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and that is the use of the filibuster to 
basically stop the confirmation process 
both for circuit court and Supreme 
Court nominations. 

In light of this mounting problem, it 
may become necessary to restore the 
confirmation process by adjusting the 
rules in the Senate. Of course, the Con-
stitution gives the Senate the right 
and the authority to govern itself and 
has set up its own rulemaking. In fact, 
the Democrats in the Senate, when 
they were in the majority, advocated 
the total removal of the filibuster in 
1995, and that was voted for by Sen-
ators BOXER, HARKIN, and KENNEDY, 
and some others. So there has been dis-
cussion on this subject in the past. 

But we are not suggesting the re-
moval of the filibuster, not at all. But 
we do not stand for the complete fili-
buster of judicial appointments. Rath-
er, the so-called Constitutional Option 
actually is a very narrow rule change, 
and it affects only the Supreme Court 
and circuit court nominees. 

So, once again, we come back to 
where we have been for 214 years, and 
that is the fact that never, never in the 
history of this Republic has it ever 
happened that a judge that was sup-
ported by a majority was denied the 
right to have a simple vote on whether 
or not they could serve. Never in our 
history has a nominee with clear ma-
jority support failed to receive a vote 
in the U.S. Senate. This is our long- 
standing tradition. 

We believe that at least a majority 
should have the right to cast a vote on 
whether or not we will seat a judge, 
and that is all that we are talking 
about. It is an essential tenet of our 
whole representative form of govern-
ment, the idea that there should not be 
some tyranny which makes it so no-
body can even have a chance to vote. 
And that is certainly a new use of the 
filibuster and something which threat-
ens to shut down our entire confirma-
tion process for the courts. 

We have never embraced a system in 
which it requires 60 votes to confirm a 
judge, and we should not be doing that 
now. With this change, Mr. Smith can 
still come to Washington, he can still 
filibuster legislation, but our constitu-
tional call to confirm judges will con-
tinue so that the work of the judiciary 
may go on without the obstruction 
that we have been seeing in the last 
several years. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for his contribu-
tion to this important subject matter 
that is before us here. It is actually 
pending before the United States Sen-
ate. 

A couple of pieces that I think came 
out in this discussion we have had to-
night has been that even though we are 
asking Mr. FRIST to utilize the Con-
stitutional Option and to call for a rule 
decision that would be that in the case 
of a constitutional issue in the United 
States Senate, when the confirmation 
of judges are before the United States 
Senate, a simple majority vote will 

have to prevail. It is not unprecedented 
in the Senate rules. What it would do is 
it would set aside the filibuster option 
with regard to judicial appointments. 

There is no filibuster right now for 
appropriations bills for obvious rea-
sons, because if you allowed a single 
Senator or a minority of the Senators 
to hold up the spending, then anyone 
could hold the appropriations process 
hostage to their particular agenda and 
their particular wishes. Those rules re-
flect the reason for suspending fili-
buster for the purposes of appropria-
tions. 

Certainly, getting judges on the 
bench is as high a standard and some-
thing that should allow for a simple 
majority vote over in the Senate. If he 
exercises that option and the majority 
leader makes a decision that they will 
have a vote on the rule, the rule can be 
amended on the floor of the Senate 
with a simple majority vote. So if 51 
Senators say, let us change the rule to 
a simple majority for confirmation of 
judges, it is entirely within the Con-
stitution. In fact, it brings them back 
to the Constitution which says advice 
and consent. Consent is defined as a 
simple majority, not a supermajority, 
which is what prevails today. 

I happen to have heard in the news 
media last week, or else early this 
week, the former Governor of New 
York was on the media saying, and 
that would be Governor Cuomo, saying 
that James Madison said the Constitu-
tion is here to protect the rights of the 
minority, meaning the minority in the 
United States Senate, from the tyr-
anny of the majority. Well, this is not 
the case. I will say, yes, the Constitu-
tion protects those rights; it defines 
those rights. But what we have right 
now is the tyranny of the minority in 
the United States Senate setting policy 
and determining who will get through 
the confirmation process for everyone 
in the United States of America. 

So Mr. Smith, after this rule is 
changed, will still go to Washington, 
we will still protect the rights of the 
minority by our Constitution, but we 
will then prevent the minority, who 
have been elected to serve in a capac-
ity in the United States Senate, will 
allow them their rights, will let the 
people who elected the majority in the 
Senate make the decisions on who gets 
confirmed to the courts in this land. 

There is far more at stake here than 
these judges that are before the court 
today. It is the impending nomination 
to the Supreme Court that is at stake 
here. The hostages that are sitting 
over there right now in the Senate in-
clude the energy bill, the transpor-
tation, the road bill, other pieces of 
legislation that we passed over there 
from the House, all sit there today 
waiting to be bottled up in a potential 
filibuster that has to do with the 
threat that the process will be shut 
down in the Senate. 

Well, we know when somebody shuts 
down this legislative body by using the 
rules, however they might use the 

rules, they have paid a price at the bal-
lot box. There are more Senators over 
there today on the majority side than 
there were before the last election be-
cause the public does not want obstruc-
tion. They want progress, they want an 
up-or-down vote for these justices con-
sistent with the Constitution, and that 
is a simple majority. 

My junior Senator from the State of 
Iowa is one of those people who has 
taken a position and actually led an 
initiative back in 1995 to change the 
rules in the Senate so there would not 
be a filibuster of the justices. That was 
his opinion then; I am asking that it be 
his opinion today. In fact, his wife was 
before the Iowa Senate to be confirmed 
to a position there before the Board of 
Regents. If those senators had deter-
mined, my former colleagues, my alma 
mater had determined they wanted to 
use their rights to filibuster to hold 
that up, the junior Senator from Iowa’s 
wife would not be sitting on the Board 
of Regents today like she is. 

We want to have the voice of the peo-
ple in this country heard. We want to 
stay consistent with the Constitution. 
We want an up-or-down vote. It is a 
simple process, a simple concept, and 
something that, in 214 years of the 
United States, has not been utilized, 
the filibuster, to hold up these judicial 
appointments. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I would ask this: let 
the people know that what we are ask-
ing, the Constitutional Option, the up- 
or-down vote in the United States Sen-
ate, let the people know that it is their 
voice that will be heard when that op-
tion is exercised. We ask for that ac-
tion early in the United States Senate 
so that it does not bottleneck legisla-
tion that is there; and we ask for this 
decision before such time as we get 
into a real bare-knuckles brawl over a 
Supreme Court Justice that might well 
be nominated within the next few 
months. 

So with that, Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the opportunity to speak before 
this House. 

f 

CAFTA, LIKE NAFTA, IS BAD 
TRADE POLICY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. ING-
LIS of South Carolina). Under the 
Speaker’s announced policy of January 
4, 2005, the gentleman from Maine (Mr. 
MICHAUD) is recognized for 60 minutes 
as the designee of the minority leader. 

Mr. MICHAUD. Mr. Speaker, first I 
want to thank my good friends, the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BROWN) and 
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
PALLONE), for allowing me to conduct 
this Special Order regarding CAFTA 
this evening. They have been remark-
able advocates of issues affecting work-
ing families, and they have my grati-
tude and admiration. 

Mr. Speaker, there are several Mem-
bers who want to come down to speak 
on this important issue, so I will at 
this time yield to my good friend, good 
colleague and cofounder of the House 
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Labor and Working Family Caucus, the 
gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ). 

Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, this evening I rise 
in opposition to the Central American 
Free Trade Agreement. I am glad to see 
that there are other Members fighting 
against this deeply flawed trade agree-
ment. 

When a trade agreement is so terrible 
that the Costa Rican president says he 
thinks it will hurt hard-working people 
and that their parliament is reluctant 
to even approve it, you know that it is 
a bad deal. When a trade agreement is 
so terrible that the majority will not 
even bring it to the floor of the House 
for a vote until a year after signing, 
you know it is a bad deal. When a trade 
agreement is so terrible that the Labor 
Department cannot even comment, 
they could not even mount an effective 
counter-argument about CAFTA’s 
awful labor provisions, well, then you 
know it is a bad deal. 

If Costa Rica cannot justify it, if the 
majority has no confidence in it, and if 
the U.S. Labor Department cannot 
even defend it, then it needs to be 
scrapped. There is not one single rea-
son to support an agreement with this 
many problems in it. 

I would like to talk about a little 
comparison between CAFTA and 
NAFTA, because NAFTA was supposed 
to be this great free trade agreement 
with our partners to the south, Mexico; 
and, boy, did we really get the wool 
pulled over our eyes. With CAFTA, we 
have a chance to learn from the mis-
takes of NAFTA and not allow that to 
happen again. 

They told us that NAFTA would 
bring jobs, but we lost jobs. They 
promised that our trade would im-
prove, but it has gotten worse with the 
steadily rising trade deficit. And they 
told us that it would elevate the mid-
dle class in Mexico. Well, guess what? I 
have been there, and it has not. 

When I visited Mexico, I went to a 
small town in the state of Michoacan, 
where 60 percent of the men have left 
the town because there is no work. 
These men used to be soybean farmers, 
but their farms have been wiped out 
since NAFTA. Were these not the peo-
ple that NAFTA was supposed to help? 
Instead, they got nothing, and their 
way of life has been decimated forever. 
CAFTA will have the same effect. 

The gentleman from Arizona (Mr. 
KOLBE) has said that CAFTA will re-
duce illegal immigration. Well, guess 
what? He said the exact same thing 
about NAFTA. In fact, history has 
taught us the exact opposite. NAFTA 
enabled cheap U.S. imports, which 
pushed 1.3 million Mexican campesinos 
off the land. It is reasonable to think 
that some of them may long have since 
crossed the border into the U.S. seek-
ing economic opportunity. 

Central America is even more de-
pendent on agriculture than Mexico is, 
so the impact on illegal immigration 
could be even worse. We do not want 

another NAFTA debacle. We do not 
want an agreement that hurts hard- 
working people in the U.S. and other 
countries. 

The word needs to get out that 
CAFTA is a rotten deal for Central 
American and American workers. This 
agreement helps no one but big busi-
ness, which makes sense, since this ad-
ministration gives them a prime seat 
at the negotiating table. This is simply 
an expansion of NAFTA, which broke 
all the golden promises that it made to 
the American people. 

CAFTA should be more appropriately 
renamed The American Jobs For Sale 
Agreement, because that is what it 
does. I say to my colleagues, do not be 
fooled twice. For those of you who were 
not here then, like me, do not even 
allow yourself to be fooled once. I in-
vite you to join the growing list of op-
position to CAFTA. 

Mr. MICHAUD. Mr. Speaker, now I 
would like to yield to the good gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. KUCINICH), a 
gentleman who has fought for the envi-
ronment and who has fought for work-
ing-family issues. 

b 1900 
Mr. KUCINICH. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

the gentleman from Maine (Mr. 
MICHAUD) for yielding, and thank him 
for his dedication to the workers of the 
State of Maine and to workers all over 
this country. All of America appre-
ciates the leadership that you have 
taken on this issue. I am proud to join 
you at this moment. 

I remember years ago hearing Ross 
Perot talk about the sucking sound 
that would be heard once NAFTA 
passed. We were warned that we would 
be losing millions of jobs. Well, all of 
these prophecies have come true. We 
now seem to have learned nothing, be-
cause we have a new trade agreement 
that is being delivered to this Congress 
that promises to do exactly the same 
thing that NAFTA has done to our 
country. 

And that is the so-called negotiated 
Dominican Republic-Central American 
Free Trade Agreement, or DR-CAFTA 
for short. This legislation, which I will 
refer to here as CAFTA, will be harm-
ful to all of the people of the signed na-
tions. CAFTA will benefit a few and 
hurt the many. 

Governments will have little or no 
control over the investment of foreign 
companies. As a matter of fact, the 
power of legislatures is effectively nul-
lified once these trade agreements are 
passed. National development needs 
and the rights of citizens and local gov-
ernments will come secondary to the 
rights of foreign investors. 

Moreover, investors will not have to 
comply with international labor orga-
nization standards, workers rights will 
be undermined, especially for women 
workers, for farmers, and Maquila 
workers. The labor rights abuses that 
are currently prevalent throughout the 
CAFTA countries will run rampant 
under this new legislation’s weak labor 
provisions. 

Countries will enjoy greater tariff 
benefits for goods made by workers 
whose rights have been denied. Family 
farms in Central America and the 
United States will fall victim to 
CAFTA, which will threaten locally- 
grown produce and undermine food se-
curity. Basic public goods and services, 
such as education, health care and 
water will become privatized as gov-
ernments lose the flexibility to sub-
sidize these services. 

Think about this. Privatization of 
education, privatization of health care. 
We have a private health care system, 
which is wrecking this country’s abil-
ity to be able to meet the needs of its 
people. We are going to cause it to pro-
liferate across Central America. The 
attempt to privatize water constitutes 
a challenge to human dignity. We are 
going to help facilitate the privatiza-
tion of water with this legislation. 

Expensive brand name drugs will 
have expanded patents, and inexpensive 
generic medicines will have greater re-
strictions. Poor people will not have 
access to lifesaving pharmaceuticals, 
because what are these trade agree-
ments about? They are about lifting of 
corporate rights and dashing the rights 
of the common people. 

The rules of trade, as first developed 
in NAFTA and now expanded in 
CAFTA, will increase the suffering of 
people in all signed countries. When 
CAFTA comes before Congress for a 
vote, I will urge my colleagues to op-
pose this unfair agreement. Trade be-
tween nations does not and should not 
have to lead to such negative con-
sequences. 

Trade should lift up the human con-
dition, not degrade it. Trade should 
celebrate workers rights, not destroy 
those rights. Trade should take into 
account environmental quality prin-
ciples and appreciate the quality of our 
air and our water. We have new goals 
to set in this country with respect to 
trade agreements; workers rights, 
human rights, environmental quality 
principles must be included in all trade 
agreements. We have to challenge the 
prevailing consensus which delivered 
NAFTA to this Congress. 

We have to challenge the prevailing 
consensus which brought the World 
Trade Organization into being without 
any respect for the rights of national 
legislative bodies or for the people that 
we represent. 

So I want to thank the gentleman 
from Maine (Mr. MICHAUD) for leading 
the way on this issue. I am proud to 
join with you, and I look forward to 
continuing to work with you as we 
take a stand here on behalf of workers 
not just in this country, but all over 
the world. 

Mr. MICHAUD. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to thank the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. KUCINICH) for his leadership on 
this issue and look forward to working 
with him on this issue. 

Mr. Speaker, as a co-founder of the 
House Labor and Working Families 
Caucus, I am privileged to be here with 
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my colleagues to discuss the dev-
astating impact that Central America 
Free Trade Agreement will have on our 
economy here in the United States. 
This so-called free trade deal promises 
to cripple our industries, both in my 
home State of Maine and throughout 
the Nation. Before coming to Congress 
I worked over 29 years at Great North-
ern Paper Company in East 
Millinocket. I have seen first-hand the 
devastation of the so-called free trade 
on Maine’s economy, and I know what 
it means to working families. 

I could see in 1994, with NAFTA, 
which has been nothing but a disaster, 
costing people of the State of Maine 
over 24,000 manufacturing jobs. In some 
parts of my Congressional district, un-
employment has reached over 30 per-
cent in different labor market areas 
over the last 2 years. Over 30 percent. 

And often when jobs go, so do people, 
taking the heart and soul of what once 
was prosperous communities with 
them. Today, the threat of job loss is 
not for blue collar workers alone. Even 
high-tech companies like IBM, Boeing, 
General Electric are taking their com-
puter and engineering jobs to China, 
India, and the Far East, while leaving 
behind a long trail of pink slips. 

As a Member of Congress, I have had 
the opportunity to meet with several 
prominent free traders, like the trade 
Ambassador, Bob Zoellick. They like 
to talk about how free trade is good for 
everyone and creates jobs. But when I 
share the story of what happened and is 
happening in the State of Maine, of the 
many jobs lost and the lives that are 
devastated by those jobs lost, they 
admit to me, well, there will be win-
ners and there will be losers, and that 
is just the price of doing business. 

This is not a game. These are real 
people who lose jobs every day. They 
are the ones who lose the jobs who can 
no longer afford to send their kids to 
college and who can no longer afford 
even basic health care for their fami-
lies. 

Now, do not get me wrong. I am glad 
that there are a lot of Federal program 
benefits available to help dislocated 
workers. And I have devoted myself in 
advocating and fighting for Federal re-
sources to help laid off workers. But, 
working people do not want a program 
and handout created by Congress to 
clean up the mess from these so-called 
free trade agreements. They just want 
their jobs. Each and every Mainer, each 
and every American worker, should be 
asking, can we afford to lose another 
job? Can we afford the Central Amer-
ican and Dominican Republic Free 
Trade Agreements? 

The job loss numbers show that we 
simply cannot afford that. From 1998 to 
2004 alone, 11,724 workers in Maine 
were certified for trade-related adjust-
ment assistance. Companies like C.F. 
Hathaway Company in Waterville, Ger-
ber Childrenswear in Fort Kent, were 
among the hardest hit by NAFTA. 

The company that I worked for for 
over 29 years, Great Northern Paper 

Company, announced only 2 days after 
I was sworn in as a Member of Congress 
in 2003, they were filing bankruptcy. 
My coworkers, my family, my commu-
nity was devastated. And the culprit 
was the so-called free trade agree-
ments. 

These agreements have created noth-
ing but stagnant economies and rising 
inequality. And CAFTA is based on the 
same NAFTA model. You will hear 
from me and other Members this 
evening about the specifics of its dev-
astating effects tonight. 

This agreement will serve to push 
ahead the corporate globalization trend 
that has caused a race to the bottom in 
labor and environmental standards. 
American companies are often forced 
to compete with foreign corporations 
who are not held to the same labor or 
environmental standards. This creates 
an unfair balance. 

I have long advocated for fair trade, 
not just free trade. The fight ahead is 
to ensure that these trade agreements 
are fair for our workers, our busi-
nesses, our States. We must ensure 
that all trade agreements respect 
workers rights to the environment, 
health and human rights. And I know 
Members on both sides of the aisle are 
committed to stopping this flawed 
agreement that we currently will be 
voting on in the months ahead. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. LYNCH) who is 
also a co-founder of the House Labor 
and Working Family Caucus. 

Mr. LYNCH. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Maine (Mr. 
MICHAUD) for yielding. I thank the gen-
tleman for his leadership on this very 
important issue. 

I am told that the clinical definition 
of insanity is the tenancy to do the 
same thing over and over again and ex-
pect different results. And this pro-
posed Central American Free Trade 
Agreement is another example of the 
United States continuing to enter into 
these so-called free trade agreements 
with countries and regions of the world 
that give carte blanche to corporate 
America to send our American jobs to 
other parts of the globe. 

The one thing that I have been 
struck with, after coming here to Con-
gress is, how many people in Wash-
ington, D.C. talk about job loss like 
they are talking about the weather, or 
a natural disaster like an earthquake. 
They talk about job loss like it is 
something that happens beyond the 
control of Congress, when, in fact, 
much of the job loss that we see in 
America today is the result of poor 
trade policy, and lopsided trade agree-
ments in which we have negotiated 
away our jobs and failed to protect the 
American worker. 

Now, given the experience that we 
have had thus far, with our subsequent 
trade agreements with NAFTA and 
others, you would think that with our 
experience of job loss that we have had 
there that when you find yourself in a 
hole that you might stop digging. But, 

that is not the case, because here we 
are facing another agreement that will 
definitely ship jobs overseas. 

Not only does CAFTA, the Central 
Free American Trade Agreement shift 
jobs overseas, but it creates and per-
petuates a race to the bottom men-
tality, and further burdens our current 
trade deficit. 

In 2004, the U.S. trade deficit soared 
to a record $617 billion, a 25 percent in-
crease over 2003’s record deficit, and 
more than 5 percent of our Nation’s 
GDP. 

The Bush Administration and the 
corporations who profit when America 
sends their jobs overseas argue that 
this trade deal will benefit U.S. busi-
nesses and workers while helping mem-
ber countries prosper. But, the fact is 
from our own experience with NAFTA, 
that that is very far from the truth. 

And tonight I would like to focus my 
remarks on exposing the real impact of 
the Central American Free Trade 
Agreement, and what it will do to 
American workers, and also to Central 
American workers as well, and our bur-
geoning trade deficit. 

Let us first take a quick look at the 
North American Free Trade Agree-
ment, NAFTA, and its impact on our 
workers and our neighbor’s workers 
and the trade deficit. Those who advo-
cated Congress’s passage of the Central 
American Free Trade Agreement often 
point to NAFTA as a success story in 
their arguments. I think it is impor-
tant to take a good hard look, both 
from economic and policy implications 
of that model as we consider the Cen-
tral American Free Trade Agreement. 

During the NAFTA debate, the pro-
ponents then argued that the measure 
would, if adopted, would lead to the 
creation of 170,000 new jobs in the 
United States. Instead, our country has 
lost 3 million manufacturing jobs since 
the adoption of NAFTA, in 1994. 

And 900,000 of those jobs lost can be 
directly tied to NAFTA. These jobs 
were good, high-paying jobs that in-
cluded benefits. They were manufac-
turing jobs that have been replaced by 
service sector jobs that typically pay 
25 to 75 percent less, and with few or no 
benefits. And while some proponents 
expect the Central American Free 
Trade Agreement to turn out dif-
ferently than did NAFTA, it is impor-
tant to remember that the six Central 
American countries possess an even 
larger pool of cheap labor than did 
Mexico, and what is more, since the 
implementation of NAFTA, the trade 
deficit with Mexico has surged from $9 
billion to $110 billion last year. 

b 1915 

So the deficit with Mexico, the trade 
imbalance with Mexico, has gone from 
$9 billion before NAFTA to $110 billion 
last year. 

Additionally, NAFTA did nothing to 
improve the lives of average Ameri-
cans; and my colleague, the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. LINDA T. 
SÁNCHEZ), has talked about that briefly 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 05:07 Nov 16, 2006 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00076 Fmt 0636 Sfmt 0634 E:\RECORDCX\T37X$J0E\H04MY5.REC H04MY5m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

70
 w

ith
 C

O
N

G
-R

E
C

-O
N

LI
N

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H2959 May 4, 2005 
prior to my remarks. This failure to 
improve the quality of life for these 
workers has generated mass opposition 
and widespread distrust on our south-
ern border. 

Amnesty International continues to 
report that extra judicial tortures and 
murders continue. This is not democ-
racy that we are exporting to Mexico, 
and this is certainly not what the 
Mexican workers signed up for. 

Meanwhile, here at home this com-
parative advantage of subsistent wages 
and a complete lack of labor and envi-
ronmental protections have led to the 
shift of low-wage, labor-intensive jobs 
from the U.S. to Mexico. 

Pursuing unrestricted free trade 
agreements with lesser developed coun-
tries along the NAFTA model will con-
tinue to accelerate this race to the bot-
tom where jobs go to countries where 
the weakest labor standards and envi-
ronmental protections exist. That is 
bad for American workers, and it is 
exploitive of foreign workers and for-
eign populations. 

We hear this administration talk 
about exporting democracy. You hear 
that often in the last weeks and 
months with regard to the situation in 
Iraq. Well, this is probably the most 
powerful opportunity we have to export 
democracy. You do not export democ-
racy through the Defense Department 
or the Defense Secretary. You do it 
through trade agreements, through the 
Department of Commerce and favor-
able agreements with our friends and 
neighbors across the globe. 

Are we liberating Iraq so we can 
move American jobs over there and ex-
ploit them for wages of about 10 cents 
an hour? I certainly hope not. And I 
hope that is not what our men and 
women are fighting today in Iraq for. 
We do not express liberation in terms 
of working 10 to 12 hours a day for 10 
cents an hour, but that is what we are 
proposing for Central America. 

As for the expected boon to the Mexi-
can economy, we have seen none of 
these gains, and instead we have seen 
NAFTA’s detrimental impact on the 
Mexican workers. Average real wages 
in Mexican manufacturing are lower 
than they were 10 years ago, if you can 
believe that. 

As companies look to cut costs fur-
ther, we see factories now being shifted 
from Mexico to China and India and In-
donesia, always in search of the lowest 
cost best exemplified by the most ex-
ploited worker. 

Now on NAFTA’s coattails rides 
CAFTA, the Central American Free 
Trade Agreement. The American peo-
ple are expected to buy the same bill of 
goods at even higher costs. Proponents 
of CAFTA, the Central American Free 
Trade Agreement, insist that the eco-
nomic gains from this trade agreement 
for American workers in business will 
be a windfall. But remember what we 
are trading for in this case. 

The combined purchasing power of 
all six Central American countries that 
are affected by this agreement have the 

identical purchasing power of New 
Haven, Connecticut. If you combine all 
of the purchasing power in these na-
tions under the Central American 
agreement, their entire purchasing 
power is equal to the city of New 
Haven, Connecticut. That is what we 
are talking about here. This is what we 
are going for. 

What they do have is millions of low- 
wage workers, and that, I think, that is 
the real object of this agreement. The 
U.S. economy has $10 trillion in gross 
domestic product in 2002. It is 170 times 
larger than the economies of those six 
nations at about $62 billion combined. 
And quite simply, the Central Amer-
ican Free Trade Agreement is not 
about robust markets for export of 
American goods. It is about access to 
cheap labor. It is about shipping Amer-
ican jobs overseas so they can sell stuff 
back to the people who have not been 
laid off yet. 

Like the gentleman from Maine (Mr. 
MICHAUD), who spoke earlier and who is 
leading this debate, I worked in my 
previous life as an iron worker for 
about 20 years. I worked at the General 
Motors facility that used to be in Fra-
mingham, Massachusetts. It closed 
shortly before GM made decisions to 
relocate plants to Mexico. I also 
worked at the General Dynamics ship-
yard in Quincy, Massachusetts, as a 
welder prior to that plant closing be-
cause of foreign competition and unfair 
trade practices. I also worked in the 
steel mills in Gary, Indiana, and East 
Chicago, Indiana, for U.S. Steel and In-
land Steel. And I understand those 
plants are now victims of foreign 
outsourcing as well. 

So I know a little bit about the im-
pact of off-shoring and imbalance in 
our trade agreements. I know what it 
means to communities and families 
when those jobs disappear. 

Over the last 20 years, our economy 
has hemorrhaged jobs in the manufac-
turing sector. Since 2001, 3.3 million 
jobs were lost. Yet these workers were 
told not to worry. They were told they 
would be retrained for another job; 
they needed more education in our new 
high-tech economy. How can they not 
worry when unemployment is at a 10- 
year high at 5.4 percent, with 80 mil-
lion Americans out of a job? Personal 
bankruptcies in my State rose 17 per-
cent between the years 2000 and 2003. 

How can we tell these folks not to 
worry when the administration is sign-
ing even more trade agreements to ship 
away their jobs? 

The never-ending pursuit of the low-
est-cost labor is spreading, and CAFTA 
will only just cement this cycle. We 
need to break the cycle now. 

There is a pretty good book that is 
out there right now. It is called ‘‘The 
World is Flat’’ by Tom Friedman. I 
suggest my colleagues read it. Mr. 
Friedman writes about the speed at 
which our jobs are disappearing and 
the volume of wealth being taken from 
regular, average, working-class Ameri-
cans. 

The biggest share of U.S. exports to 
the six CAFTA nations is not the tradi-
tional job-creation kind. These are 
products that are not consumed in the 
purchasing nations. What happens is 
that, for example, textiles here in the 
United States are shipped to Central 
America where they are fashioned and 
furnished into clothing which is then 
shipped back to the United States and 
which our people, those that still have 
jobs, are able to purchase. These are 
called exports, but in fact it is just a 
cycle of us exporting raw materials and 
getting back finished product which 
was once supplied by U.S.-based fac-
tories. 

The biggest difference here is that 
American workers are cut out of the 
picture. More than 30 percent of U.S. 
exports to the six CAFTA countries 
consist of these roundtrip exports that 
cause American jobs to be outsourced 
to these countries with lower labor 
standards. 

This trade agreement is bad not only 
for the American workers but for those 
in Central America as well. 

Yesterday, The Wall Street Journal 
reported that Costa Rica’s resistance 
to the Central American Free Trade 
Agreement was based on the fact that 
the agreement itself would be harmful 
to poor and struggling workers in 
Costa Rica. Costa Rican President Abel 
Pacheco has said that he believes that 
the Central American Free Trade 
Agreement is bad overall for his coun-
try, and he has delayed a vote on that 
until February of next year. 

The reluctance of Costa Rica has sur-
prised the White House and undermines 
one of its chief arguments for the pact 
itself, that CAFTA represents an ur-
gently sought benefit for the impover-
ished region. 

Costa Rica’s ambivalence and long 
delay before it votes on this trade 
agreement indicates its reluctance to 
endorse this supposed free trade agree-
ment. Protests in Guatemala num-
bering in the thousands and tens of 
thousands have also been an indicator 
that many Central Americans do not 
see the Central American Free Trade 
Agreement as a benefit for their nation 
and for their livelihood. 

As you may know, May Day marches 
in Guatemala, Costa Rica, Honduras, 
and El Salvador have featured a myr-
iad of anti-CAFTA signs and slogans. 
As President Pacheco rightly empha-
sizes, more trade does not necessarily 
mean less poverty. 

Proponents of the Central America 
Free Trade Agreement have conven-
iently ignored this fundamental fact: 
the effect of trade on incomes in Cen-
tral America and how to alleviate the 
adverse consequences of trade liberal-
ization on the poor. 

This Washington consensus that 
opening up markets will help alleviate 
poverty is just plain wrong. One reason 
is that the labor in developing coun-
tries is not nearly as mobile as trade 
theorists assume. In Central America, 
for trade to benefit unskilled workers, 
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farm laborers, for example, they need 
to be able to move out of jobs that will 
face competition from efficient U.S. 
producers thanks to CAFTA, such as 
drilling, corn and into exporting indus-
tries that are likely to be selling prod-
ucts to the American market. 

Unfortunately, there is no job mobil-
ity in Central America, and these 
workers are stuck, and there will be no 
place for them to turn. 

Trade reform has also been linked to 
increased income disparity as skilled 
workers have captured more benefits 
from globalization than their unskilled 
counterparts. Simply said, CAFTA will 
make the rich richer in Central Amer-
ica and the poor poorer. 

Take Mexico as a perfect example. 
Since NAFTA was put in place, Mexico 
has lost 1.9 million jobs and most Mexi-
cans’ real wages have fallen. The 
United States with its unrivaled eco-
nomic clout is in a unique position to 
empower workers around the world 
while promoting economic prosperity 
here at home. 

Unfortunately, the CAFTA agree-
ment does the exact opposite. If we 
pass CAFTA, the Central American 
Free Trade Agreement, we are reward-
ing Central American countries for 
their poor labor rights records. We are 
harming farmers in Central America by 
opening up their tiny markets to our 
own cycle of exploitation. 

Recently released reports prepared 
by the Human Rights Watch and Na-
tional Labor Committees provide over-
whelming evidence that CAFTA does 
almost nothing to protect workers. 
These Labor Department reports have 
been suppressed because they dem-
onstrate the Central American work-
ers’ rights restrictions. 

Thanks to my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN), the 
Department of Labor has just recently 
released these reports. 

In these reports, DOL found that the 
right to collective bargaining and non-
discrimination in the workplace were 
nonexistent. In Nicaragua, for example, 
employees can be fired for trying to or-
ganize a union, provided they are paid 
twice the normal severance amount. It 
is bad enough that these countries do 
not meet international labor stand-
ards, but what is worse is that CAFTA 
is silent on the need to improve any 
working conditions in Central Amer-
ican countries. 

Instead of trade policy that is bene-
ficial to American businesses and 
workers as well as our trade partners, 
we have a flawed trade policy that 
hurts all parties. Free trade should not 
mean free labor. Likewise, free trade 
does not, as evidenced in CAFTA, mean 
fair trade. 

The Central American Free Trade 
Agreement outlines only one labor and 
environmental provision, and that is 
that countries enforce their own labor 
and environmental laws regardless of 
how weak those might be. 

The labor laws of the six CAFTA na-
tions are a joke. They have been re-

peatedly criticized by the U.N.’s inter-
national labor organization and our 
own State Department. Violations of 
core labor laws cannot be taken to dis-
pute resolution. And the commitment 
to enforce domestic labor laws, which 
are pathetic to begin with, is subject to 
remedies that are weaker than those 
available for commercial disputes. 

In a purely technical sense, this vio-
lates the negotiating principal of the 
Trade Promotion Authority Act that 
equivalent remedies exist for all parts 
of an agreement. 

Another negative effect of the Cen-
tral American Free Trade Agreement 
for the Central American laborer will 
be felt in the agricultural sectors of 
these countries. Simply put, CAFTA 
will destroy the Central American 
small farms. And that is why we see 
these massive protests. 

The final negative impact of the Cen-
tral American Free Trade Agreement I 
would like to discuss is what it will do 
to our trade deficit. The U.S. trade def-
icit which indicates that our imports 
exceed exports, has increased by $200 
billion per year under this administra-
tion. In 2003, the trade deficit reached 
$497 billion, and U.S. foreign debt has 
increased dramatically from $1.6 tril-
lion in 2000 to $2.7 trillion at the end of 
2003. 

Over the past 4 years, a 10-year budg-
et surplus of $5.6 trillion left by Presi-
dent Clinton has become a 10-year def-
icit of $3 trillion. And now we are 
working on another plan here to export 
more American jobs to countries over-
seas. 

Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice 
said yesterday that the Central Amer-
ican Free Trade Agreement will help 
the U.S. compete more successfully in 
a dynamic global economy, but I can-
not understand how. 

How will these nations be able to 
help the U.S. come out of its current 
trade deficit? CAFTA nations are not a 
robust market for exports. The average 
wage of a Nicaraguan worker is 50 
cents an hour. How much in terms of 
U.S. exports can a Nicaraguan worker 
afford? They cannot afford Folgers cof-
fee or Tide laundry detergent. They 
cannot afford cuts of U.S. prime beef at 
$13 a pound. 

As I noted before, the six Central 
American nations of Nicaragua, El Sal-
vador, Honduras, Costa Rica, Guate-
mala, and the Dominican Republic 
have the combined purchasing power of 
New Haven, Connecticut. 

b 1930 

They will not add much to the U.S. 
economy. They will only take Amer-
ican jobs away, and make no mistake, 
that is what this agreement is all 
about. 

If companies were serious about cre-
ating robust markets for ‘‘Made in 
America’’ goods, they would be work-
ing to improve the wages and working 
conditions of these workers. It is only 
when these laborers can earn enough to 
buy U.S. goods that this kind of trade 

agreement will be successful for all the 
parties and all the countries involved. 

If you consider that a typical Central 
American consumer earns only a small 
fraction of an average American work-
er’s wages, it becomes clear that 
CAFTA’s true goal is not to the in-
crease U.S. exports. About half the 
workers in this region work for less 
than $2 a day, placing them below the 
global poverty level. 

All this agreement does is exploit 
lowest-wage labor to the detriment of 
the American worker. The Central 
American Free Trade Agreement does 
not benefit America. Let us be honest. 
CAFTA benefits companies that leave 
the U.S. or outsource their jobs to Cen-
tral America, plain and simple. These 
companies will not only exploit cheap 
labor with minimal protections, but 
can import their products back to the 
U.S. under favorable terms. 

There are several simple steps we can 
take to mitigate the effects that exist-
ing trade agreements have on our 
workers and future trade agreements 
have on global labor movements. 

First, instead of subsidizing large 
corporations that outsource American 
jobs, with tax breaks for foreign pro-
duction and government contracts for 
companies that ship jobs overseas, we 
should create financial incentives for 
companies to keep jobs here in the 
United States. It sounds simple. It 
could be revolutionary in this country. 

Secondly, we must act now to deal 
with our increasing national deficit. 
The U.S. trade deficit has jumped from 
$70 billion in 1993 to $618 billion in 2004. 
There should be no new trade agree-
ments until we can negotiate fair 
terms for our own workers. 

Finally, in existing trade agree-
ments, we need to demand and strictly 
enforce all provisions protecting labor, 
human rights and environmental 
standards. All future trade agreements 
should include these basic rights and 
all countries should be held account-
able to internationally recognized 
standards. 

We need a trade policy that supports 
domestic manufacturers, while pro-
moting labor standards which are simi-
lar to our own overseas. The Central 
American Free Trade Agreement fails 
to do either. 

In closing, I must say that there is a 
stark difference between our policy in 
the United States with respect to Iraq 
and the policy that is being suggested 
here in this Central American Free 
Trade Agreement. I was in Iraq several 
weeks ago, and there was much talk 
from the White House and from my col-
leagues in government about the need 
to spread democracy, to export democ-
racy. I have heard of that a lot in the 
recent months and weeks, the talk of 
empowering people and raising their 
standards of living and liberating the 
people of Iraq. 

Then I see this Central American 
Free Trade Agreement and what it 
does. It endorses oppression. It exploits 
workers. It turns a blind eye to repres-
sive regimes. It reinforces the complete 
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lack of hope that these people have, 
and it does not lift a finger to help 
them. 

Once Iraq is stabilized, is this the 
way we will treat their workers? Is this 
why we pumped $200 billion into that 
country in the last few years? Is that 
what liberation means for the Iraqi 
worker? Is that what our sons and 
daughters are fighting for? Is that the 
policy that we are going to adopt for 
Iraq once they are able to stand up on 
their own feet and control their own 
country? 

We should have the courage and the 
honesty to tell our men and women in 
uniform that that is what they are 
fighting for if that is what we are pro-
posing. 

Mr. MICHAUD. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to thank the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts for his comments tonight 
and I really appreciate his remarks. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
yield to the gentleman from Maine 
(Mr. ALLEN), a gentleman who I have 
known for some time, a gentleman who 
is deeply concerned about the trade 
agreements and what effect it has on 
our State, of the State of Maine, and I 
am very appreciative of the work that 
he has done for the people of the State 
of Maine, particularly coming into the 
2nd District, which is my district, to 
see the effect of some of these unfair 
trade agreements and the job loses that 
we have. 

So I now yield to the gentleman from 
Maine (Mr. ALLEN). 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Maine (Mr. 
MICHAUD) for yielding to me, my friend 
and colleague. 

I stand here as a person who believes 
fundamentally that the task we have 
here in the Congress is to create a 
stronger and more competitive Amer-
ica, number 1; number 2, to encourage 
a broader prosperity among citizens 
among all walks of life in the country; 
and 3, to create a better future for our-
selves and our children. It really comes 
down to being pretty much that sim-
ple. 

I also stand here as someone who, in 
the past, has voted for some trade 
agreements and voted against others, 
and I wanted to speak tonight on why 
I believe CAFTA is a bad deal for the 
American people and a very bad deal 
for Central America as well. 

Our history has shown that the free 
enterprise system, and free markets in 
particular, are essential in order to 
have an efficient allocation of re-
sources and to encourage economic 
growth, but our history has also taught 
us that free markets do not, by them-
selves, assure that the benefits of a free 
economy will be distributed fairly 
among the population. 

In fact, in many places around the 
world, it is the case that wealth and 
power are concentrated, and in Amer-
ica, in the last four years, wealth and 
power have become concentrated at an 
alarming rate. 

We are doing anything in this coun-
try but encouraging broader pros-

perity. We, in fact, are doing tax cuts 
for the wealthiest people in the coun-
try and making it harder every day for 
the middle class to get by, to pay for 
their mortgage, to get a good edu-
cation, to pay for their health care, 
and to otherwise create for themselves 
and their children the kind of life that 
we thought America promised to every-
one. 

So, some of my criticisms of CAFTA 
relate to the policies of our Republican 
colleagues in the Congress and to the 
Bush administration because when we 
listen to people on both sides of the 
aisle, both sides of this issue, the pro-
ponents of CAFTA say the agreement 
will create jobs in the United States. 
The opponents say it will cost jobs. I 
believe that both are right. It will cre-
ate some jobs in the United States, and 
we will lose many, many other jobs, in 
all probability many more. 

So, if both are true, the question is, 
what are we doing as a country to take 
care of those people who lose their jobs 
as a result of CAFTA? The answer from 
this administration is nothing. The an-
swer from this Republican Congress is 
nothing, nothing at all. 

Because what we have done are tax 
cuts for the wealthiest people, major 
tax cuts in 2001, irresponsible tax cuts 
in 2003 that followed, and when we look 
around, look what the result is. Here it 
is. 

We have turned budget surpluses to 
deficits as far as the eye can see. The 
International Monetary Fund says that 
American budget deficits are threats to 
global economic stability. Our growth 
is sluggish, stocks are flat, wages are 
stagnant. When we look at General Mo-
tors, $1,500 of every automobile goes to 
health care, two-thirds of that to retir-
ees who are not even making the vehi-
cles. That is not true in Japan. It is not 
true in Canada. This is the year when 
Ontario will go past Michigan in North 
America as the place where most auto-
mobiles are manufactured. The U.S. 
cannot compete in this kind of playing 
field because it is not level. 

So if we look at the Bush administra-
tion and the Republicans in Congress, 
what are they doing for people who get 
laid off as a result of CAFTA, as they 
surely will be? Well, the budget that 
was just passed by Congress cuts funds 
for job training, cuts funds for voca-
tional education, cuts funds for adult 
education, community development, 
zeros out the section 7(a) loan program 
for the Small Business Administration. 

So if you lose a job because of our 
trade policy, and you want to start 
your own business, the administra-
tion’s answer is forget it, we want to 
take away the ability of the Small 
Business Administration to help you. 

If we are going to keep America com-
petitive in the 21st century, we have 
got to invest in emerging technologies 
to give us a competitive advantage. 
Green technologies that make auto-
mobiles, power plants and businesses 
more efficient and clean would be one 
key area. 

Our economic strength basically de-
pends on our investment in people, 
both people who are trying to get an 
education for the first time, people who 
are trying to get an education or job 
training to recover from a job loss, in 
industries that are cutting edge tech-
nologies for the future. This is not 
what we are doing here. So we do not 
have the comprehensive national plan 
to deal with job loss. The administra-
tion and the Republican Congress have 
just watched jobs fleeing overseas, and 
the response has been, ho hum, well, 
that is just the way the market oper-
ates. 

Now, let us turn from that and look 
at the trade agreements themselves. 

In CAFTA, because these are poor 
countries, we have got to have strong 
labor provisions. The labor in Central 
American countries have much weaker 
labor laws than we do. So a trade deal 
must include provisions to prevent 
companies from taking advantage of 
that gap by exploiting the lack of labor 
protections for workers in Central 
America. CAFTA fails this test hands 
down. 

The agreement requires these coun-
tries to enforce their own laws rather 
than enforce internationally recog-
nized worker rights. Yesterday, the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN) 
released reports commissioned by the 
Department of Labor, which confirmed 
that laws in Central America do not 
adequately protect the right to orga-
nize in accordance with international 
labor standards. 

The lack of enforceable standards is 
bad for workers in CAFTA countries 
trying to lift themselves out of poverty 
makes it very difficult to create a mid-
dle class in those countries, and it is 
bad for American workers and busi-
nesses who want to expand inter-
national markets without resorting to 
the exploitation of workers overseas. 

CAFTA also fails the balance test on 
the environment. It is not balanced. It 
does not work. It creates incentives for 
American companies to move produc-
tion to Central American countries 
where the environmental protections 
are weak and lack the proper enforce-
able mechanisms, and CAFTA does 
nothing to help. 

When you look at those areas, labor 
and environmental issues, they are ex-
amples of where this agreement, 
CAFTA, tilts too far toward 
unmanaged, free markets, but there is 
one area where CAFTA tilts too heav-
ily against free markets and against 
competition and that area is pharma-
ceuticals, no surprise. 

The CAFTA agreement continues a 
dangerous trend of using trade policy 
to extend intellectual property protec-
tions that stifle generic drug competi-
tion and erect market barriers to af-
fordable medicines. These provisions 
are bad for public health. 

Generic drug competition is proven 
to lower prices and expand access. Sev-
eral years ago when generic AIDS 
medications were introduced, it drove 
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the annual cost of treatment in devel-
oping countries from $10,000 a year to 
$300 a year, and no one can argue that 
that was not an important develop-
ment. But CAFTA would delay generic 
entry for prescription drugs by forcing 
trading partners of the CAFTA coun-
tries to accept 5- to 10-years extension 
of what is called data exclusivity dur-
ing which generic makers are denied 
access to patent holders’ clinical data 
that could expedite regulatory ap-
proval of generic versions of drugs. 

In other words, CAFTA gives a huge 
break to the brand name pharma-
ceutical industry at the expense of the 
generic pharmaceutical industry but, 
more importantly, the public health of 
people in Central America. 

A year ago, the Guatemalan legisla-
ture changed its law to promote the 
availability of generic drugs in the 
Guatemalan market, and using CAFTA 
as a weapon, the United States has 
forced the Guatemalan legislature to 
repeal that legislation. In other words, 
we have done something for the phar-
maceutical industry by forcing Guate-
mala to change its laws and for no ben-
efit to anyone else in America. 

So the bottom line is CAFTA does 
not work for the Central American 
workers. CAFTA does not work for 
American workers or American busi-
nesses. It needs to be voted down, and 
I want to thank the gentleman from 
Maine for holding this Special Order 
tonight. 

Mr. MICHAUD. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Maine (Mr. 
ALLEN). I do want to thank him espe-
cially for his leadership when we deal 
with prescription drugs. He has defi-
nitely been a leader in that area. I 
want to thank him very much. 

Mr. Speaker, now I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. CROWLEY), 
a good friend. 
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Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Maine (Mr. 
MICHAUD) for holding this Special 
Order, and I thank my other ‘‘Maine 
man,’’ the gentleman from Maine (Mr. 
ALLEN). I like to call them my ‘‘Maine 
men,’’ but they have been outstanding 
in their efforts to highlight what is 
wrong with this free trade bill. I just 
really want to thank, in particular, as 
I just said, the gentleman from Maine 
(Mr. MICHAUD) for organizing this Spe-
cial Order this evening. 

I have been a strong supporter of 
trade, and as many of my colleagues 
know, I have been an outspoken leader 
on the Democratic side of the aisle dur-
ing the past two trade agreements 
which passed with the support of a 
Democratic majority, those two trade 
agreements being the Australia Free 
Trade Agreement and the Moroccan 
Free Trade Agreement. And I happily 
helped pass those agreements here on 
the floor of the House of Representa-
tives. 

As I have spoken about free trade 
agreements in the past, I have always 

been clear that I look at each free 
trade agreement on its individual mer-
its. Since the USTR began negotiations 
in January of 2003, I have closely fol-
lowed the negotiations leading up to 
the signing of CAFTA in August of last 
year. In my experience, this has not 
been the norm for this administration. 
Usually, after negotiations have con-
cluded, they make a very strong push 
for passage within an average of 55 
days. It is now May 4. While the target 
date for a vote on the floor is said to be 
before Memorial Day recess, I seriously 
doubt the Republican leadership will 
bring up this bill when they know they 
do not have the votes to pass it. 

Like many of my colleagues, both 
Democrats and Republicans in the 
House, I remain concerned about many 
of the provisions contained in this 
agreement. I hope now that we have 
Mr. Portman as our new UST rep-
resentative, he will take into account 
the strong views my colleagues have on 
free and fair trade. 

This agreement weakens workers’ 
rights and environmental standards in 
six countries, but it also does not take 
into account the rising trade imbal-
ance that our country faces globally. 
Instead of pushing free trade agree-
ments down the throat of Congress, the 
President should start to work on low-
ering the enormous deficits that he has 
created for our country. 

Our country needs to create the next 
sector of our economy so we can finally 
stop the joblessness and work towards 
job creation. Our workers are not only 
being killed by high prices at the gas 
pump but also in our general living ex-
penses. Wages continue to go down as 
the cost of living continues to sky-
rocket. 

In my colleague’s own home State of 
Maine, paper mills have closed and 
shoe and apparel manufacturing is all 
but eliminated because of free trade. 
While it is good to say that the next 
generation of jobs will be of higher 
value and will raise the wages of em-
ployees of the future, I am sympathetic 
to a lot of my friends in rural America 
who say they just do not see it. 

My wife, Casey’s, family is from Mon-
tana, and they do not see it either. 
They do not see it when the adminis-
tration continues to fight country-of- 
origin labeling for meats. The adminis-
tration allows Canadian soft wood lum-
ber to flood our market and other anti- 
worker proposals of this administra-
tion. It is time for this administration 
to focus on how they can end the mid-
dle-class squeeze and bring prosperity 
back to our working class. 

While I have the floor, I would like to 
discuss an article that appeared in to-
day’s Congress Daily, which I read this 
morning. In the article, one source said 
that Democrats, specifically my fellow 
new Democrats, and I quote, ‘‘are sew-
ing the seeds of our own irrelevance.’’ I 
take offense to that comment. We 
clearly see that we are relevant. We are 
very relevant. If we were not, do you 
think the Republican leadership would 

still be waiting to bring this agreement 
to the floor? 

This late push by the administration 
to try to win over pro-trade Democrats 
has lacked any real compromise. Un-
fortunately, I cannot be there for the 
CAFTA agreement in its current form, 
but my sincere hope is it can be re-
negotiated to meet the requirements of 
free, fair and balanced trade; fair to the 
people of the Dominican Republic and 
Central America that raises their 
wages and their standard of living; but, 
more importantly, fair to the people of 
the United States who feel that they 
are competing in a world economy 
where the odds are just simply stacked 
up against them. 

Once again, Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank my colleague, the gentleman 
from Maine (Mr. MICHAUD), for holding 
this Special Order this evening. 

Mr. MICHAUD. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to thank the gentleman from New 
York, and I really appreciate his ef-
forts in this manner and look forward 
to working with the gentleman to 
make sure we do have fair trade agree-
ments. 

In closing, Mr. Speaker, it does not 
take a trade expert to see the economic 
mismatch between the United States 
and the nations that make up the Cen-
tral America Free Trade Agreement: 
Honduras, Costa Rica, Nicaragua, Gua-
temala, and El Salvador. The way 
CAFTA proponents talk, you would 
think that Central America is made up 
of the biggest economies in the West-
ern Hemisphere. CAFTA nations are 
not only among the world’s poorest 
countries; they are among the smallest 
economies as well. 

Think about this, as the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. LYNCH) men-
tioned earlier: the combined pur-
chasing power of CAFTA nations is al-
most identical to the purchasing power 
of New Haven, Connecticut. The U.S. 
economy, with $10 trillion of GDP in 
2002, is 170 times larger than the econo-
mies of the CAFTA nations, at about 
$62 billion combined. So where are the 
economic opportunities for American 
industry and American workers? 

These kinds of questions are clearly 
giving people pause. Congress typically 
votes on trade agreements within 55 
days after President Bush has signed a 
trade agreement, but May 28 will mark 
the 1-year anniversary of when the 
President signed CAFTA. Why the long 
holdup? Clearly, there is dissension in 
the ranks and people are wondering 
why we need to make this deal. And for 
good reason. CAFTA is a dysfunctional 
cousin of NAFTA, continuing a legacy 
of failing trade policies. 

Look at NAFTA’s record, with 1 mil-
lion U.S. manufacturing jobs lost. 
NAFTA did nothing for the Mexican 
workers as promised. They continue to 
earn just over $1 a day while living in 
poverty, not exactly an exploding mar-
ket for the U.S. products either. And 
yet the United States continues to 
push for more of the same, more trade 
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agreements that ship U.S. jobs over-
seas, more trade agreements that ne-
glect environmental standards, more 
trade agreements that keep foreign 
workers in poverty. 

For U.S. workers, the only difference 
between CAFTA and NAFTA is the 
first letter. It adds up all the same: 
more lost jobs. CAFTA is not about a 
robust market for the export of Amer-
ican goods; it is about outsourcing and 
accessing cheap labor markets. Trade 
pacts like NAFTA and CAFTA enable 
companies to exploit cheap labor in 
other countries, then import their 
products back to the United States 
under unfavorable terms. 

CAFTA will do nothing to stop the 
bleeding of manufacturing jobs in the 
United States and even less to create 
strong Central American consumer 
markets for American goods. Through-
out the developing world, workers do 
not share the wealth they create. Nike 
workers in Vietnam cannot afford the 
shoes that they make. Disney workers 
in Costa Rica cannot buy the toys for 
their children, Motorola workers in 
Malaysia are unable to purchase cell 
phones. 

Mr. Speaker, we have a historic op-
portunity before us to empower work-
ers in developing countries. We have a 
historic opportunity before us to bol-
ster our economy. When the world’s 
poorest people can buy American prod-
ucts rather than just make them, then 
we will know that our trade policies 
are finally working. 

Mr. Speaker, there are reasons why 
not only environmental and labor 
groups but also business organizations 
such as the United States Business and 
Industry Council, a leading group rep-
resenting American businesses, have 
taken a firm stance against this trade 
agreement. It is because it is unfair. 

I believe in free trade, but it has to 
be fair trade. We can no longer con-
tinue to allow jobs in the United States 
to be exported overseas when we have a 
need here in this country. As I stated 
earlier, in my own region in the State 
of Maine, the labor market area has 
risen over the last 2 years to, at cer-
tain times, over 30 percent. Over 30 per-
cent of people unemployed because of 
that market. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I hope my col-
leagues will join me in opposing the 
CAFTA trade agreement. It is unfair, 
unneeded, and hopefully it will not 
pass. 

f 

THE U.S. ECONOMY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
WESTMORELAND). Under the Speaker’s 
announced policy of January 4, 2005, 
the gentleman from New Mexico (Mr. 
PEARCE) is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the opportunity to address this 
body this evening. I would like to visit 
just a little about the economy and the 
ways that I see it, the ways that I 
think we have to evaluate it, and the 
things we have to be concerned about if 

we are to really consider those options 
that lie before us over the next 10 to 20 
years. What lies at stake for our chil-
dren? What kind of a future are we 
going to leave for them? 

Right now, we are in the period 
where decisions are going to change 
the history of the American economy, 
and we simply need to be educated and 
need to be aware of that. Usually, I 
like to draw on an easel and discuss 
with numbers where we can put things 
into context, and so I will do that, Mr. 
Speaker. 

The first number that I would like to 
put up on the board is the 2.5. That is 
approximately the size of the govern-
ment’s spending, the size of the Amer-
ican budget. All the things we know 
about are included in that number. And 
it begins to be a focal point, because if 
we are to consider the relative state of 
our economy, we do the same thing 
that Americans do in their personal fi-
nances. We simply talk about how 
much we are spending, and 2.5 is a good 
approximation for what this economy 
spends, what this government spends 
to sustain all of its operations. 

But just as anyone else would, if you 
were considering whether or not the 
expenditures that you make are satis-
factory, whether they are too low or 
too high, you also have to consider the 
revenues that compare to that. So now 
we have the revenue figure, and that is 
about $11 trillion. Our economy total is 
about $11 trillion, and we in the gov-
ernment spend about $2.5 trillion. 

Now, that is an extremely important 
relationship, and it is the relationship 
that tells us more than the actual 
numbers. There are people who say 
that our budget is too large. There are 
some who say it is too small. But the 
truth is that to really accurately as-
sess, we have to understand the rela-
tionship between them. And simply by 
doing the division, we are able to then 
establish that right now our govern-
ment spending is about 23 percent. 
That would be .23 of our overall econ-
omy. 

Now, then, this .23 is an awfully im-
portant number in the relationship. 
People want to know what does it 
mean. It means the same thing as if 
you were to consider your personal 
spending. If your spending is too high a 
percent of your annual income, then 
you are not able to meet all your 
needs. If we are considering in your 
personal budget that your rent maybe 
is 25 or 30 percent of your annual in-
come, then that would tell you that 
you are satisfied with the size of the 
rent in that relationship. 

But this particular relationship, the 
.23, has to be put into a global perspec-
tive but also into a historical perspec-
tive. What we find as economists is 
that as the number, the .23, grows and 
gets larger, then the economy tends to 
want to stagnate. If that number is 
smaller, then the economy has vitality. 
It has the capability to grow. And that 
tells us the next piece of what we need 
to understand, which is that relation-

ship between government spending and 
our overall economy. Is it growing, is 
it getting larger, or is it getting small-
er? And that tells us what we can fore-
cast for the future. 

So we will simply put arrows up here, 
and we will write the words. We will 
put an up arrow if it increases, it stag-
nates. And so if it then decreases, we 
have the capability to grow. Now, as 
we understand that relationship, up as 
a percent, if our government spending 
increases as a percent of our gross 
economy, we tend towards stagnation 
and nonproduction of jobs. If it be-
comes smaller, we tend to have growth 
and vitality. 

Now, there are many good people who 
asked me in my district a couple of 
years ago why we would pass tax cuts 
at a point when we are running defi-
cits. And that is a very good question. 
The truth lies exactly in that number. 
At the point we gave the tax cuts, the 
number was about .25. We gave the tax 
cuts, and it shrunk to about .21; and we 
saw that the economy, in the very first 
quarter after we gave the tax cuts, 
jumped to about an 8.25 percent rate of 
growth. 

Now, we knew that was not going to 
sustain itself. There was pent-up de-
mand with the expectation we would 
pass the tax cuts. But what we did ex-
pect when we passed it was to get to 3.5 
or 4 percent. And we saw that rate of 
growth initially jump up to 8.25, maybe 
a little higher; and then it came back 
down, and it sustains itself now at 
about the 3 to 4 percent range, which 
we really expected that we would be 
able to achieve. 

b 2000 

Now, it is not magic, it is simply the 
fact that if you are taking more money 
from taxpayers and giving it to govern-
ment, they have less money to invest 
in plant and equipment, less money to 
spend on disposal retail items, and so 
your economy has that dampening ef-
fect than if you collect more in taxes. 
It is a simple theme. 

If you think about world examples, 
we could go to Europe and look at Ger-
many. If America is in the 0.23 range 
right now, which it is, we ask, What 
about Germany? Where is Germany? 
Germany’s relationship is 0.52. If the 
theory holds correct, you would say the 
German economy is probably more 
stagnant at 0.52 than the U.S. economy 
at 0.23, and the truth is Germany has 
not produced a job in about 10 years. 
Their growth is stagnant. They have an 
economy where companies are trying 
to figure a way to go somewhere else 
and find the growth and the vitality 
that they are looking for. And in truth, 
about 2 weeks ago in this great Capitol 
we met with about 50 or 60 foreign busi-
ness owners, CEOs of corporations that 
are operating here in America because 
they choose the economic climate here. 
It does not mean that everything is 
good and rosy with us because we have 
budget pressures. As we look today, we 
have budget pressures that are trying 
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