainous. The mountains are not as 
high. It is warmer. So the opium is 
flowering now. And in the north, where 
we are more in charge of eradication 
largely in Tajek areas, but other areas 
as well, starting May 1 we will start 
our operations and moving in. 

Here is some of the political di-
lemma. The British for some reason, in 
kind of a bizarre position, seem to be 
saying, and this is literally what we 
heard from Secretary Charles under 
questioning today, is his understanding 
was they said, Since we did not get the 
heroin eradicated earlier and it is 
starting to flower, we really should not 
destroy it because it will destroy the 
farmers’ income for this period and 
that would be terrible because they 
have worked this whole long period to 
bring it to market. 

And we think, wait a second, this is 
not soy beans. First off, let us get this 
straight. Ninety-two percent of the ag-
ricultural land in Afghanistan is not 
heroin. Afghanistan does not have a 
heroin tradition. It has gone in and 
out. But as the former King told us 
when we met with him when he was 
still in exile and then when I was re-
cently back over in Afghanistan again, 
during their kind of window of 30 or 40 
years of a benevolent monarchy and 
moving towards a democracy, in their 
first years of democracy, they were not 
a heroin country. They were the bread-
basket of that whole zone because 
where they can grow heroin and coca, 
it is also great for other products. But 
they switched over partly because of 
the Taliban, which got 80 percent of 
their income from heroin. 

The question is who is going to run 
this country? Furthermore, a lot of the 
Northern Alliance groups that were 
aligned got their money from heroin. 
That was how they operated their 
country as they were war torn and 
blowing up other things in ways to 
make money and the regular farmers 
would get terrorized because they 
could get more money faster through 
heroin. It is a mess. And that as we 
tackle Afghanistan, if we are really 
going to try to restore order there and 
not have these terrorists and drug lords 
who are becoming more rapidly around 
the world the same people, we have to 
get at the heroin. 

Now, the argument here is we are 
talking about only 8 percent; so the 
market has covered 92 percent but 
these 8 percent, mostly in politically 

potent highly, what we would call war 
lord areas, is a problem. 

Let me finish my other point with 
the British in the flowering at the last 
minute. As Secretary Charles said 
today, this would be roughly akin to 
not apprehending a drug cartel person 
as they were bringing the money into 
the bank because they put up the 
whole network, they grow it, they dis-
tribute it, and now they are ready to 
deposit the money and they are 
nabbing them then. They should have 
got them at the beginning, not when 
they are getting ready to put the 
money in the bank. So why do they not 
just let them go? I mean, the logic of 
this is crazy. This would be as some-
body does all the work to lay out a 
bank robbery, they conduct the bank 
robbery, they steal the money, and 
then we get them at the tail end, but 
they put all that work in. I do not 
know if we should stop them. 

Furthermore, this is not benign. The 
heroin poppy where we are trying to be 
so generous, apparently, and not eradi-
cate because we do not want to deprive 
the farmers of their income is going to 
kill people. It is going to leave families 
addicted. It is going to have women 
being beaten at home and children 
being abused by their parents because 
they got this heroin poppy. This is not 
a benign flowering marigold flower. It 
is a heroin poppy that is going to kill 
people, maim people, lead to auto-
mobile wrecks, terrorism around the 
world. Why in the world would anybody 
think that they are not going to eradi-
cate it when it is flowering? We cannot 
sit there with planes on the ground, 
twiddling our thumbs, while the world 
is about to be assaulted by the biggest 
crop of heroin in history. It is nonsen-
sical. 

Furthermore, if we do not crack 
down and if the British will not be ag-
gressive in the southern part of Af-
ghanistan with the Pashtuns, how do 
we think that the Northern Alliance 
groups who are also growing and pro-
tecting some of the people are going to 
be if we go into the Tajeks and the 
Uzbeks and those tribal groups in the 
north? They are going to say we did 
not do it to the Pashtuns, and we are 
back to the tribal breakups in the 
country because we are discriminating 
between the two different groups. 

We have got to get this policy to-
gether. Nobody is against alternative 
development. Nobody is against better 
roads, building better hospitals, build-
ing better schools, rebuilding their 
legal system, protecting people. But we 
cannot not eradicate if they have 
grown something that is going to kill 
people. This would be akin to not get-
ting a stash of machine guns because 
somebody built the machine guns or 
are about to get the profit and they 
need the income. These poor gun traf-
fickers just need this money and they 
are trying to feed their kids and take 
care of their family and cover their 
health costs. We should not take all 
the gun traffickers’ money away by 

getting their guns. What kind of non-
sensical argument is this? We need 
boldness now, not wobbliness, out of 
both the United States and Britain. 

And as far as the American Govern-
ment goes, we will soon be having a 
hearing with our Department of De-
fense because we finally got, at least it 
appears, at least a regional memo in 
Afghanistan where they finally are 
saying if they find drugs and drug para-
phernalia on people they capture, they 
should seize it. But they still have an 
order that says that they cannot use 
our military to eradicate. And in re-
sponse to my question to Assistant 
Secretary of State Charles today where 
I said if they see stockpiled labora-
tories which the British have been 
criticizing us for not going after, does 
the Department of Defense tell the De-
partment of State or DEA or anybody 
that they are there so somebody else 
can go get them? Because if the De-
partment of Defense has decided they 
are too busy trying to get bin Laden, 
which we all agree that we have to get 
the terrorists, but we also need to get 
the funding for terrorists, we also need 
to establish democracy, if they cannot 
do it with the military, will they 
please share the information because I 
and other Members who have been over 
there know they can see it? There is no 
point in denying to us that they do not 
know where it is or that they cannot 
see it. The problem is who is going to 
get it? We are putting more DEA peo-
ple in. We are getting more drug eradi-
cation groups in, and we need to go 
after it. Because if we fail to eradicate, 
if we cannot get it at the laboratory 
area, if we cannot get it in the dis-
tribution centers, it is going to wind up 
harder and harder to get. 

Look at these arrows coming out of 
Afghanistan, a similar problem with 
Colombia. If we do not get it at its 
source, then it gets harder to find the 
labs. Then when it starts to move up 
through the Stans, through Russia, 
through Turkey, into Europe, down 
around and up the Suez Canal, they 
cannot get it. Then it is all over our 
streets. Then in America, 20,000 deaths 
because of drug abuse. Terrorism in its 
worst case killed 3,000 in a year. We 
have to make sure that that does not 
escalate. 

Thankfully, this President has been 
aggressive; and we have done a better 
job on our borders, and we have shut 
down many of the terrorists’ oper-
ations in the world, and we are battling 
them in Afghanistan and battling them 
in Iraq. Finally, Libya is cooperating 
with us, and when we met with Colonel 
Kadafi the first time we went in there, 
and I was with the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. WELDON) in that 
tour, he did not want to be in a spider 
hole like his friend Saddam. So he fig-
ured the Pakistani people was pro-
viding nuclear weapons and he is co-
operating with us. Now all of a sudden 
Pakistan is cooperating with us. We 
have had some major breakthroughs, 
thanks to this President’s efforts. 
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But at the same time we have to re-

alize the nexus, the connections be-
tween narcotics and the stability of a 
country like Afghanistan long term. 
President Karsai and his leadership 
have been tremendous. It is a very dif-
ficult problem that he has got to try to 
establish order when they have this 
country divided up into different sec-
tions with different drug lords and war-
lords ruling that. But we have got to 
get it because he understands, in mul-
tiple meetings here on Capitol Hill and 
in Afghanistan, they cannot have a de-
mocracy in Afghanistan unless he can 
eliminate or at least greatly reduce the 
amount of opium poppy. 

Two other hearings we did this week 
in Washington: on Tuesday we had a 
hearing on measuring the effectiveness 
of drug treatment. Part of any strat-
egy, like I said, first we have got to try 
to get it at its source because if we can 
get it at its source, even though it is 
expensive, it is so much cheaper than if 
we have to go after the labs and inter-
dict it, whether it is Colombia, Afghan-
istan, Burma, wherever the problem is, 
if we can get it at its source. Then we 
try to get it as it is moving through 
interdiction if it is coming up from Co-
lombia in the Caribbean or in the East 
Pacific. Then we try to get it at the 
border. If we fail at the border, we try 
to get it coming into the communities. 

I hear often on this House floor we 
should not lock up the poor individual 
user. But then many of those same peo-
ple do not want to lock up the user, do 
not want to go after the eradication. 
They did not want to go after the 
interdiction. They do not want to do 
the other things. We have got to do 
whatever we can to try to get to the 
kingpins and that network of drugs 
coming in. 

We also need to work aggressively in 
the schools and around the country and 
with the community antidrug preven-
tion groups. But when we fail, and that 
is what this is, a failure, and people get 
addicted, we have to figure out how 
best to provide treatment and how to 
do this. 

There were a number of interesting 
things that we heard. There are 7 mil-
lion people in the U.S. who need treat-
ment for drug addiction, and the Presi-
dent’s new drug treatment plan has 
some initiatives to try to address that 
because many people who are not get-
ting treated for drugs who have a drug 
problem are not interested in getting 
treatment. But when somebody says 
they want treatment and are com-
mitted to change, we need to work to 
make sure those people can be covered. 

Charles Curie, a Hoosier and a long- 
time friend of mine, administrator of 
the Substance Abuse and Mental 
Health Services Administration for the 
U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services, HHS, testified on the access 
to recovery, how they are trying to put 
accountability in the system, looking 
at co-occurring dependencies. Many 
people who have other problems, 
whether they be mental or physical, 

are most vulnerable to drug abuse; and 
those co-occurring dependencies are 
very difficult. He is a leader in that, 
like he was in Pennsylvania, in trying 
to look at that problem, in trying to 
hold an accountability of what actu-
ally works. There is not a person who 
has worked in this field who has not 
talked to people who have been 
through five, seven drug treatment 
programs. Maybe they have made a 
marginal commitment, and I under-
stand drug treatment enough to know 
that they are not going to get them 
necessarily completely cured, but they 
can certainly make progress. And in 
many cases, they are not even willing 
to have drug testing to even make 
progress. Part of what Director Walters 
is trying to do through the new treat-
ment program is to make sure they at 
least have the accountability of drug 
testing if they want Federal dollars. 
Mr. Curie has been working with this. 

Another thing we heard about was 
coordinated action. One of the wit-
nesses was former Judge Karen Free-
man Wilson, also the former Attorney 
General of Indiana, who is now execu-
tive director of the National Drug 
Court Institute; and she pointed out 
why drug courts work. When we say 
drug courts work, we do not mean they 
work 100 percent. We mean they work 
better than anything else and that 
they get some people completely off 
drugs, they get some people mostly off, 
some people who very infrequently re-
lapse, and they fail on some. That is 
the real world. That is why we try to 
prevent it before it happens. As Nancy 
Reagan so wonderfully said, we cannot 
win a war by just treating the wound-
ed. We have to treat the wounded. No-
body is proposing in a war that we do 
not treat the wounded. But we do not 
win the war just treating the wounded. 

‘‘Each drug court is required to mon-
itor abstinence through regular, ran-
dom, and observed drug testing. This 
means that most participants are test-
ed at least two to three times a week.’’ 
This is Judge Karen Freeman Wilson. 
‘‘Those who consistently test nega-
tively are believed to be receiving ef-
fective treatment.’’ 

In other words, we have to have ac-
countability in it. 

‘‘Another measure of effectiveness of 
treatment in the drug court context is 
the ability of the offender to comply 
with other aspects of the drug court 
program. Is the person actively en-
gaged in community service? Are they 
actively involved in a job search, voca-
tional training or school? Are they at-
tending self-help meetings? Are they 
appearing as ordered for court review 
hearings and meetings with probation 
officers and other court staff? Are they 
paying their fines and fees? Is the par-
ticipant attending, complying, and pro-
gressing in ancillary services, referred 
to community service providers, to ad-
dress issues other than substance abuse 
such as taking their prescribed medica-
tions and otherwise addressing identi-
fied co-occurring mental health 
issues?’’ 
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Are they attending parenting classes, 

anger management, life skill classes 
and other adjuncts to substance abuse 
treatment? Because each drug court 
participant is required to engage in 
treatment immediately, their compli-
ance with the other aspects of the pro-
gram that follow entry into treatment 
also provides insight into whether the 
treatment is effective. 

In other words, they are saying it 
needs to be holistic. In times when we 
do not have enough money for any-
thing, this is a huge challenge. 

But let us be frank: if we are going to 
try to tackle these kinds of issues, you 
have to have some sort of housing op-
tions, job options. Tough, tough polit-
ical questions. 

In Indiana, we are having a debate 
because in the bureau of motor vehi-
cles, 10 percent of the people in Indian-
apolis had a former conviction. That 
sounds really terrible. But are they 
clean? Are they drug tested? Are they 
cured? Are they having relapses? What 
was the conviction they had? It is not 
necessarily evidence in and of itself 
bad. 

Now, if they continue to do it while 
they are employed, that is another 
problem. But you cannot say you can 
never hold a job if you have committed 
a drug crime or we are never going to 
get people rehabilitated. What is the 
point of treatment if they cannot find 
housing? Congressman DAVIS has a bill 
that I am a cosponsor of to try to pro-
vide targeted housing to people coming 
out of prisons. 

The reentry program in Fort Wayne 
that we have worked with and tried 
through the faith-based community 
and others will say, hey, one church, 
one offender, a really strong program. 
There are others in my hometown of 
Fort Wayne where they try to match 
up people coming out of the prison sys-
tem, many of them with drug offenses, 
into the community, because if you do 
not get them integrated into the com-
munity, you are just going to keep per-
petuating the cycle of crime and vio-
lence. 

We heard from many different wit-
nesses at this hearing, and I appreciate 
each one of them, because it was very 
important to problem drug treatment. 

I want to cover briefly two more 
things. One, the hearing that we did 
this afternoon was on marijuana and 
medicine, the need for a science-based 
approach. I want to read a brief com-
ment on this. 

This particular hearing addressed a 
controversial topic, the use of mari-
juana for so-called medical purposes. In 
recent years, a large and well-funded 
pro-drug movement has succeeded in 
convincing many Americans that mari-
juana is true medicine to be used in 
treating a wide variety of illnesses. 

Unable to change the Federal laws, 
these pro-drug activitists turned to the 
State referendum process and suc-
ceeded in passing a number of medical 
marijuana initiatives. This has set up a 
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direct conflict between Federal and 
State law and put into sharp focus the 
competing scientific claims about the 
value of marijuana and its components 
as medicine. 

Marijuana was once used as a folk 
remedy in many primitive cultures and 
even in the 19th century was frequently 
used by some American doctors, much 
as alcohol, cocaine and heroine were 
once used by doctors. By the 20th cen-
tury, however, its use by legitimate 
medical practitioners had dwindled, 
while its illegitimate use as a rec-
reational drug had risen. The drug was 
finally banned as a medicine in the 
1930s. 

Beginning in the 1970s, however, indi-
viduals began reporting anecdotal evi-
dence that marijuana might have some 
medically beneficial purposes, most no-
ticeably in suppressing the nausea as-
sociated with cancer chemotherapy. 

Today, the evidence is still essen-
tially anecdotal, but many people take 
it as a fact that marijuana is a proven 
medicine. One of the main purposes of 
the hearing we had this afternoon was 
to examine that claim. 

At present, the evidence in favor of 
marijuana’s utility as a medicine re-
mains anecdotal and unproven. An In-
stitute of Medicine study published in 
1999 reviewed the available evidence 
and concluded that, at best, marijuana 
might be used as a last resort for those 
suffering from extreme conditions. 

This report is repeatedly cited by the 
pro-marijuana movement, it was again 
today, as proof that marijuana is safe 
for medical use. In fact, the report 
stressed that smoking marijuana is not 
a safe medical delivery device, exposes 
patients to a significant number of 
harmful substances; but only in ex-
treme conditions back in 1999, before 
we had additional advances, was it to 
be used. 

In contrast to its supposed medical 
benefits, the negative health effects of 
marijuana are well-known and have 
been proven in scientific studies. 
Among other things the drug is addict-
ive, impairs brain function, and when 
smoked greatly, increases the risk of 
lung cancer. The respiratory problems 
associated with smoking any substance 
make the use of marijuana cigarettes 
as medicine highly problematic. In-
deed, no other modern medicine is 
smoked. 

It is quite possible, however, that 
some components of marijuana may 
have legitimate medical uses. Indeed, 
the Institute of Medicine report, so 
often erroneously cited as supporting 
smoking marijuana, actually stated if 
there is any future of marijuana as 
medicine, it lies in its isolated compo-
nents, the cannabinoids and their syn-
thetic derivatives. 

Interestingly, the Federal Govern-
ment has already approved a marijuana 
derivative called Marinol, but rarely do 
the pro-marijuana advocates mention 
this. The Federal Government has also 
approved further studies of the poten-
tial use of marijuana or marijuana de-
rivatives as medicine. 

Moreover, in the United Kingdom, a 
pharmaceutical company has applied 
for a license to market an inhalant 
form of marijuana called Sativex. 
Thus, the real debate is not over 
whether marijuana could be used as 
medicine. The debate is over the most 
scientifically safe and effective way 
that components of marijuana may be 
used as medicine. 

The responsibility for ensuring that 
any drug, whether derived from mari-
juana or not, is safe and effective, has 
been entrusted to the U.S. Food and 
Drug Administration, FDA. Under Fed-
eral law, the FDA must review, test, 
and approve each medicine and deter-
mine what conditions or diseases each 
drug may be used to treat and at what 
dosage level. The FDA continues to 
monitor each drug, making sure it is 
manufactured and marketed properly 
and that unforeseen side effects do not 
jeopardize the public health. 

State laws purporting to legalize 
marijuana for medical purposes bypass 
these important safeguards. California 
and Oregon have adopted the most 
wide-reaching such laws. They allow 
anyone to possess, use and even grow 
their own marijuana, provided he ob-
tains the written recommendation of a 
doctor. Few, if any, restrictions are 
placed on what conditions marijuana 
may be used to treat. 

We had both California and Oregon 
there today, had some discussion about 
enforcement, and they have four cases 
in one State, minimal in the other. In 
effect, they only enforce if somebody 
from there complains, and the people 
who are using it are not complaining. 

Few, if any, restrictions are placed 
on what restrictions marijuana may be 
used to treated. Virtually no restric-
tions are placed on the content, po-
tency or purity of such medical mari-
juana. 

The laws in California, Oregon and 
other States are extremely open-ended. 
California law even allows marijuana 
to be used for migraine headaches. One 
of our witnesses this afternoon also 
used it to treat ADD in two other indi-
cations and did not have any science 
whatsoever. One who just had his li-
cense taken away treated 4,000 people, 
and, according to the board in Oregon, 
had not even met with the people. So 
he did get a complaint. 

Only a small percentage of medical 
marijuana users in California and Or-
egon have actually used the drug to 
treat the conditions for which it was 
publicly promoted, namely, the nausea 
associated with chemotherapy and 
AIDS wasting syndrome. 

In Oregon, statistics kept by the 
State Medical Marijuana Program indi-
cate that well over half the registered 
patients used the drug simply for 
‘‘pain’’ while less than half used it for 
nausea, glaucoma or conditions related 
to cancer and multiple sclerosis. In San 
Mateo, California, a study of AIDS pa-
tients showed that only 28 percent of 
the patients who used marijuana did so 
even to relieve pain. Over half used it 

to relieve anxiety or depression, and a 
third for recreational purposes. 

This raises one of the key questions 
we must address. If we are going to 
treat marijuana as medicine, will we 
subject it to the same health and safe-
ty regulations that apply to other 
medicines? We do not allow patients to 
grow their own opium poppies to make 
painkillers like morphine, Oxycontin 
and even heroin with just a doctor’s 
recommendation. We do not allow peo-
ple to manufacture their own psy-
chiatric drugs like Prozac or Xanax to 
treat headaches. Why should we then 
authorize people to grow their own 
marijuana, when the potential for 
abuse is high and there is little or no 
scientific evidence that it can actually 
treat all of these illnesses and condi-
tions? 

Why would we abandon the regu-
latory process that ensures that drugs 
are manufactured at the right potency 
level and contaminant-free? Why 
should we stop the oversight that 
makes sure that drugs are being ad-
ministered in the right dosage and in 
the safest manner? 

In our follow up, FDA said on the 
record today there is no, none, zero, 
medical marijuana; and Dr. Volkow 
from the National Institute for Drug 
Abuse said clearly there are 400 compo-
nents in marijuana. 

Now, those of us who oppose mari-
juana need to do some acknowledging 
here too. People have real problems, 
particularly in treating, that there are 
some areas in Marinol that have not 
worked, although it has been improved 
as well. We have to look in controlled, 
disciplined environments to figure out 
how to address that. And those who ad-
vocate marijuana need to grant 
smoked marijuana is very dangerous, 
much more carcinogenic than cigarette 
smoke. It is a huge addiction problem 
in the United States. 

As we look at how best to make it 
medical, it is not the marijuana that is 
medical, anymore than cocaine or her-
oin is medical. It is made up of 400 dif-
ferent components, and to try to treat 
and work with what we are working 
with here, we are already working ag-
gressively in our government to try to 
figure out the sub-components and how 
they mix and how to do it. 

We heard all kinds of different things 
of where they are working and making 
progress in trying to treat this. And, 
interestingly, most of the break-
throughs are likely to be synthetic or a 
blend of things from other drugs with 
what the different components are in 
marijuana. 

It is not the marijuana. It is not the 
smoke certainly that helps. It is not 
the marijuana; it is components inside 
that, often blended with other things, 
that can help us address the problem of 
nausea and the problem of relieving 
pain for AIDS patients. 
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Furthermore, the dosages need to be 

controlled with it, or you develop an-
other addiction. If you take out compo-
nents in the marijuana, give it in tab-
let form, you can achieve the pain re-
duction. But if you are looking to get 
high and want to get addicted, it will 
not work. 

So Canada, as they moved to this, in 
Vancouver, which I opposed but it 
worked with the legislators there and I 
talked to them about this thing, what 
they are learning is people do not want 
to take the pill. They want to get a 
higher dose than the pill. They wanted 
this ‘‘BC Bud’’ high-quantity level. 

We have to figure out how we are 
going to work this through, because 
clearly many States are adopting this. 
There has been a false concept across 
America. Those of us who oppose drug 
abuse are branded then as being 
uncaring for the sick, which is wrong. 

In fighting the whole thing we are 
not clarifying what we are arguing 
over here. We need to work together to 
relieve pain, but we also need to have 
an FDA standard, and it should not be 
a backdoor way to legalize a dangerous 
drug. 

In our transportation bill we are 
moving through, we are making our 
first steps to make people aware that 
more people are killed apparently from 
drug addicted driving than from alco-
hol. That is a huge challenge in this 
country, that it is not just ‘‘I am re-
laxed and am using it.’’ 

Medicinal Marijuana has already 
challenged our transportation and drug 
testing laws in the State of Oregon, be-
cause it was supposedly medical. No, if 
you are taking a tablet form, you are 
not going to be at risk because you do 
not get that same dosage. It is a dif-
ferent mix. It is not marijuana. We 
have to figure out how to work these 
things through. 

One last comment. Yesterday, DEA 
broke the largest ecstasy ring in his-
tory. U.S. and Canadian drug agents 
broke up a distribution ring respon-
sible for 15 percent of all the ecstasy, 
that is what they estimate, smuggled 
into this country. It was called Oper-
ation Candy Box. 

Approximately at their peak, they 
were doing 1 million tablets a month, 
approximately 5 million laundered dol-
lars a month. It was in 18 cities in the 
United States and Canada. 

I am grateful for the DEA’s efforts 
and continued efforts to point out ec-
stasy is a dangerous drug. There is a 
program on tonight that I am very con-
cerned about based on some of the 
statements attributed to Peter Jen-
nings and in the news media. I do not 
know if it is correct. I have not seen 
the show. It does not air until tonight. 

But the news reports are saying and 
suggesting that they feel the Federal 
Government has been inaccurate in 
their report of ecstasy, when we have 
had testimony showing the brain dam-
age, certainly in animals, but showed 
us charts too of the potential and some 
on humans. We have heard from par-

ents whose kids have died at ecstasy 
parties and have gotten addicted. We 
heard of people who are ecstasy ad-
dicts, and I sure hope that we continue 
to combat it aggressively. 

I thank the DEA for their efforts to 
shut down this dangerous drug, and I 
hope that our national news media 
does not side with the drug dealers and 
the drug users of this country and con-
tinues to send a positive message. 

f 

EMPLOYMENT PROBLEMS IN 
AMERICA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
OSE). Under the Speaker’s announced 
policy of January 7, 2003, the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
FRANK) is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Speaker, a few weeks ago I took this 
floor to talk about the very serious 
problem we have in our country today 
regarding jobs. 

Last year, as the economy began fi-
nally to recover from the recession in a 
somewhat robust fashion, we expected 
to see a significant increase in jobs. As 
I noted previously, Secretary of the 
Treasury Snow in October said he 
thought we would get 200,000 jobs a 
month, because we had seen such vig-
orous growth. He said everything he 
knew about the way the American 
economy worked, meant with that 
level of growth, we were going to get 
200,000 jobs a month. 

A couple of months later, when he 
was drafting the President’s economic 
report, the Chairman of the Council of 
Economic Advisers, Mr. Mankiw, said 
something similarly. In fact, he went 
him a little better. He said about 
215,000 jobs a month. By February of 
this year they both had retracted those 
predictions. 

Unfortunately, we clearly now are in 
a situation in which the old rules, by 
which we mean over the last 20 or 30 
years, by which we could calculate the 
given number of jobs we would get for 
a given level of increase in our gross 
domestic product, do not seem to be 
working. 

For a variety of reasons, we are not 
producing at a given level of economic 
activity the jobs we used to have. That 
is a serious problem. It is, first of all, 
of course, a terrible social problem. 
The people who do not get jobs are 
often the most vulnerable in our soci-
ety, and joblessness is a terrible plight 
for anyone who suffers from it. The 
joblessness has been prolonged. 

In addition to joblessness, of course, 
by the working of supply and demand, 
when you have a larger number of peo-
ple unemployed, wages do not rise at 
the normal level, so that we had last 
year a drop in real wages. Inflation 
outstripped real wages for people who 
work for pay from others. 

b 2030 

We have seen the erosion in health 
benefits. There was some debate late 
last year and early this year about 

that. As I said, the President’s eco-
nomic report came out in January, and 
it was still under the old rules. Well, 
facts are stubborn things, as a number 
of people have said. I forget who said it 
first, but a lot of us have liked it and 
repeated it, and it is now undeniable 
that we have a serious lag in job cre-
ation. 

We are debating the reasons. I think 
they are multiple. One is productivity; 
and that is, of course, the great par-
adox. The good news of increased pro-
ductivity becomes the bad news be-
cause it is one of the major expla-
nations for the lag in job creation. 
There is the globalization factor, 
outsourcing. There is the debate about 
how many jobs this is costing, but it is 
costing jobs, undeniably. 

There are other factors that are in-
volved. I think the health care system 
of the United States is a problem. We 
have one of the few societies, the only 
one I can think of right offhand, where 
your health care is so tied to your job, 
so that when an American company 
has to hire, they have to think about 
health care. We have a situation where 
the American automobile manufactur-
ers are burdened in their competition 
with others because they have to factor 
into the cost of every Ford and every 
Chevrolet and every car that is built 
here, the health care that is not a mar-
ginal cost for their competitors. 

But leave aside for a while the rea-
sons. We have to deal with the fact. 
And the fact is, as I said, it is now 
clear that we are in a period where we 
are producing fewer jobs per element of 
gross domestic product than pre-
viously. Then the question is, well, how 
long is this going to be with us? 

Last year, the optimists were the 
people who said, well, we are going to 
just get a lot of jobs, a couple of mil-
lion jobs a year, more than that, 21⁄2. 
The Bush administration said from 2.4 
to 2.6 million jobs a year. No one 
thinks that anymore. I hope tomorrow 
we are going to see a very robust job 
figure. There are some reasons to hope 
that it will finally begin to show some-
thing, probably because a major strike 
was settled in California, other season-
able factors, weather changes, but no 
one thinks we are going to get to those 
predictions of 2.4 to 2.6 million jobs. 

So there has been a kind of down- 
scaling of expectations by the adminis-
tration and others. We still have pes-
simists and optimists, but, sadly, the 
pessimists and the optimists agree that 
we are in a period of slow job growth, 
and they differ as to how permanent 
this is. 

Now, there are really three levels 
here. 

There are always, of course, job 
losses of a cyclical nature in a reces-
sion. The optimists last year said basi-
cally, look, these are cyclical job losses 
and as we come out of this recession, 
we are going to restore them. That has 
not happened. Clearly, there is a struc-
tural element here. So we now have 
this understanding that increased pro-
ductivity, foreign outsourcing, and 
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