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stay-at-home mom and earns nothing.
The total Smith income per month is
$3,000. When it comes time for retire-
ment, Mr. Smith’s monthly benefit is
$1,300 a month. Mrs. Smith’s monthly
benefit is $6560. The Smith’s total ben-
efit is $1,950.

The dual-earner couple, Mr. Green,
Mr. Green earns $2,000 a month, Mrs.
Green earns $1,000 a month, so they
have the same combined income as the
Smiths. Their combined monthly in-
come is $3,000. The retirement benefit,
however, Mr. Green’s monthly benefit
is $1,000; Mrs. Green’s monthly benefit
is $650. The Greens’ total monthly re-
tirement benefits are $1,650.

But take these same couples, the
Smiths and the Greens, to make mat-
ters worse, under our current system
when one spouse dies, the remaining
spouse receives 100 percent of the larg-
er earner’s benefit. So the survivor
benefit is in the Smiths’ case, her
monthly benefit is $1,300. In Mrs.
Green’s case, the monthly benefit is
$1,000. Because Mrs. Green worked out-
side the home, she is penalized by So-
cial Security upon the death of her
husband. Mrs. Green will receive $300
less per month than Mrs. Smith just
for working.

It all began, actually, during World
War II and Rosie the Riveter. You saw
women out in the workplace and
women continued to work over time.
As you can imagine for a woman whose
family relied on two Social Security
checks before her husband’s death, this
can be a harsh financial burden. More
importantly, though, if the husband
dies and she chooses to receive her hus-
band’s Social Security benefits instead
of her own, that means she will never
receive the benefits of her own taxes
paid over her lifetime of work.

While women certainly have made
great strides toward pay parity in the
past 30 years, there is still a gap in
earnings between men and women in
equivalent professions. Naturally, this
pay inequity will mean that millions of
women are forfeiting their benefits
that they have paid for and deserve.
More and more women are also enter-
ing the workplace. In 1950, just about 30
percent of women over the age of 20
worked either full-time or part-time.
Today, that number is 60 percent. The
more full-time women in the American
workforce, the harsher the treatment
when it comes to their retirement
years.

Despite dramatic and positive
changes in the workplace, women on
average still receive less income, have
less non-Social Security pension cov-
erage, and are more likely to miss pro-
ductive working time while raising and
caring for a family. These statistics
highlight the need for equitable treat-
ment of women in the Social Security
system.

Times certainly have changed since
our Social Security system began, and
family life has, also. Marriage in Amer-
ica today faces many challenges. We
have seen a dramatic rise in the num-
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ber of marriages that fail, and today
millions of Americans divorce each
year. As you can imagine, there are
many divorced women who did not
work outside of the home and instead
chose to raise a family, which, as every
woman knows, is a full-time job in and
of itself. The Social Security system of
the 1930s and 1940s, however, does not
recognize the new world in which
American women live.

Let me give you a hypothetical ex-
ample. Phyllis Smith was married in
October of 1995 to Jim Franklin. Jim, a
successful real estate agent in the sub-
urbs, was able to bring home enough
money so that Phyllis did not have to
work outside the home. After some
time, Phyllis and Jim had two children
and a happy life-style. Unfortunately,
as the years passed, the couple grew
apart until they divorced in September
2005. In this case, Phyllis is entitled to
absolutely none of Jim’s Social Secu-
rity benefits. However, had Phyllis and
Jim waited to divorce until October, a
mere l-month difference, she would
have been entitled to half of his Social
Security benefit. Women should ask,
how is this fair to Phyllis? She has a
fair claim to half of every other mar-
ital asset, half of the house, half of his
401(k), but because Social Security has
not addressed this problem since its in-
ception, her retirement is anything but
secure.

Mr. Speaker, this is a clear example
of why Social Security is a bad invest-
ment for women. Each year, thousands
of single women who have never mar-
ried between the ages of 25 and 64 pass
away. We all know that heart disease is
a major contributing factor along with
cancer for early death among women.
In 2001, according to the Census Bu-
reau, 77,851 women in this age category
died. That was in 1 year alone.

Assuming that at least three-quar-
ters of them earned income and paid
into the Social Security system, the
hundreds of millions of dollars paid to
Social Security by more than 55,000
women are gone. These hardworking
women paid millions of dollars in taxes
and their heirs will never receive a sin-
gle dime for all of their years at work.
Unlike income taxes, which go to gen-
eral revenue and are used for building
roads, maintaining an army and edu-
cating our children, today’s Social Se-
curity taxes go to today’s retirees.
Your Social Security taxes do not get
earmarked for you. As the gentle-
woman from Illinois (Mrs. BIGGERT)
said, she thought that they were in a
box somewhere with her name on it, all
the money that she put into the Social
Security system. It is not that way.
You pay in today to pay the benefits of
today’s seniors.
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The women who pass away before
they receive Social Security, for them
this is nothing but a tax from which
they or their family will never receive
a benefit. On the other end of the spec-
trum, these women who do live long

June 22, 2005

enough to collect Social Security face
the challenge of being disproportion-
ately dependent on the Social Security
system for retirement income. Remem-
ber I cited facts of the percentage of
women in our country who rely only on
Social Security, and that number is
much higher particularly in many
areas in Florida. Women live an aver-
age of 5.5 years longer than men. Non-
married women over 65 rely on Social
Security for an average of 50 percent of
their retirement income. Thirty-eight
percent of unmarried women rely on
Social Security for 90 percent or more
of their retirement income.

These numbers make it clear that if
a woman lives long enough to receive
their benefits from Social Security
that they are very likely to rely on
that benefit as a major part of their
monthly income. These facts are proof
of the urgent need for this Congress to
show some leadership necessary in a bi-
partisan manner to enact reforms that
guarantee Social Security will be there
for our future seniors and our current
seniors when they need it the most.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, this Con-
gress must recognize that the issue of
Social Security reform is an important
issue, and they must also realize how it
affects women and that it is vitally im-
portant to the retirement of millions of
American families.

——————

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 3010, DEPARTMENTS OF
LABOR, HEALTH AND HUMAN
SERVICES, AND EDUCATION, AND
RELATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2006

Mrs. CAPITO (during Special Order
of Ms. GINNY BROWN-WAITE of Florida),
from the Committee on Rules, sub-
mitted a privileged report (Rept. No.
109-148) on the resolution (H. Res. 337)
providing for consideration of the bill
(H.R. 3010) making appropriations for
the Departments of Labor, Health and
Human Services, and Education, and
related agencies for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2006, and for other
purposes, which was referred to the
House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

———

CAFTA

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
REICHERT). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 4, 2005, the
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. BROWN) is
recognized for 60 minutes as the des-
ignee of the minority leader.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise tonight to talk about the Central
American Free Trade Agreement.

Before doing that, I would just like
to make a couple of comments about
what was said by my friend from Flor-
ida, who was joined by other members
of the Republican Party to talk about
their privatization plan, their plan to
privatize Social Security. I applaud
them for coming up with a plan. Presi-
dent Bush has for the last 4 months
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gone around at town hall meetings, in-
vitation only, where there is never any
disagreement in these meetings,
preaching Social Security change,
never specifically saying what that
change will be. The President, other
than saying it is privatization, has not
offered a specific Social Security plan.
But what concerns me both about
President Bush’s comments and about
the comments from my friends on the
other side of the aisle is they really are
engaging in what we used to call, when
they privatized Medicare, ‘‘Mediscare”’
tactics. They are doing the same Kkind
of Social Security scare tactics by say-
ing people are paying taxes into Social
Security but may never see this money
that they have put in.

And I cannot imagine a more secure
system than Social Security. It is a
system that has been around for 70
years. It has never missed a payment
month after month after month for 70
years. It is reliable. It is predictable. It
is always going to be there.

And when people who are Members of
Congress stand up and say that we can-
not count on this money being there,
the Supreme Court made a decision
here and Congress could make a deci-
sion there that Social Security might
not be available, it simply scares peo-
ple. And I do not think there is any
room for that in our political system
to scare people of any age, whether
they are retirees or whether they are
soon to be retirees or whether they are
my age or younger than I and simply
are not so sure about Social Security,
to scare them and say that it will not
be there, when it has been there every
month for 70 years. It is reprehensible,
frankly.

In terms of solutions, the first thing
we should do with the Social Security,
as the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
EMANUEL) said earlier tonight, is quit
stealing from it. Quit using money
from the Social Security fund and
spending $1 billion a week on the Iraq
war. Quit spending money from the So-
cial Security fund and giving tax cuts
to the wealthiest 1 percent of people in
this country. That is how we start to
change, to reform, to make even
stronger the Social Security system.

Mr. Speaker, I turn my attention to
the Central American Free Trade
Agreement. In a White House news con-
ference in May, President Bush called
on Congress to pass the Central Amer-
ican Free Trade Agreement this sum-
mer. Last year the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. DELAY), majority leader,
the most powerful Republican in the
House, promised that we would vote on
CAFTA during the year 2004. Then the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. DELAY)
promised a vote on CAFTA prior to Me-
morial Day. Now the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. DELAY) is promising a vote
again, and this time I think he means
it, that we are going to vote on this by
July 4.

Mr. Speaker, many of us, the dozen of
us, Republicans and Democrats alike,
who have opposed the Central Amer-
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ican Free Trade Agreement have one
message about CAFTA: Defeat CAFTA
and renegotiate a better Central Amer-
ican Free Trade Agreement, one that
business and labor, manufacturers,
small business, ranchers, farmers, envi-
ronmentalists, religious people, reli-
gious figures, leaders in the six
CAFTA, Central American, Latin
American countries and the United
States, one we can agree on. But as it
is, religious leaders in each of our
seven countries, the U.S. and the Do-
minican Republic and the five coun-
tries in Central America, labor union
members, workers, small business peo-
ple, farmers, ranchers in all seven
countries think this CAFTA is wrong
and we should renegotiate a better
CAFTA.

The President commented that work-
ers can excel anytime, anywhere, if the
rules are fair. I agree with President
Bush that workers in our country can
always compete if the rules are fair.
That is why it is too bad this adminis-
tration negotiated a Central American
Free Trade Agreement that fails so
miserably to do that.

Today the President grossly general-
ized the opposition to CAFTA, lobbying
the tired accusation of economic isola-
tionism. Name-calling does not have a
place in this debate. For the President
to say we are backward looking, eco-
nomic isolationists, protectionists,
none of those terms means anything,
and all of those terms lower the debate
to the lowest common denominator.

Just to clarify for the President,
those he calls economic isolationists,
the fact is a majority of Members of
this Congress oppose the Central Amer-
ican Free Trade Agreement. At least 23
business organizations represented at a
rally just yesterday in Washington op-
pose the Central American Free Trade
Agreement. Farmers and ranchers and
small business people and workers all
over these seven countries oppose this
agreement and call for a renegotiation
of the Central American Free Trade
Agreement.

We want a trade agreement with
CAFTA countries, but we want one
that benefits the many, not the select
few. CAFTA was a negotiated agree-
ment, negotiated by the select few, in-
cluding the drug industry, including
the largest corporations in America, an
agreement negotiated by the select
few, for the select few, for the drug in-
dustry, for the largest corporations of
America. That is what the White House
is trying to force through this Con-
gress, a failed trade agreement that
was dead on arrival.

Just look at its history. Thirteen
months ago President Bush signed the
Central American Free Trade Agree-
ment. Every other free trade agree-
ment President Bush has signed, one
with Morocco, one with Australia, one
with Chile, one with Singapore, four
agreements, each of these four agree-
ments that the President signed was
voted within 60 days by this Congress.
The President signed it; within 2
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months it and
passed it.

This trade agreement is very dif-
ferent. He signed it 13 months ago, and
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
DELAY), majority leader, the most
powerful Republican House Member,
has not brought it before this body or
the Senate simply because it does not
have the votes, because it has lan-
guished in Congress for more than a
year, because this wrong-headed trade
agreement is a continuation of failed
trade policy in this country and Repub-
licans and Democrats alike understand
it.

Just look at what has happened with
our trade policy in the last dozen
years, Mr. Speaker. If we look at this
chart, we will see that in 1992, the year
I happened to be elected to Congress,
the United States had a $38 billion
trade deficit. That means we imported
$38 billion more worth of goods than we
exported; $38 billion. That number grew
and grew and grew until last year, in
2004, our trade deficit was $618 billion.

In a dozen years, our trade deficit
went from $38 billion to $618 billion.
What does that mean? That is just a
bunch of numbers. Well, it is not just a
bunch of numbers. When we have a
trade deficit grow like that, what it
means is a lot of lost jobs. President
Bush the first said that every $1 billion
in trade deficit, every billion dollars,
and we had $618 billion last year, over
$5600 billion the year before, over $400
billion the year before, and over $300
billion the year before that, that every
$1 billion of trade deficit translates
into, according to President Bush the
first, 12,000 lost jobs. So if our trade
deficit is $1 billion, it is a net loss of
12,000 jobs. If we multiply that times
618, we have a lot of jobs lost in this
country as a result of our failed trade
policy.

Mr. Speaker, if we look at this next
chart, we will see what those numbers
mean. The States in red are States
that have lost 20 percent of their man-
ufacturing in the last 5 years: Ohio,
216,000, where I live; Michigan, 210,000
jobs lost; Illinois, 224,000; Pennsyl-
vania, 200,000; Virginia and West Vir-
ginia, 95,000; North and South Carolina,
315,000; Alabama and Mississippi com-
bined, 130,000.

The States in blue have lost 15 to 20
percent of their manufacturing: Texas,
201,000; Florida, 72,000; Georgia, 107,000;
Tennessee, 93,000; California, 353,000.

Those are manufacturing jobs lost in
the last 5 years in large part because of
our trade policy. Yet President Bush
wants us to pass another trade agree-
ment called CAFTA, a dysfunctional
cousin of NAFTA, an agreement that
will cause the same downward spiral in
our manufacturing situation in this
country.

It is the same old story. Every time
there is a trade agreement, the Presi-
dent promises three things: He says it
will mean more jobs for Americans; it
will mean more manufacturing done in
the U.S.; it will mean better wages for
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workers in developing countries. Yet
with every trade agreement, their
promises fall by the wayside. We lose
jobs. The standard of living in the de-
veloping world continues to stagnate.
Our own wages stagnate.

Mr. Speaker, Benjamin Franklin
once said that the definition of insan-
ity is doing the same thing over and
over and over and expecting a different
result. Mr. Speaker, we are doing the
same thing on our trade policy over
and over and over again, and for some
reason, although not a majority of
Congress buys this, but for some reason
the President and the largest corpora-
tions in the country and some Members
of Congress, Republican leadership, be-
lieve that the outcome will be better,
will be different this time, will actu-
ally produce much better results.

Mr. Speaker, when we look at this
job loss, again, these are just numbers,
but think what 216,000 jobs lost in Ohio
or in Akron or in Columbus or in Day-
ton or in Toledo or in Cleveland or in
Lorain or in Youngstown, when a fac-
tory closes down and moves to Mexico,
which happened to a plant in Elyria
just in the last couple of years in my
district, when a plant closes down, 800
jobs were lost. The schools suffer be-
cause there are fewer tax dollars for
the schools. Police and fire are often
laid off because there are not enough
tax dollars. But it is what it does to
those families, those 800 families, who
generally cannot find jobs. The bread
winners in those families simply can-
not find jobs that pay nearly at the
rate of those manufacturing jobs. So
these families suffer. The kids suffer.
The school district is hurt. All kinds of
people lose when these trade agree-
ments pass this Congress and we see
this kind of manufacturing job loss.

The administration and Republican
leadership have tried every trick in the
book to pass this Central American
Free Trade Agreement. This year the
administration is linking CAFTA to
helping democracy in the developing
world. Defense Secretary Rumsfeld and
Deputy Secretary of State Zoellick
have said CAFTA will help us in the
war on terror, but 10 years of NAFTA
has done nothing to improve border se-
curity between Mexico and the U.S.; so
that argument does not sell.

Then in May, Mr. Speaker, the U.S.
Chamber of Commerce flew the six
Presidents from Central America and
the Dominican Republic around the
Nation, hoping they might be able to
sell CAFTA to the Nation’s news-
papers, to the public, to the Congress.

O 2030

They flew to Albuquerque and Los
Angeles, to New York and Miami, to
Cincinnati in my home State. Again,
they failed. In fact, the Costa Rican
President announced, after the junket
paid for by the Chamber of Commerce,
that his country would not ratify
CAFTA unless an independent commis-
sion could determine it would not hurt
working families in his country.
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Now, Mr. Speaker, the administra-
tion, finding that nothing else works to
convince enough Members of Congress
to vote for CAFTA, now the adminis-
tration has opened the bank. Desperate
after failing to gain support for the
agreement, CAFTA supporters now are
attempting to buy votes with fantastic
promises.

I would hold this up, Mr. Speaker,
This is called ‘‘Trade Wars, Revenge of
the Myth, Deals For Trade Votes Gone
Bad.” It refers to a study of 92 docu-
mented promises made during trade
agreements and how many of those
promises by the administration to
Members of Congress were actually
honored. Fewer than 20 percent; 16 of
these 90-some promises were actually
honored by the administration.

Members are not going to fall for this
kind of disingenuous, these kinds of
disingenuous actions from the adminis-
tration. Again, the President can open
the bank, the President can promise
bridges and highways, the President
can promise campaign fund-raisers in
districts, the President can make all
kinds of promises, sugar deals and tex-
tile deals to Members of Congress; but
this year, they are not buying it, Mr.
Speaker.

Instead of wasting time with tooth-
less side deals, our U.S. trade ambas-
sador should renegotiate a CAFTA that
will pass Congress. Republicans and
Democrats, business and labor groups,
farmers, ranchers, faith-based groups,
religious leaders, environmental,
human rights organizations in all
seven countries, the Latin American
Consulate of Churches, for instance,
have opposed CAFTA. All kinds of
labor organizations and small busi-
nesses, manufacturers in this country
have opposed CAFTA. They all say
they want a trade agreement, but they
want to renegotiate this CAFTA so
that we will have one which actually
works for American businesses, for
American small businesses, for Amer-
ican workers, and for workers in these
developing countries.

This CAFTA will not enable Central
American workers to buy cars made in
Ohio or software developed in Seattle
or prime beef in Nebraska. They make
these promises. The CAFTA supporters
have said, Mr. Speaker, they said that
if the United States passes CAFTA, we
will increase our exports to these six
Latin American countries, they will
buy our things. But if we look at this,
Mr. Speaker, the United States average
wage is $38,000; Guatemala is $4,000;
Honduras, $2,600; and Nicaragua, $2,300.
A Nicaraguan worker cannot buy a car
made in Ohio, cannot buy produce from
Mr. FARR’s district in California. A
Guatemalan worker cannot afford to
buy software from Seattle. An El Sal-
vadoran worker cannot buy prime beef
from Nebraska or textiles or apparel
from North Carolina. This is about
CAFTA companies moving jobs to Hon-
duras, exploiting cheap labor in Guate-
mala.

Mr. Speaker, in closing, our goal
should be to lift up workers in those
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countries so that they can buy Amer-
ican goods. When the world’s poorest
people, Mr. Speaker, can buy American
products and not just make them, then
we will know that our trade policies
are working.

Again, Mr. Speaker, we must renego-
tiate CAFTA.

I am joined this evening by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. FARR), a
friend of mine, a Member of Congress,
who came the same year I did, in 1993,
from Northern California; and I would
like to yield some time to him.

Mr. FARR. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding, and it is a
pleasure to be here on the floor with
the gentleman. I wanted to be here for
the discussion of CAFTA, and I wanted
to say that as a former Peace Corps
volunteer in South America, this issue
of development of these countries is
very, very important. I just think that
we are putting the cart before the
horse with this trade agreement.

We are dealing with the Central
American countries of Costa Rica, El
Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, and
Nicaragua; and of those countries,
Nicaragua and Honduras are two of the
poorest countries in all of Latin Amer-
ica, Bolivia being the third poorest.
These countries do not have, as the
gentleman just pointed out, right now
a level of living, a wage income to be
able to afford imports of American
products, which would probably have
less of a tariff because of the agree-
ment.

What is missing in this is that in
order to really help these countries, we
need to invest in education, we need to
invest in clean water systems, we need
to invest in very basic things. Frankly,
they are agrarian countries, meaning
they grow agricultural products. Do we
think they can compete with any of
the agriculture products that we grow
in the United States? Absolutely not.
There is no way in the world, as we saw
with the corn going into Mexico after
NAFTA, that even the smallest of
those farms can continue to compete.

So I am very concerned and very op-
posed to CAFTA; and I think, as the
gentleman pointed out, it needs to be
renegotiated. These countries need in-
vestment in infrastructure. That is
why the Peace Corps is involved in
these countries. If you talk to the
Peace Corps volunteers in these coun-
tries, I am sure that the discussions
they have had with most of the people
have nothing to do with CAFTA, be-
cause they are like most parents in the
United States.

If anybody is listening to this and
watching this debate, they will know
that as parents, what you are inter-
ested in is education for your Kkids.
There are no schools. There is nothing
in CAFTA that promises new schools
or new teachers or new water systems.
There is just a hope that perhaps, with
additional investment in these coun-
tries, that foreign firms will come in
and invest. Why would they invest in
these countries? Why? Because there is
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cheap labor, cheap labor because people
are not educated, because they do not
have an infrastructure, tax structure
that allows for the development of in-
frastructure.

So I think that to just jump in and
talk about taking the most powerful
economic Nation in the world and es-
sentially entering into an agreement
which allows us to bully up on the
poorest countries in our hemisphere is
the wrong way to go. I appreciate the
gentleman bringing these issues for-
ward, because I think there is not
enough discussion.

Remember, part of CAFTA is also DR
CAFTA, which is the Dominican Re-
public. And that has been bandied
about; and of the six legislatures, El
Salvador, Honduras and Guatemala,
those three legislatures have ratified
it. The others have not because they
say that an agreement with the Domin-
ican Republic, which is next to Haiti,
the other poorest country in the region
and in the Caribbean, that they do not
have transparency about negotiation
and the ratification process.

So we have political infrastructure
problems, we have accountability prob-
lems, and I think we are missing the
point. If we really care about bringing
up the level of living, frankly, the way
you do that is you invest in the simple
things. You invest in rural roads and in
rural schools and in rural water sys-
tems and definitely health care sys-
tems.

So I appreciate the gentleman bring-
ing this forward. The other country
here is Costa Rica, and they have an
upper-middle-income country. It has
one of the best tourism programs in all
of Latin America. It did it without
having to enter into a trade agreement
with the United States. It did it with
other kinds of U.S. aid. I would just
point out that Nicaragua and Honduras
have qualified as countries eligible for
Millennium Fund accounts. It is a good
program. It is a bottoms-up, sort of let
the countries build what they think
are important. The program is very
good, and these countries qualify be-
cause they are the poorest countries
there are.

But when it comes down to finding
out what the Millennium Account is
doing, I think it is being driven essen-
tially by the people interested in
CAFTA, because they are building not
water systems, not schools, not infra-
structure for the rural areas, but build-
ing highways from port to port, think-
ing that CAFTA is going to come along
and have this superability for the farm-
ers to compete with the American
farmers, for people to be on a level to
buy consumer goods that are sent to
them from the United States.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 1
want to point out the gentleman from
California was a Peace Corps volunteer
himself in Latin America and is a flu-
ent Spanish speaker; and I think the
perspective he brings shows that even
though the wages are so much higher
in these countries, it is not a question
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of we just want to shut them off and
keep them away and not let them com-
pete and all of that in the world econ-
omy. It is a question of development
and bringing up their standard of liv-
ing. These trade agreements in the past
have not done that.

Talk to us, if the gentleman will,
about from your perspective what de-
velopment means. The gentleman
talked about water systems and all of
that. Instead of a CAFTA that does not
lift standards up, what kinds of things
work the most and, in particular, the
poorest of these countries in Nicaragua
and Honduras and Guatemala whose in-
come is about, in some cases, less than
one-tenth of ours, one-fifteenth of ours,
if the gentleman would.

Mr. FARR. Mr. Speaker, perhaps peo-
ple do not like to hear this, but a coun-
try that has been able to put their pri-
orities in perspective has been Cuba,
and the reason Cuba did it is they in-
vested in the infrastructure to keep the
rural people in the rural areas so that
they could have rural economic devel-
opment. The countries that we are
talking about, people are fleeing the
rural areas to move into the cities.
That is why there are all these poor
barrios that are constructed without
water.

I lived in a house that did not have
water or sewer or lights. It is a pretty
miserable situation because all you are
doing is, in our case, we had kids haul
water for us; they cannot go to school
because they have to haul water. So
you really begin to understand that if
you are going to try to build up sort of
an economic base, you have to stay
with the basics; and the basics are, you
have to have running water in the
house. If you have to go and get it, that
means that usually the children have
to go get the water and bring it to the
house.

And if you do not have any elec-
tricity, that means you have to build a
fire or buy very expensive petroleum,
now kerosene, to start a fire. Most peo-
ple go out and try to get charcoal and
get wood. So you are gathering the ba-
sics to make the meal so people can
eat. You have to go out, and you cer-
tainly cannot afford to go to the super-
market, so you go at it piece by piece.
It takes the whole day just to put to-
gether food on the table.

So if we want to really help these
countries, let us make sure that there
are some guarantees that this is going
to happen. There is nothing in CAFTA
that says that. This is about the rich
getting richer.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. No labor stand-

ards.
Mr. FARR. And the poor staying
poor. Now, Latin America, I was in

Honduras and Nicaragua, and I have to
say from the government officials that
you talk to, they are all excited about
CAFTA. There are some that are wor-
ried about losing their identity, some
politicians in Costa Rica, the most suc-
cessful of these countries, that are
very, very concerned that the CAFTA
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agreement is going to have this domi-
nant United States, just sort of the big,
huge 800-pound gorilla move into these
countries and wipe out their local iden-
tity, wipe out their local culture and
customs and essentially homogenize
the whole thing with American fast-
food chains and American businesses.

So where I am concerned about this
is that I think if we want to have a
win-win, I mean, frankly, the Central
American markets, these are small
countries. These are poor countries.
There is not a huge market down there.
This is not going to put a big blip on
America’s foreign trade. This is not
like trading with China or trading with
Europe. These are some of the smallest
countries in the entire; well, they are
the smallest countries in the entire
hemisphere. And the importance of
these countries in a trade agreement
for us as sellers is not that big. For us,
as a country that is looking to sta-
bilize the hemisphere, it is about infra-
structure development. If you want to
generate drug trade, keep a country
poor. If you want to generate people
that would be interested in terrorism
because life is not getting better for
them, so you go to extremes and start
listening to that, keep them
uneducated, keep them poor.

So if we really want to fight for our
priorities and emphasize our priorities
in this country, we ought to be ensur-
ing, first of all, that these countries
have an infrastructure development
that has 100 percent access to edu-
cation, 100 percent access to health
care, 100 percent access to a safe place
to sleep. And then, when you begin de-
veloping an educated middle class, you
can begin these more sophisticated
trade agreements.

Frankly, I do not see that the trade
agreements, there is no responsibility
for the outsiders in this agreement, for
the countries outside, to do anything
to improve the level of living. They are
just going to assume that the free mar-
ket enterprise is going to take care of
us; it will trickle down.

The gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
BrOWN) and I know that it does not
even work in the United States, the
trickle down theory here. We had a tax
cut for the most wealthy people in
America with the idea that the
wealthiest would take all of that tax
cut and they would give it to the poor
and they would start funding the nec-
essary affordable housing, they would
fund the educational stream in Amer-
ica, where the public sector does not
meet it. They would fund, essentially,
the charity of America. It has not hap-
pened. It does not work that way. And
CAFTA is not going to solve the Cen-
tral American problem, and it cer-
tainly is not going to solve America’s
trade balance, which is caused by pri-
marily our trade with China, trade im-
balance.

Now, my farmers, it is interesting, in
California we grow $3 billion of agri-
culture in my district. None of it is
subsidized by the Federal Government.
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These associations, they have all come
out and said, we support trade agree-
ments, they support all of these trade
agreements; but as individuals, that is
not the market we are interested in.
We do not expect; in fact, if anything,
they are going to be growing these
products and trying to send them into
us, because they are going to try to
grow strawberries, which is a value-
added project.

We grow the most strawberries in the
world in my district, we grow the let-
tuce, we grow the things that you find
that are fresh fruits and vegetables,
and those countries have climates that
they can grow those. So what are they
going to do? They are going to compete
with our farmers, if they can at all;
and frankly I do not think the worry is
that they can compete much, at least
not on a large scale.
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So this issue of the kind of the social
conscience of CAFTA is missing the
point. We need to invest in America’s
best, which is our social responsibility
as the leading economic engine, the
leading power of the world, to make
sure that the level of living for the rest
of the world is being improved by our
business ventures, not being taken ad-
vantage of.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I think there
were a couple of things that you said
tonight that were very good. There is
nothing in this agreement that will
raise living standards when you look at
the six countries here, and their in-
comes, especially Nicaragua, Honduras,
Guatemala, and El Salvador, all make
no more than about one-tenth of what
Americans make.

There is nothing in this agreement to
bring worker standards up, to bring en-
vironmental or food safety standards
up. In fact, this agreement protects
prescription drugs and the prescription
drug companies; the agreement does
that, but does not protect workers
standards.

It protects Hollywood films, but does
not protect the environment and food
safety. And when you talk about the
size of these economies not buying very
much from the United States, the size
of these five Central American coun-
tries, the economic output is about the
equivalent of Columbus, Ohio or Mem-
phis, Tennessee or Orlando, Florida. It
is simply not a place that is going to
buy from the United States.

But what we should be doing is a
trade agreement, a renegotiation of
CAFTA, in a trade agreement that will
lift worker standards up so that these
incomes begin to rise, so that over
time they can in fact buy American
products, they can send their kids to
school.

You talk about children, particularly
girls, not having any chance to go to
school and get out of this situation. In
this agreement, we found this in other
places, this agreement just locks in
that sort of exploitive sort of economic
situation where people simply do not

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

have the opportunity that they should
have.

Mr. FARR. It is very interesting. Be-
fore coming here I was in the State leg-
islature and before that in local gov-
ernment, and before that in the Peace
Corps. And what I learned in local gov-
ernment, and we are dealing with eco-
nomic development all of the time, try-
ing to encourage business development.

But, you know, in that process, you
extract a lot from business. Because it
is essentially sort of that corporate re-
sponsibility to be a citizen of your
community. In California, we tax them
a lot. If you are going to build hotels,
we tax the hotels for tourism occu-
pancy tax. That stays with the city.

We tax sales tax, high sales tax. And
communities can raise it higher. We
tax on gasoline. We have a huge tax.
And people will say, yeah, California is
a big high-tax State. But guess what?
It is also the biggest economic engine,
the fifth largest economy in the world.
The most start-up businesses, the most
everything.

California is not suffering by the fact
that it is proud to have businesses that
share in their prosperity through the
taxation process and through being
good corporate neighborhoods. Silicon
Valley is out raising their own money
to support local transit, their own
money, private money, to build hous-
ing for people on the street, for the
homeless and for people who cannot af-
ford the rental rates, to have sub-
sidized housing, and leverage that with
public money.

That is the kind of agreement you
ought to be making. It ought to be this
quid pro quo. It is not just about trade.
It is not just about going in and taking
advantage of people, but, really, what
is the social benefit that you get from
allowing businesses to come into your
community, or allowing businesses to
come into your country. And I do not
see that in this legislation. That is the
problem. We are missing the leadership
role that the United States has.

And these things could be negotiated
out. Yes. The agreements are all about
trade agreements under the GATT
agreements, which are commodity by
commodity. So it is not so broken that
those things do not already exist. So
you can deal in bananas, and you can
deal in sugar. You do not need CAFTA
to do that.

But you do need these side bar agree-
ments. And here we have created the
Millennium Fund. I compliment the
President for creating it. But I think
at the same time, the Millennium Fund
has gone to these countries and said,
What do you want? It is really ironic. I
do not think they have talked to the
poor people. I do not think they have
talked to the people they need to talk
to, even though it is supposed to be
very good transparency, because they
come back and say, We want big super-
highways.

Well, that is not going to benefit the
education of poor kids. We want bigger
ports so bigger ships can come in here,
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because when we do have the ability to
trade with America, we are going to be
needing places for a lot of these Amer-
ican goods for land and for our goods to
go out. We are forgetting the basics.

We are losing the war on drugs in Co-
lombia because we are fighting the war
by eradicating crops. We are investing
very little in alternative development
and alternative crops. You cannot win
on the war on poverty by just making
businesses be more successful. I mean,
the lesson in this country is that if you
want to win the war on poverty, it has
got to be a social collective responsi-
bility to assure that there is invest-
ment in institutions that help the
poor, and that the poor can help them-
selves through programs like Head
Start, through programs like the wel-
fare social services that we have.

And, you know, I just think that the
debate here about our hemisphere, we
ought to be prouder of this hemisphere.
We ought to be more involved in this
hemisphere. We ought to be looking at
the responsibility, and we have seen
that with all of the immigration issues.
We debate immigration all of the time.
It is sort of like if we build a higher
fence and make the border secure, 10
million undocumented people will sort
of disappear. It is not going to dis-
appear as long as you have a border be-
tween the United States and Mexico,
the changes between the richest and
poorest border in the world, and the
heaviest trafficked border.

We have not learned. The only way
you are going to improve that is by in-
vestment in Mexico. We have NAFTA.
NAFTA has not risen Mexico up to the
level where people can stop coming
across the border. So what makes you
think that CAFTA is going to raise the
level of El1 Salvador and Nicaragua so
that they do not migrate up through
Guatemala and up through Mexico, and
are part of the illegal immigrants?

This is what I am saying, that we
cannot deal with this on a piecemeal
fashion. We have got to have a bolder,
wiser, more inclusive commitment to
raising, as you said, raising the ships,
raising, you know, the tides for all
ships, not just winners and losers.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. You said some-
thing very perceptive about California,
and whether it is the Silicon Valley or
whether it is the Central Valley or
whether it is Cleveland, Ohio, what our
country has been successful in doing is
workers in our country share in the
wealth they create.

If you work for someone and you help
that employer make a decent living
and make a good profit, you as an em-
ployee share in the wealth you create.
That company also pays taxes in that
community, so that the community
has safe drinking water and the com-
munity has decent road structure and
other kinds of infrastructure.

But, as you know, whether you go to
Nicaragua or whether you go to the
Mexican border or any number of coun-
tries in the developing world, workers
do not share in the wealth they create.
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I have been to an auto plant in Mexico
3 miles from the United States. The
workers work just as hard as workers
in our country. It is a clean, productive
plant, with the latest technology.

The difference between a Ford plant
in my district and the city I live in,
and a Ford plant in Mexico, is the Ford
plant in Mexico does not have a park-
ing lot, because the workers are not
sharing in the wealth they create.

You can go around the world to Viet-
nam, and go to a Nike plant, and the
workers cannot afford to buy the shoes
they make. Or go to Costa Rica, the
workers at a Disney plant, the workers
cannot afford to buy the toys for their
kids often.

So the workers are not sharing the
wealth they create, and the companies
are generally taxed very little, if at all,
so they are not putting any money into
those communities.

So if we would renegotiate CAFTA
and put a program together like you
talk about, with safe drinking water
and infrastructure and schools so that
boys and girls could go to school, and
the workers were making enough that
they could begin to buy some things,
you would see their standard of living
going up, and everybody would be bet-
ter off, instead of just the largest cor-
porations in the world.

And the interesting thing about all of
that is even though the leaders of those
countries, as you have said, most of
them except Costa Rica like the idea of
CAFTA, the workers in those coun-
tries, the citizens of those countries
simply do not.

I would like to show you this here.
Several months ago there was a dem-
onstration in one of the Central Amer-
ican countries, I believe this is Guate-
mala. There have been 45 demonstra-
tions against CAFTA in each of the six
countries, and our country too, but 45
demonstrations where literally tens of
thousands of citizens have shown up at
the Parliament asking these countries
not to ratify the agreement.

This is a case where the police at-
tacked workers who were protesting
peacefully. Two workers were Killed. In
place after place, it is clear that, like
you understand, of course, they under-
stand better than we possibly could
why this agreement does not work.
They know it will not raise their
standard of living. They know they will
not share in the wealth they create in
a factory for their employer.

They know that these companies
that come in will not pay taxes in their
local communities so they can have
safe drinking water and a better envi-
ronment and better food safety stand-
ards and all that comes with an indus-
try coming to town.

I know when an industry comes to
Ohio, it means a lot for the commu-
nity. It is good jobs. They pay property
taxes for the schools. They build good
roads because of their tax dollars. All
that comes when these factories come,
they mean continued misery.

Mr. FARR. Remember, when these
companies come in, they are coming in
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according to the zoning that has been
adopted by the local community. They
are coming because the community
wants them there, and they know that
they are going to be sharing in the re-
sponsibility.

I mean, I do not think we are trying
to knock down responsible corporate
entities, and companies that do a lot
for their employees. But I think you
cannot just do this on the fact that
some of the companies do much better
jobs than others.

Some of my companies in the Salinas
Valley provide for all of their farm
workers health care insurance, 401(k)
plans, scholarships for every one of the
farm workers’ children that go to col-
lege. And I represent more farm work-
ers than any other ag district in the
United States.

And so I know that there are very re-
sponsible corporate entities that will
do the responsible social thing. But
you cannot just sort of, when you are
dealing with a whole country like this,
and dealing with major trade agree-
ments, you cannot just sort of pick out
that there will be some winners and
losers.

The country cannot afford to have
any losers. The country and the people
in these countries, the poorest coun-
tries in Latin America cannot afford
not to have a total commitment. And
CAFTA does very little to ensure that
the infrastructure is going to be im-
proved. It only hopes that the trickle-
down effect will make it better, think-
ing that there will be more capital in
the country by investment and by pro-
ductivity. At the expense of what?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. History has
taught us otherwise; that it does not.

We have been joined by the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. WATERS)
from Los Angeles who has been a real
leader on all kinds of economic justice
issues, especially trade issues.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
BRrROWN) for the time, and I applaud him
for his efforts to expose what is wrong
with CAFTA, the U.S. Central Amer-
ican Free Trade Agreement.

I must say he has put many hours
into helping to organize us around this
issue and to present the real facts
about what CAFTA is and what it is
not.

CAFTA is yet another unfair trade
deal that will hurt working families in
both Central America and the United
States. CAFTA is not only the latest
unfair trade deal in a decade of failed
trade policies. Over the last 12 years,
the U.S. trade deficit has exploded
from $39 billion in 1992, to over $617 bil-
lion in 2004.

As a matter of fact, I think the most
interesting thing about what is hap-
pening in the Congress of the United
States is this tremendous trade deficit
under what is supposed to be a conserv-
ative President.

And aside from the trade deficit, the
United States deficit that we have here
in America under this administration.
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I think people should take note of that.
In my home State of California, over
363,000 manufacturing jobs have been
lost since 1998.

Nationwide, almost 2.8 million manu-
facturing jobs have been lost since
President Bush took office in 2001.
CAFTA is modeled on NAFTA, the
North American Free Trade Agree-
ment. And let me say I did not support
NAFTA, as I do not support CAFTA.

The North American Free Trade
Agreement had a devastating impact
on many American workers. When
NAFTA was passed in 1994, the United
States had a $2 billion trade surplus
with Mexico. In 2004, we had a $45 bil-
lion trade deficit with Mexico.

NAFTA caused almost 1 million
American manufacturing jobs to be ex-
ported to Mexico. CAFTA will cause
even more manufacturing jobs to be
lost to American workers. I do not care
whether it is a Democrat President or
a Republican President, I do not sup-
port these unfair trade agreements
that cause us to have such huge trade
deficits and who displace American
workers.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) for
the press conference he organized
where he had several business people
who came to Washington, to explain
how small- and medium-sized busi-
nesses will be unable to compete with
cheap labor in Central America.
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What I loved about that press con-
ference was the fact that we had these
representatives from small and me-
dium-sized businesses coming to Wash-
ington, D.C. to tell the truth about how
they have not been represented here in
Washington. Many people think when
the Chamber of Commerce speaks, they
are speaking for all businesses. They
made sure that everybody knew that
this was not true.

They also made sure that everybody
understands that the National Manu-
facturers Association was not speaking
for everybody. These are small and me-
dium-sized businesses that represent
the heart and soul of America: Mr.
Alan Tonelson with the U.S. Business
and Industry Council, Mr. Jim
Schollaert with the American Manu-
facturing Trade Action Coalition, Mr.
Fred Tedesco with the PA-Ted Spring
Company of Connecticut, Mr. Jock
Nash with Milliken & Company of
South Carolina and the National Tex-
tile Association, Mr. Mike Retzer with
the W.W. Strohwig Tool & Die of Wis-
consin, and Mr. Dave Frengel with Pen
United Technologies of Pennsylvania
and Manufacturers for Fair Trade.

These business persons are the kind
of business people that we talk about
all the time. Members of Congress on
both sides of the aisle talk about how
we support small and middle-sized busi-
nesses, how they are the heart and soul
of America. And how they really are
responsible for creating more jobs than
even the big conglomerates and the
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international corporate businesses. We
talk about how we want to give support
to them. Well, this is how we can sup-
port them. Enough of the rhetoric. Let
us get down to business.

If we want to support our small and
medium-sized businesses in this coun-
try, we will not support CAFTA. We
will not support what they have come
to Washington to tell us undermines
their ability to stay in business.

I think we could not have had a more
clear representation of what is wrong
with CAFTA than to watch these
American business persons talk about
what is wrong with CAFTA. When
American workers lose good jobs in
manufacturing, they often have no
choice but to take jobs with low wages
and no benefits.

The countries of Central America
that are included in this agreement are
some of the world’s poorest countries.
The average Nicaraguan worker earns
only $2,300 per year, or $191 per month.
Forty percent of Central American
workers earn less than $2 per day. Cen-
tral American governments do not en-
force fair labor standards, and thou-
sands of Central American workers
work in sweatshops with dreadful
working conditions.

CAFTA will do nothing to improve
wages and working conditions in these
impoverished countries. Opposition to
CAFTA is wide spread, not only in the
United States but in Central America
as well. CAFTA will increase agricul-
tural imports into Central America by
large corporate agri-businesses. These
imports will put an estimated 1.2 mil-
lion farmers out of work, displacing
families and causing an increase in
world poverty. When poor Central
American farmers lose their jobs, they
will be forced to move into over-
crowded cities and seek work in sweat-
shops producing manufactured goods
that are currently made in America.

CAFTA will cause American workers
to lose good manufacturing jobs and
again seek jobs with lower wages and
no benefits. At the same time, CAFTA
will cause Central American workers
to lose their farms and seek jobs in
sweatshop with meager wages and no
benefits.

CAFTA is not a free trade agreement
at all. It is an outsourcing agreement.
I say it again: this is not free trade;
this is about outsourcing American
jobs to third world countries for cheap
labor. That is what it is. Let us call it
what it is.

It allows profit-hungry corporations
to ship American jobs to impoverished
countries where workers can be forced
to work long hours for little pay and no
benefits. It is a bad deal for Central
American workers, and it is an equally
bad deal for workers here in the United
States.

So I would urge this President, Mr.
Conservative President, Mr. President
who claims to have concern about
American businesses, Mr. President
who should not be the President, pre-
siding over a big trade deficit, a huge
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deficit in the United States, I would
urge him to withdraw this CAFTA
agreement and negotiate a trade agree-
ment that will create good jobs and
provide real benefits to the impover-
ished people of Central America as well
as the working people of the United
States.

Mr. Speaker, it is awfully ironic that
I am, who is considered a progressive
and a liberal, even more conservative
than the President of the United States
when it comes to preserving American
jobs and getting rid of a trade deficit
that we do not deserve to have.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. The gentle-
woman is exactly right when she
talked about small businesses, those
manufacturers that we all have in our
districts. The gentlewoman from To-
ledo, Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) has joined us.
We all have seen these companies of 50
and 100 workers, often nonunion, usu-
ally family owned, usually Republican
business, mostly men, some women. We
had 23 business groups represented yes-
terday in this news conference; but
more importantly, these small manu-
facturers understand when a big com-
pany outsources their jobs, these small
companies simply have to close. This
may be 50 jobs in Lorraine, Ohio or
AKron, Ohio. There may be no article
in the newspaper that this plant has
closed, and nobody knows much about
it except these 50 families whom it is
just devastating to.

I thank both of our friends from Cali-
fornia for joining us.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the stalwart
in fighting for economic justice and
fair trade, not these free trade deals
that do not work, my good friend, the
gentlewoman from Lucas County, Ohio
(Ms. KAPTUR). We share the same coun-
ty, Lorraine County, in our districts.

Ms. KAPTUR. I want to thank the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN), the
author of a book on fair trade, and my
colleagues, the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. WATERS) and the gentleman
from California (Mr. FARR), for joining
us this evening.

I want to focus for a few minutes on
the important issue of agriculture. And
the new trade ambassador who happens
to be from Ohio claims that our agri-
cultural exports to Central America
are going to increase by $1.5 billion, or
almost double our exports, to the re-
gion as a result of CAFTA. But you
know what, that is what they told us
when we debated NAFTA. They said
that we were going to increase agricul-
tural exports.

Let us look at the record. The record
shows with Mexico we are dead even. It
did not make any difference. And with
Canada we have fallen over $4.3 billion
into the hole. We were promised by the
former trade ambassadors we would get
more food-processing jobs, and that
sounded like a good thing back in the
early 1990s.

They told us we would get 54,000 new
food-processing jobs. Guess what? We
did not get a single one. In fact, we lost
16,000 food-processing jobs in this coun-
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try. Even Brachs Candy is locking up
their doors in Chicago and moving
south. Same thing in my district,
Spangler’s Candy.

NAFTA boosters said to us, oh, farm
cash receipts are going to go up by 3
percent a year. Guess what? They have
gone down by that amount. And net
farm income during the NAFTA period
has gone down by nearly 10 percent
from $52.7 billion to $47 billion. So
NAFTA’s legacy for farmers in Amer-
ica is declining prices, and they know
it: shrinking revenues, shrinking mar-
kets, and rising debt burdens. And now
the same people who gave us NAFTA
want to give us CAFTA, the same
group.

And what did the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. BROWN) say, if you Kkeep
making the same mistake over and
over again, it is a sign of insanity.

I agree with the gentleman 100 per-
cent on that. In fact, the food con-
sumption power of consumer markets
in CAFTA countries is exaggerated. We
already hold an $812 billion deficit in
agricultural products with the CAFTA
countries. Already we are in the hole.
With NAFTA and Mexico, we were al-
most even. We were in debt a little bit
with Canada, and it has gone com-
pletely south.

We know CAFTA will mean more
sugar imports into our country. We
also know in one of the most important
areas which hardly anybody has talked
about, in ethanol production which is a
brand-new market for our country. We
have got about 54 ethanol plants in this
country right now. A Corn Belt State
like Ohio would benefit enormously
from some of the new energy legisla-
tion we are working on in the Con-
gress.

But what CAFTA would do is, guess
what, it would open up exports from
Argentina and from Central American
countries of ethanol-based products, in-
cluding ethanol made from sugar into
our market. So in the same ways we
are becoming and have become totally
addicted to imported petroleum, now
we will get addicted to ethanol by im-
ports through agreements like CAFTA,
rather than finding a way to help our
farmers bring those markets up in this
country.

Minnesota is really leading the way.
I love the people of Minnesota, the
farmers of Minnesota. I just wish I
could do for America what they have
done for Minnesota in the area of eth-
anol production.

So when we look at this CAFTA
agreement, and I know time is limited
this evening, I just wanted to come
down here and say if we had a decent
renewable fuel standard that would re-
quire an 8 billion gallon reserve, what
we could do for real farm income, not
subsidy income, but real farm income
in the entire Corn Belt region, in the
sugar beet region of this country, in
the cane sugar region, all these areas
of our country where we could really
make a difference. Wow, what we could
do here at home.
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I just think CAFTA is a bad deal. I
think we should learn from the past.
And agricultural America knows it is a
bad deal. The only people who are sup-
porting this are some of the brokering
companies. Whether they get their
product in China or whether they get it
in Argentina or in the United States,
these transnationals, they really do
not care. They just want to trade on
the backs of those who are actually

doing the work.
We should care about the American

people. We should care about the farm-
ers in our fields. We should care about
those people who are working in our
processing companies and keep that

production here.

Mr. FARR. The gentlewoman and I
are both on the Subcommittee on Agri-
culture of the Committee on Appro-
priations, and I cannot think of two
people that fight more for small farms
and the ability of rural America to
have a successful economic develop-
ment.

I am wondering if the gentlewoman is
finding in Ohio, in the people the gen-
tlewoman has run across, most of the
agricultural trade associations are sup-
porting CAFTA. As I run into the
members of those associations, they
are not so keen on it. They are very
concerned. They think that these are
agrarian countries, and so what is
going to happen is the products that
they grow and can get into the school
lunch program, can get into the or-
ganic program, can get into essentially
the multi-billion dollars that America
spends on food for the military and
food for food stamps and things like
that, that these products will be pro-
duced not at the local farmers market
and additional farmers markets; but
these products will come from Central
America, at the expense of small farm-
ers in our country, particularly of spe-
ciality crops.

Ms. KAPTUR. I think the gentleman
has raised an excellent point. I think
the Washington trade groups are to-
tally out of touch with their members
at the local level.

I have had farmers say to me when
we were debating the NAFTA agree-
ment, why should we let bell peppers
come in from countries that do not
have environmental regulations like
we do? Bell peppers coming in with
DDT, when DDT was being banned in
Ohio. They were not competing on a
level playing field. They were on a dif-
ferent field. They would go down to
these towns. You cannot even call
them towns. Little dusty villages in
Mexico where these bell peppers were
grown. And the farmers would say, I
have been going down there for 20, 30
years. They do not even have an as-
phalt road yet.

So the whole system of life was dif-
ferent, and they were being asked to
compete with a country that really did
not allow its farmers to earn more by
virtue of the hard work that they did.
They respect the people of Mexico, but
they knew the system was rigged
against them. They said, just give us a
level playing field.
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Mr. FARR. I think the difficult is,
and we all agree on this, that you can-
not just have these trade agreements
which are private business contracts
and expect the social responsibility of
both sides of the agreement are going
to raise those opportunities for people
who are less educated, for people who

are below living standards.
It has got to be a totality. If we are

going to trade ideas and products, we
have also got to trade in education. We
have got to trade in social responsi-
bility and minimum standards, min-
imum wages, minimum protection for
labor, minimum protection for envi-
ronment. The whole quality of life has
to improve.

This is the most giant business deal
that the United States will ever make.
And it is tragic that in this giant busi-
ness deal we are not dealing with all of
these other issues that we came here to
Congress to try and solve.

Ms. KAPTUR. I thank the gentleman

for his comments on that. I think the
gentleman from California (Mr. FARR)
is exactly right and he understands
how one has to have integrated poli-
cies.
I wanted to say as I am looking at
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
WATERS) who has fought so hard for
people to build a real middle class in
this country and to help other nations
help their people create a middle class,
what is really sad about these trade
agreements is it pits the poor against
the more poor. It draws our living
standards down. But one farmer that I
met in Mexico said to me, what is real-
ly upsetting is that we feel like crabs
in a bucket.
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Every time we try to get up a little
bit, somebody else pulls us down, and
they were fighting this rush to the bot-
tom, which is the expression that the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) uses
so well. One poor person pulling an-
other person down, rather than having
the standards that the gentleman from
California (Mr. FARR) is talking about,
where we all agree to a minimum
standard. We bring people up, not pull

them down.
Ms. WATERS. I think you are so

right, and I thank you so very much for
the leadership you have provided on
these issues. I thank you for opening
up opportunities for women to go down
to Mexico and take a look at what is
going on there. It is because of you
that a lot of people in this Congress
have become interested in this issue,
and I appreciate the work you have

done.
Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I thank

the gentlewoman for saying that. Also,
60 percent of those people who are em-
ployed in these Central American coun-
tries are women. They are working in
banana companies trying to pack these
crates, 40, 50, 60 crates an hour. They
are being forced to make men’s trou-
sers, 400 to 600 pairs an hour, and they
have to work 2 weeks to afford 2 pairs
of slacks down there, which costs
$39.40, and yet, they are making 400 to
600 pairs of trousers an hour.
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What kind of a continent, what kind
of a world are we creating when we pay
so little heed to those who work so
hard for so little and then we put our
workers out, largely women workers in
the textile industry in this country,
where we farmed out those jobs in
places like North Carolina, South Caro-
lina, are hollowing out of this produc-
tion? At least they were in the middle
class. They had finally made it to the
middle class. What are we doing in this
country?

Ms. WATERS. It could not have been
better stated.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank all of my colleagues. Our time is
about up. Thank you very much for
your passionate remarks in closing.

I thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FARR) and the gentlewoman
from California (Ms. WATERS), the gen-
tlewoman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR).

This Congress will likely vote on this
agreement soon. It is pretty clear that
the most powerful people in all seven
countries, the Dominican Republic, the
Central American countries and the
United States, support this agreement
but overwhelming opposition among
the public, small business owners and
family farmers and ranchers and work-
ers and people who care about the envi-
ronment.

If this Congress does its job, it is
clear we will defeat this CAFTA and
then renegotiate one that 1lifts up
workers in all seven countries. I thank
all of my colleagues for joining us this
evening.

——————

30 SOMETHING WORKING GROUP

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. ING-
LIS of South Carolina). Under the
Speaker’s announced policy of January
4, 2005, the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. MEEK) is recognized for 60 min-
utes.

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
once again, it is an honor to address
the House for another week. The 30
Something Working Group has come to
the floor to talk about issues that are
not only facing young people but also
facing Americans in general, and I
think one of the greatest values we
have in this country is caring about fu-
ture generations and caring about
those that cannot represent them-
selves.

It is important that we come to this
House and in this great democracy that
we celebrate every day and recognize
the contributions of those individuals
that go to work every day. Those indi-
viduals know what it means to punch
in and punch out every day. Those indi-
viduals know what it means to not
have health care; those individuals
that are going to have to pay down this
$7.8 trillion deficit; those individuals
that are running small businesses that
would like to have assistance from this
Federal Government to be able to carry
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