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Under the new automatic dismissal
rule, where there are five committee
members whose initial inclination is to
vote to dismiss the complaint, the like-
ly result will be an automatic dis-
missal in a month and a half. Even if a
complaint does make it to an inves-
tigative subcommittee, the right-to-
counsel provisions will make it far
more likely that the respondent and
witnesses will be represented by the
same counsel, and thus will have an op-
portunity to undermine the sub-
committee’s work by coordinating
their testimony.

Approval of the resolution I am in-
troducing will undo the harm done by
these provisions of the rules package.
Approval of this resolution will also
provide a clear and desperately needed
signal to our constituents that the
House is firmly committed to pro-
tecting its reputation and integrity
and that the House does intend to have
a fair and effective process for consid-
ering and acting upon credible allega-
tions of wrongdoing.

Approval of this resolution, Mr.
Speaker, is also necessary for one other
reason, and that is to affirm the long-
standing principle in the House that
major changes in the ethics rules and
procedures must be made on a bipar-
tisan basis. When the House revisited
its ethics rules and procedures in both
1989 and 1997, the work was done
through bipartisan task forces that
gave thoughtful consideration to pro-
posals from all Members. In contrast,
Mr. Speaker, the changes made in the
rules package adopted in January were
made on a party line vote, with no
input whatsoever from anyone in the
minority.

Approval of this resolution will be a
critical step in restoring the biparti-
sanship that is essential if there is to
be a meaningful ethics process in the
House.

————

OPPOSING THE CENTRAL AMER-
ICAN FREE TRADE AGREEMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DENT). Under the Speaker’s announced
policy of January 4, 2005, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) is rec-
ognized for 40 minutes.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have b legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on the subject of my special order.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 1
am joined tonight earlier by the gen-
tlewoman from California (Ms. SOLIS)
and the gentlewoman from Ohio (Ms.
KAPTUR), who were here to talk in op-
position to the Central American Free
Trade Agreement. Tonight I am also
joined by a freshman, the gentleman
from Louisiana (Mr. MELANCON), who
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has already shown himself to be a lead-
er on the Central American Free Trade
Agreement and other trade issues, and
we will hear from him in a moment.

Twelve years ago, Mr. Speaker, 1
stood on this floor in opposition to the
North American Free Trade Agree-
ment. In those days, we heard promises
from supporters of NAFTA, the trade
agreement that included Mexico, Can-
ada and the United States, we heard
story after story of how this was going
to lift up living standards in Mexico,
knock down trade barriers between our
country and Mexico and our country
and Canada and Canada and Mexico,
that it would create prosperity for
Mexicans and increase jobs in the
United States, creating a whole new in-
tegrated economy that would be good
for all three countries.

I would display a couple of charts
that I brought with me tonight to
frankly prove that the 12 years of the
North American Free Trade Agreement
have not served any of our countries
well.

I would start, Mr. Speaker, with
showing just the overall trade deficit.
In 1992, the first year I ran for Con-
gress, we had a trade deficit in this
Congress of $38 billion. That means we
actually imported $38 billion more than
we sold outside the United States; $38
billion.

The last month of 2004, the last
month of the year, the trade deficit
was almost $60 billion. It was $38 bil-
lion for the year in 1992; it was almost
twice that for a month in December.

But you can see what has happened
to our trade deficit. This is zero. If it
were zero we would be buying and sell-
ing in equal amounts. We have gone
from $38 billion. In 1994, the trade def-
icit exceeded $100 billion trade deficit;
then $200 billion in 1999. Then when
President Bush came to the White
House, it got to $400 billion. Then it ex-
ceeded $425 billion, then $500 billion. In
this past year, the trade deficit is $617
billion.

President Bush had told us in those
days back when NAFTA was negotiated
in the late 1980s and early 1990s that
every $1 billion of trade translated into
19,000 jobs. If you had a trade deficit of
$1 billion, it would cost your country
19,000 generally good-paying industrial
jobs.

Now our trade deficit is $617 billion,
and you can see what that means in job
loss. If you want to break it down what
happened to the trade deficit per coun-
try under NAFTA, you can see what
happened to the trade deficit with Can-
ada. Back in 1991, the trade deficit was
about $7 or $8 billion with Canada. Now
the trade deficit with Canada alone is
about $62 billion. That is with Canada.

You can look at the trade deficit
with Mexico. In fact, we had a trade
surplus with Mexico. The numbers
above zero mean we actually sold more
to Mexico than we bought. Prior to
NAFTA, we had a trade surplus with
Mexico of a few billion dollars. Then
right here is where NAFTA passed.
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Look at what happened. It is almost
$20 billion for several years in a row.
Then it went to about $25 billion. Then
President Bush came to the White
House and it was $30 billion, then al-
most $40 billion, then over $40 billion,
now coming up on $50 billion. So the
trade deficit as a result of NAFTA just
grew and grew and grew.

I will show you one more, even
though if is not part of the debate and
discussion tonight, just because it is
the most dramatic of all. This is our bi-
lateral trade deficit as a Nation with
China. A dozen years ago it was less
than $20 billion with China. You can
just see what happened, year after year
after year after year. President Bush
took office here, the trade deficit
jumped from about $80 billion to over
$100 billion. Then it was over $120 bil-
lion. Our trade deficit with China last
year was over $160 billion.

Now, would you not think, and I
know that the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. MELANCON) understands
this and other Members on our side of
the aisle at least, would you not think
when you have this kind of trade def-
icit, when it looks like this, when the
overall U.S. trade deficit has moved
this dramatically from just a few bil-
lion just a dozen years ago all the way
to $617 billion, would you not think you
might want to sort of change ideas and
do something different, that you might
think this trade policy we have simply
is not working?

It is not working for American work-
ers. Whether it is the sugar industry in
Louisiana or the steel or auto industry
in Ohio or textiles in Georgia and
North Carolina, or a whole host of
other manufacturers, or whether it is
computer programmers in the Silicone
Valley, clearly these trade policies are
not working. You do not go from a few
billion trade deficit to $617 billion in 12
years without something being wrong.

So what is our answer? President
Bush’s answer is let us pass the Central
American Free Trade Agreement. What
the Central American Free Trade
Agreement does is it adds Central
American countries. And then if Con-
gress passes that, President Bush is ne-
gotiating something called Free Trade
Area of the Americas, and that will add
the rest of Latin America.

That will double the population of
NAFTA and quadruple the number of
low-income workers under NAFTA. So
if you think NAFTA has not worked,
where we had that trade deficit with
Mexico and Canada, where we had al-
most a zero trade deficit when NAFTA
passed, now Canada and Mexico’s trade
deficit with us is over $100 billion, so if
we pass CAFTA, the Central American
Free Trade Agreement, then the FTAA,
Free Trade Area of the Americas, with
four times the number of low-income
workers, we are going to see more job
loss in our Nation, more problems with
our economy, more problems in our
communities, hollowed-out industrial
towns that simply do not have good
paying industrial jobs anymore.
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Today marks month number 9 since
President Bush signed the Central
American Free Trade Agreement. He
signed it on May 28, 2004. You wonder
why he has not brought the trade
agreement to Congress to vote on it.
With every other trade agreement
President Bush has sent to Congress,
the Morocco Trade Agreement, he
signed it, 37 days later, Congress passed
it. The Singapore Trade Agreement, he
signed it, 79 days later it passed. The
Chile Free Trade Agreement, he signed
it, 48 days later it passed. The Aus-
tralia Trade Agreement, he signed it,
57 days later it passed.

Well, President Bush signed the Cen-
tral American Free Trade Agreement
on May 28 last year. About 280 days ago
have elapsed, because President Bush
knows there is so much opposition
among the American people and so
much opposition in this Congress to
these continued, failed trade policies.
He would have brought it here if he
thought he could pass it, but it is pret-
ty clear that an awful lot of Members,
including my freshman colleague from
Louisiana that is here and so many
others, the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. SoLIS) and the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) and
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PALLONE) who is joining us in a mo-
ment, it is pretty clear these trade
policies are not working.
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So today marks the end of the ninth
month since the President signed the
Central American Free Trade Agree-
ment. We are hopeful in this body,
many of us, that it never comes to a
vote because it is clearly bad trade pol-
icy. Instead of passing CAFTA as the
President wants, we should instead go
back and look at NAFTA, go back and
look at our trade policy with China, go
back and look at our membership and
what we are doing in the World Trade
Organization. Instead, President Bush,
says, let us move ahead with more
trade policy. Even though it may be
working for a few investors, it is not
working for our families, it is not
working for our schools, it is not work-
ing for our communities, it is not
working for our workers, it is not
working for our country.

These kinds of trade deficits, these
trade deficits represent lost jobs. They
represent disappointment in families.
They represent oftentimes divorce and
alcoholism, in failed schools, in all the
factory closings and lay-offs mean to
families, to communities, to our coun-
try. And I would hope that President
Bush would just decide not to submit
the CAFTA to Congress, would instead
go back and look at these trade poli-
cies and go back and look at these
trade agreements, and then make a de-
cision to move in a different direction.

I yield to the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. MELANCON), a freshman
Member who has already done a terrific
job in explaining trade issues to his
colleagues. He brings a lot of expertise
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to the table in trade policy, on creating
jobs and making our communities and
our schools better.

Mr. MELANCON. Mr. Speaker, it is a
pleasure to be here tonight. I am here
to speak about the CAFTA issue. It is
of great concern to me.

I come from the State of Louisiana.
That is one of the largest sugar-pro-
ducing States in this country. During
the period of time when the CAFTA
was being debated or discussed and ne-
gotiated, Mr. Zoellick would go around
and tell people in this country that the
sugar industry was a dinosaur and that
it was not competitive. That was the
furthest thing from the truth as pos-
sible.

The U.S. sugar industry as well as
the Louisiana sugar industry is very
competitive by world standards in cost
of production, and there are studies
and numbers out there that testify to
that fact. However, we are sitting here
with an agreement that is between our-
selves and a number of countries that
really does not bring anything to this
country.

When you look at the gross product
that would be brought by the CAFTA
to the United States, it does not exceed
the total gross product of the city of
Memphis. Now, what is that? That is a
political notch on the gun. That is all
it is. If you look at the trade agree-
ments that have occurred between the
United States and other developed
countries, those deals usually are final-
ized when both parties either walk
away unhappy or both parties walk
away happy. And what is happening in
these trade agreements such as the
NAFTA and the CAFTA, the United
States is walking away unhappy and
the Mexicans and the Central Ameri-
cans and the Dominican Republic peo-
ple are walking away happy. Why? Be-
cause we are exporting our biggest and
cherished thing and that is jobs. We are
giving them away. We are turning to a
service economy every day.

As the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
BROWN) pointed out, if you look at the
trade deficit that has occurred, those
are American jobs going out of this
country.

Last year I was in Vancouver, Can-
ada, traveling back into the State of
Washington, going to Seattle; and it
was amazing to sit at the border and
watch the traffic come through the
check points. Loaded 18-wheelers, full
up coming into the United States. Yet
the trailers that were coming back on
the 18-wheelers were empty. They were
lined up going in. They were few and
far between coming out.

What does that tell us? That tells us
not only our money is leaving but that
our jobs are leaving. We are bringing
products in. These products were sup-
posed to be brought to us at cheaper
prices. If you really look, and we have
had this discussion in the sugar arena,
these are manufacturers of products
that use sugar as an import.

They do not care if there is an Amer-
ican job one as long as they can get
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their product at a cheaper price some-
where out of this country. That is part
of what is going on in these trade
agreements as these large multi-
national corporations are the bene-
ficiaries. We continue to give them tax
breaks. We continue to give them fa-
voritism, and they continue to export
our jobs and move the economy away
from a manufacturing economy to a
service economy. We have already
given away steel. We have already
given away the textile industry. The
shrimping industry is about gone with
the trade deals that this administra-
tion and others have imposed on our
fishermen.

Sugar is on the chopping block if the
CAFTA is passed, and not just Lou-
isiana sugar, the entire United States
sugar industry, some 450,000 people
across this great land that will lose
their jobs.

In Louisiana and primarily in my dis-
trict, 27,000 jobs will be lost if the
sugar industry goes the way of steel
and the textile industry; $2 billion a
year in economic impact in the State
of Louisiana with gross revenues of ap-
proximately $700 million a year. That

in Louisiana is a large, large loss
should we lose it.
Louisiana cannot stand it. The

United States cannot continue to have
this drain on the economy. We talk
about a good economy. As I ran in my
election, in this last election, I cannot
tell you that there is a good economy
in Louisiana, especially in the Third
District of Louisiana. It does not exist.
The sugar people are struggling. The
shrimpers are going out of business.
The boat people have boats tied up.
There is something awfully wrong that
is going wrong, gone astray; and I
think a lot of it has to do with the
trade agreements.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield to the gentlewoman from Illinois
(Ms. SCHAKOWSKY) who has been on this
House floor night after night over the
years in fighting not just for economic
justice but against bad trade agree-
ments and jobs and all that she cares
so much about.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for his leadership
and expertise on this issue. I tried to
get his book at a book store near my
home, and I could not find it there. So
I hope the gentleman will help me find
a copy of his book on trade.

The real question is, what is the goal
of our recent trade agreement? If it is
to export jobs, to increase the trade
deficit, to lower the wages of American
workers, to fuel the race to the bottom
for workers everywhere, to damage the
global environment and to benefit mul-
tinational corporations that have real-
1y no loyalty to the United States, our
economy or our workers, then you
would rank our trade agreements as a
huge success. And if you like NAFTA,
then you will love CAFTA.

But what I want to talk about a little
bit tonight is the moral dimension of
this question. On June 23 and 24, a dele-
gation of six bishops representing the
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Catholic Church in Central America
came to the United States and met
with the bishop secretariat, the chair-
man of the Domestic and International
Policy Committees of the TUnited
States Conference of Catholic Bishops
and came up with a statement on
CAFTA, and I just want to read a cou-
ple of things from that.

Number one, I think it puts it in a
context that sometimes we do not
think about. Number one, it says ac-
cording to our pastoral vision, which is
inspired by the gospel and the church’s
social teaching, the human person
must be at the center of all economic
activity. Free trade agreements, such
as CAFTA, should be a way of achiev-
ing authentic human development that
upholds basic values such as human
dignity, solidarity, and subsidiarity.
Whether such treatments are ethical or
not depends on how these values are
pursued.

A second point they made: If trade
agreements are shaped by a proper
moral perspective, they can promote
human development while respecting
the environment by fostering closer
economic cooperation among and with-
in countries and by raising standards
of living especially for the poorest and
most abandoned. Human solidarity
must accompany economic integration
s0 as to preserve community life, pro-
tect families and livelihoods, and de-
fend local cultures.

Then they say, in light of the values
and principles that we have outlined,
and there were more, as well as the sit-
uation of the people, we express some
of our specific concerns about the po-
tential impact of CAFTA on our coun-
tries, especially in Central America. If
I could just for a minute say a couple
of those.

One, there has not been sufficient in-
formation and debate in our countries,
they are talking about the Central
American countries, about the various
aspects of CAFTA and its impact on
our societies. This troubles us deeply
given the obvious imbalance in power
and influence that exists between the
United States and the Central Amer-
ican countries and the impact the
agreement will have on our peoples, es-
pecially in Central America. This lack
of dialoguing consensus regarding the
treaty is also leading to growing dis-
content. In Central America this could
lead to violence and other civic unrest
which could further hinder true demo-
cratic reforms and respect for the rule
of law.

They are suggesting that CAFTA,
among other things, could lead to vio-
lence and other civic unrest.

Number two, they talk about in the
area of agriculture that there is insuf-
ficient attention given to such sen-
sitive issues as the potential impact of
U.S. farm supports on Central Amer-
ican farm producers.

And they talk about, number three,
while certain labor and environmental
provisions are included in the agree-
ment, it is not clear that the enforce-
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ment mechanism within CAFTA will
lead to stronger protection of funda-
mental worker rights and the environ-
ment.

We are talking about leaders of the
Catholic Church in Central America
and in the United States who beg us to
think about the impact on ordinary
people in their countries, in our coun-
try, and the moral dimension that has
to be considered when we look at im-
portant U.S. policy decisions like this.
And I think that they have raised very,
very important questions that deserve
our great attention.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
for letting me read some of this.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentlewoman from Illinois
(Ms. SCHAKOWSKY). The gentlewoman
talks about the moral values behind, or
the lack of moral values behind, our
trade policy, or the wrong Kkind of
moral values. I think about that we
have this trade policy in this country
now that it is sort of every man, and I
say man, every-man-for-himself trade
policy, what can the wealthiest cor-
porations get out of these trade deals,
forgetting the workers, forgetting our
communities.

Instead of this every-man-for-himself
trade policy, we need to understand we
are all in this together, and when we
have this kind of job loss as those
bishops in Central America understand
what it means to their communities
and where they are the losers, these
trade agreements also have obviously
caused great hardship in our country.
When a factory closes in North Caro-
lina, a textile plant or a steel mill
closes in Ohio, or a chemical plant
closes in New Jersey, what does that
mean to those families and what does
that mean to those schools and what
does it mean to those children putting
pressures on those families because
their parents are unemployed and can-
not find work and their schools are un-
derfunded and all of that?

When the gentlewoman from Illinois
(Ms. SCHAKOWSKY) talks about the
moral values underpinning our trade
policy, what it does to Mexican or Gua-
temalan workers who have no real
labor standards for fair play in the
workplace, what it does to our work-
ers, what it does to sugar workers in
Louisiana, it is pretty clear this policy
really lacks the traditional moral val-
ues that I think built our country and
still make us the great country that we
are.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE) and
thank him for his outstanding work on
job creation and trade.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN)
for all that he does on this trade issue
and is constantly being out there
pointing out the shortcomings of all
these free trade agreements that this
administration, the Bush administra-
tion, continues to put before the Con-
gress.

I have to say, I just do not get it. I do
not understand how this administra-
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tion, the Bush administration, con-
tinues to push these free trade agree-
ments when there is absolutely no
question in my mind and I think most
Americans minds that they have been a
failure.

Our economy continues to be stag-
nant. We continue to have plants close.
I use in my own district the Frigidaire
plant in Edison, the Ford plant in Edi-
son. I could go on and on with the
plants that continue to close. We see
the continual loss of jobs. We see un-
employment at levels that are unac-
ceptable. And there is absolutely no in-
dication that this administration’s pol-
icy with these continual free trade
agreements is accomplishing anything
for the people of this country.

The gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
BROWN) puts up the chart with the
overall U.S. trade deficit which con-
tinues to grow worse and every day we
see the trade deficit getting worse; and
yet at the same time we see the admin-
istration coming forward with more of
these free trade agreements, in this
case for Central America.
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I just have to say I just do not get it.
I remember when NAFTA was first pro-
posed going back a few years. The gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) and I
were both here at the time, and we at
the time said over and over again that
NAFTA was not acceptable, it was not
going to do anything to improve the
job situation and the economy of the
United States, and it was not likely to
do anything to improve the wages or
the job conditions of Mexican workers,
and that is still true.

Anyone who goes to Mexico knows
that it has not improved the standard
of living for Mexican workers, and at
the same time, it has simply drained
away valuable jobs from the United
States.

This continues to be the case with
every one of these agreements. They
are not protective of labor and environ-
mental standards. I do not know how
many times the administration has
come forth and said, well, there is not
a problem here because we are going to
protect workers in the countries that
we would have the free trade agree-
ments with; that we are going to have
adequate environmental enforcement.
It is simply not true.

I just have some information here
that was put out relative to the Inter-
national Labor Organization. It says,
without exception, the national labor
systems of the Central American coun-
tries fail to meet international stand-
ards on freedom of association and the
right to organize and bargain collec-
tively.

The ILO, the International Labor Or-
ganization, the State Department and
independent human rights observers
have documented the following exam-
ples of the systematic failure to en-
force labor laws throughout the Cen-
tral American region.

Four points. First, delays and ob-
structions are common in Central
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American labor ministries. Second,
labor ministries not only ignore viola-
tions, but are, themselves, complicit in
violations of the law in most of these
Central American countries. Collusion
between labor ministry officials and
employers to deny workers their right
to organize is a problem. Finally, the
judicial branch, the courts, are guilty
of systematic enforcement failures in
Central America.

We know that there is not going to
be adequate protection with regard to
labor in these countries. There is not
going to be adequate protection in
terms of environmental law and envi-
ronmental standards, and yet we con-
tinue to move forward, and it makes
absolutely no sense because the econ-
omy is stagnant, the trade deficit gets
higher and the Ilabor and environ-
mental laws are not being enforced.

So, for the life of me, I do not under-
stand how we continue with these.
Again, I have never said that increas-
ing free trade between the TUnited
States and other countries is, per se, a
bad thing, but this administration has
never negotiated, or I should say, rare-
ly has negotiated any trade agreement
that is helpful to the United States,
and that is what we face here once
again.

I do not support it. I hope we can get
as many people as possible to under-
stand that we cannot continue this
downhill trend. I thank the gentleman
from Ohio for all that he does on this
subject.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman from New Jersey
(Mr. PALLONE) for joining us tonight.

When we look at the trade deficit, as
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PALLONE) mentioned, and the gentle-
woman from Illinois (Ms. SCHAKOWSKY)
and the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
MELANCON) mentioned, from $38 billion,
at least the first year I ran for Con-
gress a dozen years or so ago, up to $617
billion and growing, it was only $500 in
2003. Last year it was over $600, $617 bil-
lion.

When you look at that and you cou-
ple it with this profligate spending, tax
cuts all that has happened to bring
about a $400 billion budget deficit, our
trade deficit and our budget deficit,
$600-plus billion, $400-plus billion add
up to over $1 trillion a year, and most
of that money is borrowed from other
Nations, whether it is South Korean
banks or whether it is the government/
Communist Party/interest groups in
China or whether it is Japan, banks in
Japan or corporations or individuals
are borrowing so much, they are buy-
ing a piece of the United States every
time.

When we run up a trade deficit of $617
billion, we run up a budget deficit of
$400 billion, we are selling off our coun-
try piece by piece. At the same time,
the workers in these other countries
are not benefiting, only investors are.

When we come to the House floor and
we criticize, if we come criticize
CAFTA and NAFTA, we also need to
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offer something affirmative and posi-
tive, and this Congress 5 years ago
passed something called the Jordan
Free Trade Agreement, not a very
large country in terms of distance in
miles from here, and not a major eco-
nomic player in the world, but it was a
trade agreement that really lifted up
standards. It lifted up workers and en-
vironmental standards and was a pro-
totype for what we should be doing.

If the Central American Free Trade
Agreement had been written the way
the Jordan Free Trade Agreement had,
we would be on the floor supporting it,
as we all supported the Jordan Free
Trade Agreement, but instead, after
the Clinton administration negotiated
the Jordan Free Trade Agreement, we
have gone back to this failed NAFTA
model. It is all about investment. It is
all about every man for himself trade
policy where workers are hurt, commu-
nities are hurt, schools are hurt, fami-
lies are hurt. Investors may make
money, but they are the only ones that
do, and if any of us who have gone to
the border and seen the way that the
trade works for families on both sides
of the border, how it has worked in a
way that environmentally has been a
disaster.

The American Medical Association
said the most toxic place in the West-
ern hemisphere is along the Mexican-
U.S. border on both sides where babies
are born with all kinds of defects,
where children get sick, where old peo-
ple cannot breathe well, if they have
any Kkind of bronchial problems. These
trade agreements, they are hurting our
communities and our jobs and our com-
panies. They are simply the wrong di-
rection and simply no reason we could
not pass something like the Jordan
trade agreement instead of going in
this direction.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Illinois (Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY).

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman was talking about how
there are winners and losers, actually a
very narrow band of winners with our
trade policy, mostly the investors and
the multinational corporations, but I
notice that because of an inquiry that
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN)
had made, that it was found that public
dollars from the Agency for Inter-
national Development, the USAID of-
fice were used to promote the Presi-
dent’s trade policy, as I understand it,
in violation of Federal and USAID lob-
bying restrictions, that a $700,000 tax-
payer funded grant was actually given
to business groups to promote CAFTA
in violation of the regulations.

I think that when there is a policy
debate for the administration to un-
fairly use these taxpayer dollars to
propagandize, to fund outside organiza-
tions, business organizations who stand
to gain from the outcome, is really im-
proper, if not illegal activities, and I
really want to congratulate the gen-
tleman for looking into this, because
the taxpayers deserve a right to know.
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Mr. BROWN of Ohio. I thank the gen-
tlewoman for her work on education
and health care.

This has become a pattern in the ad-
ministration where they paid Arm-
strong Williams, a commentator, I
think a couple of hundred thousand
dollars to use his position as a media
commentator, never disclosed it, but
used his position as a media commen-
tator to lobby on the President’s behalf
on education issues.

They have done the same on health
care issues. They set up all kinds of So-
cial Security using taxpayer dollars
lobbying for the President’s radical pri-
vatization of Social Security, and now
they actually gave a $700,000 grant,
USAID, to business groups in Central
America to lobby the government.
Imagine that.

If our friends want to come to the
House floor to debate this tonight and
any other time, we are very willing. We
are in front of the American public.
There are cameras if people want to
watch this at home to have this debate
in public, but to use taxpayer dollars
to lobby foreign governments or our
own government or to convince the
American people to do something is
just immoral,

I think when we look at sort of the
values of all of this and the moral ques-
tions involved in trade where the elite,
the wealthiest people in the world do
very well and nobody else much does,
and how that is such a betrayal of our
moral values as a Nation and then you
use taxpayer dollars to undercut that
even further, it is just reprehensible,
and I would hope President Bush would
speak out and say never again will this
happen, anybody that ever does any-
thing like this loses his job or her job,
no questions asked. I hope the Presi-
dent would speak his own moral values
and say this is the wrong thing to do.
He has remained silent and continued
to do this.

We caught them again, if you will.
Who knows how many more times they
are going to try to use tax dollars to
push this very unpopular agreement
through this Congress.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, I
just wanted to ask a question, maybe
my colleague does not know the answer
to this, but when the Office of the In-
spector General finds this kind of
breach of the regulations and the rules,
what happens? I mean is this, you were
wrong to do this, does nothing happen?

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, they said do not do
this anymore; we will quit doing it. No-
body paid a fine. Nobody was penalized.
Nobody lost a job. That is just amaz-
ing. It is like you break the law and do
something untoward and just do not do
it again, please, even though 700,000
American taxpayer dollars were
flushed down the toilet. It is pretty
amazing. It is not exactly law, and I
yield to my friend from Louisiana.

Mr. MELANCON. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman speaks of moral issues. If
you have ever been to Central America



H836

and if you have ever been in a sugar
cane field where a 4- and a 5- and a 6-
year-old kid is covered with soot and
has a cane knife in his hand that is as
big as him, but he needs to be there be-
cause it is income for the family, where
the average family 4 years ago was
earning $275 a year, and look, that is
not right. That is morally wrong, but
there is a need in that country. We
ought to be helping that country, but
we should not be giving them every job
in America.

The gentleman spoke earlier about
fast track, trade promotion authority.
In the previous administration, the
Congress did not want to give that au-
thority, but it has given it in recent
administrations, but it is not fast
track as it was purported to be. It is
actually slow track.

As the gentleman indicated, there
were several agreements, there were
the Jordan agreement and others that
were negotiated, signed, brought to the
public for public display and comment
and then brought for a vote in the Con-
gress. If, in fact, we are going to do
something, let us be consistent and let
us be consistent all the way across the
board.

What has happened with the CAFTA
is that the multinational corporations
and this administration know right
now they do not have the votes, and I
have been in this city when it gins up
over an issue, and it scares me to death
to think that we are going to be selling
America down the road if we pass this
CAFTA.

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, 1
appreciate the gentleman from Louisi-
ana’s (Mr. MELANCON) comments, espe-
cially what happens when these trade
agreements get real close to the date of
the vote.

I remember during the China trade
agreement that when that came to this
Congress, a friend told me there were
more corporate jets at National Air-
port than any other time they would
have ever seen. There were corporate
leaders that were walking the halls of
this Congress telling people they want-
ed access, telling the Members of Con-
gress they wanted access to 1 billion
Chinese customers when, in fact, they
really wanted access to 1 billion Chi-
nese workers of all ages, of both gen-
ders, of all kinds of people that were
going to work at a few cents an hour,
in some cases, almost slave labor, too
often child laborers, and always under-
paid workers, and this is really what
these trade agreements are all about.
It is pretty clear.

He talks about the immoral value of
children in the sugar cane fields, and I
have seen the same in coffee fields in
Nicaragua, and I have seen the same on
the Mexican border where workers are
badly treated, underpaid, and as a re-
sult, we are not getting what the whole
point of trade agreements is which is
to lift workers up in other countries so
they can then buy American products.
We create a middle class in Mexico, we
create a middle class in Honduras, and
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then they buy from our workers and
our companies back and forth, and that
simply does not happen in these trade
agreements because it is all about low
income workers.

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, I
just wanted to read one of the state-
ments of the bishops that I think sums
up what the gentleman has been say-
ing.

The moral measure of any trade
agreement should be how it affects the
lives and dignities of poor families and
vulnerable workers whose voices
should receive special attention in this
discussion.
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Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentlewoman for that. I will
close with those very appropriate com-
ments. Thank the gentlewoman from
Illinois. Thank our new freshman col-
league, the gentleman from Louisiana
(Mr. MELANCON), thank the gentleman
from New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE), and
also the gentlewoman from California
(Ms. SoLI1s) and the gentlewoman from
Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR) for their leadership
in opposition to the Central American
Free Trade Agreement, and for every-
one here in pointing out what has hap-
pened to our trade policy and how
clearly when you go from a $38 billion
trade deficit to $617 billion in a dozen
years that this is not working. We need
to strike out in a new direction.

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, | join with many
of my colleagues today in expressing my op-
position to the Central American Free Trade
Agreement (CAFTA).

United States trade policy must put Amer-
ican workers first. | voted against and have
been a vigorous critic of NAFTA, and | am
concerned about efforts to further expand this
bad policy through CAFTA or other harmful
free trade agreements. NAFTA has been ter-
rible for American workers, because it encour-
ages corporations to abandon the United
States to exploit weak labor and environ-
mental standards in other countries. CAFTA
will only further this destructive behavior.

Of vital importance for stopping CAFTA is
ensuring that the domestic sugar industry is
not being severely damaged or destroyed.
Stopping CAFTA could help prevent the loss
of hundreds of thousands of U.S. jobs and
family farms in sugar producing states across
the country. My home state of Michigan is the
4th largest producer of sugar beets in the na-
tion. We have roughly 2,100 sugar beet farm-
ers producing more than 3 million tons of
sugar beets. The Michigan sugar industry sup-
ports 5,000 jobs and generates an estimated
$500 million of economic activity. Michigan’s
Saginaw Valley and Thumb area produce
more than 90 percent of the sugar beets
grown east of the Mississippi River. The Michi-
gan Sugar Company plant located in Caro in
my Congressional District, has roughly 350
year-around and 1,000 seasonal employees.

CAFTA will flood U.S. markets with foreign
sugar and we should not be using this industry
as a bargaining chip during trade negotiations.
Our sugar program provides the only effective
way of dealing with the unfair predatory trade
practices in the world dump market for sugar.
Without it, the U.S. sugar program cannot be
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sustained and the domestic industry will cer-
tainly collapse. CAFTA unfortunately under-
mines this important program.

The United States is a world leader, and we
must enter into trade agreements that encour-
age positive standards and quality of life for
both the United States and foreign nations.
Otherwise, corporations will be allowed to ex-
ploit foreign workers while abandoning Amer-
ican workers, who are the most productive in
the world. | will not support any trade agree-
ment life CAFTA that continues the United
States down this misguided path.

————
SOCIAL SECURITY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DENT). Under the Speaker’s announced
policy of January 4, 2005, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. MEEK) is rec-
ognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I
want to thank you for the opportunity,
and also Democratic Leader PELOSI, for
one more hour, one more week for the
Democratic 30-something Working
Group.

As you know, over a period of time,
from the 108th Congress now to the
109th Congress, we have been coming to
the floor sharing information, not only
with Members of the House and the
other body, but also with the present
administration in the White House and
with the American people about what
is happening for America and what is
happening to America.

I must say that it is discouraging to
hear some of the things that are com-
ing from the majority side and also
coming mainly from the White House
on Social Security. And we come to the
floor week after week to give voice to
those Americans that are educating
themselves through the survivor bene-
fits, through Social Security, and also
those Americans that are 20, 30, 40, and
50-something that are looking for So-
cial Security to be there for them when
they retire; and to make sure that they
can get the maximum benefit, espe-
cially for those that are in their 50s
and 40s, as they start to think about
retirement, making sure that Social
Security is there for them when they
are eligible.

I must say that during the break, as
you know, we were on the Presidents’
break for some time. And many House
Democrats, and some enlightened Re-
publicans, I must add, went back home
and started asking their constituents
how they felt about Social Security.
And many of them came back with
positive responses. In fact, they want
the maximum benefits out of Social
Security, and they want to make sure
that it is not privatized. And that was
overwhelmingly the message during
the Presidents’ break. It is not what I
am saying; it is what the press reports
are saying, either via print or TV
media.

And the House Democrats have been
out in America and united about oppos-
ing the privatization, in opposition to
the privatization of Social Security.
And over the past 2 weeks, 160 House
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