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UNITED STATES-PUERTO RICO POLITICAL
STATUS ACT

MONDAY, APRIL 21, 1997

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES,
Mayaguez, PR.
The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10 a.m. at University
of Puerto Rico at Mayaguez, Mayaguez, Puerto Rico, Hon. Don
Young (Chairman of the Committee) presiding.

STATEMENT OF THE HON. DON YOUNG, A U.S. REPRESENTA-
TIVE FROM ALASKA; AND CHAIRMAN, COMMITTEE ON RE-
SOURCES

Mr. YOUNG. The Committee will come to order.

It is a pleasure to be here holding this third hearing of the 105th
Congress on the United States-Puerto Rico’s Political Status Act,
H.R. 856, in the well-known city of Mayaguez, Puerto Rico. All the
testimony we will hear today in Mayaguez will be important and
considered equal with the statements received by the Committee in
the early hearings of San Juan in Washington, D.C.

The Puerto Rican legislature enacted a valid request on January
23rd, 1997, House Concurrent Resolution 2, asking the Congress to
authorize a vote on Puerto Rico’s political status before the end of
next year. This bill will answer that request by permitting the
nearly 4 million U.S. citizens in Puerto Rico to exercise the right
of self-determination by choosing a federally authorized vote, to be
held no later than the end of 1998, to continue the commonwealth
structure of local self-government, separate sovereignty or state-
hood.

Not only would such a congressional sanctioned political status
referendum next year be an unprecedented event in Puerto Rico,
but it would likely occur before the centennial of the signing of the
Treaty of Paris, which ended the Spanish-American War, and the
subsequent transfer of sovereignty over Puerto Rico to the United
States. It will be in the best interest of the United States to pro-
vide an adequately timed transition to the political status form of
full self-government preferred by the full majority of the people of
Puerto Rico.

The United States-Puerto Rico Political Status Act has three
stages, I want to stress that, three stages, to permit the change to
full self-government in a manageable and practical way:

First, the initial decision vote in 1998, followed by a transition
period and final implementation. This multi-stage approach per-
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mits a smooth transition to address economic, fiscal, legal and po-
litical concerns.

Although the bill’s approach may seem to add additional years to
the decolonization process, it represents a relatively small number
of years compared to the five centuries under Spanish and then
American rule. Puerto Rico certainly has waited a long time for the
United States to provide the people of Puerto Rico the most cher-
ished right in our democracy. In every respect the people of Puerto
Rico are every bit as ready as the people of other States were to
exercise that right when their time has come. It is now.

It is in the national interest, and in the best interest of pre-
serving and strengthening our democracy, for the United States to
move promptly to adopt the United States-Puerto Rico Political
Status Act. The people of Puerto Rico will then be able to exercise
their right of self-determination and decide in 1998 whether they
want to continue the commonwealth structure for local constitu-
tional self-government, separate sovereignty or statehood.

Puerto Rico’s political status referendum will be an incredibly
historic event of epic proportions befitting the sacrifice, loyalty, and
patience of the inhabitants of Puerto Rico, who have waited 100
years for Congress to finally provide for full civil and political
rights as charged in the 1898 Treaty of Paris.

The witnesses’ views and suggestions today will help the Com-
mittee and the Congress to meet that obligation and take the ap-
propriate necessary action to enable the people of Puerto Rico to re-
solve their political status.

The gentleman from California.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Young follows:]
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STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE DON YOUNG
HEARING ON THE
UNITED STATES-PUERTO RICO POLITICAL STATUS ACT, H.R. 856
April 19, 1997, San Juan, Puerto Rico

It is indeed a pleasure to return to Puerto Rico to continue the work of the Congress in resolving
Puerto Rico's status. I believe the hearings today in San Juan and Monday in Mayaguez on the
United States-Puerto Rico Political Status Act, HLR. 856, are an important part of the process
leading to a response to Puerto Rico House Concurrent Resolution 2 of January 23 of this year,
asking for a federally authorized vote on Puerto Rico’s political status before the end of 1998.

When our plane approached Puerto Rico today, I was once again stunned by the sheer beauty of
the island's mountains, rivers, and beaches. Tt is an impressive view every time [ arrive.
‘Another fact that struck me as I looked out over San Juan was the realization that the population
of this historic city is twice the size of the entire State of Alaska! What an island! Itis no
wonder the islands of Puerto Rico have been so prized and the object of many battles during the
past centuries, including the Spanish-American War in 1898.

In fact, the principal reason we are here today dates back to when the U.S. flag was hoisted
nearly 100 years ago. A legitimate question has since been raised that has yet to be answered:
Should the United States flag in Puerto Rico remain as i is today, be eliminated, or replaced by
a flag with an additional star? Each choice has a corresponding effect on the applicability of the
United States Constitution and nationality and citizenship. While the U.S. Constitution follows
the flag, Congress determines the extent of the application, and today in Puerto Rico the U.S.
Constitution applies only in part. United States nationality also follows the flag and the
Constitution, which in Puerto Rico today is both U.S. nationality and statutory U.S. citizenship.
This is one of the fundamental questions with related issues we are attempting to resolve through
these hearings. |

Last month the House Committee on Resources began consideration of the United States-Puerto
Rico Political Status Act, H.R. 856, with testimony in Washington from six members of
Congress, the Governor of Puerto Rico, the three political party presidents of Puerto Rico, and
the Administration. Their views are only the beginning of the record which will be added to by
the statements which will be presented in San Juan and Mayaguez. It is not the location of the
hearing where the statement is given that is important. It is the substance of the testimony that is
important.

During congressional consideration last year of the United States-Puerto Rico Political Status
Aect, numerous thoughtful and meaningful suggestions were offered in testimony. Before the
end of the 104th Congress in 1996, over 30 major and minor changes were incorporated into the
bill, which was re-introduced this year as H.R. 856. I expect many of the proposals presented
during these hearings will result in additional changes to the current bill, H.R. 856.
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However, the bill's fundamental structure for resolving Puerto Rico's political status has broad bi-
partisan support in the Congress. The multi-staged approach is sound and offers the best
approach to address the many legal, economic, and political issues that are part of this self-
determination process. A multi-staged process will insure that each step taken is manageable
and practical for both the United States and Puerto Rico. In addition, the bill guarantees that the
people of Puerto Rico will have the final say in each stage of the process. Although after these
hearings the Congress will enact the law defining the terms of the process and any change of
status, the people of Puerto Rico will have the final say in approving each step in the path to full
self-government.

In order to obtain a broad cross-section of views of the people of Puerto Rico regarding their
political status preference and this process, a large number of witnesses have been invited to

. appear before the Committee. 1 appreciate the cooperation of each participant in complying with
Congressional rules which are required in other hearings throughout the nation.

Before we begin with our panel of distinguished witnesses representing the three political parties
of Puerto Rico, followed by the Mayor of San Juan, the former governor of Puerto Rico, elected

officials and other leaders, I want to share part of a letter I received the day after our hearings on
this bill in San Juan on March 23rd of last year from Pilar Barbosa Rosario, Official Historian of
Puerto Rico:

Greetings to my friend...Don Young.
This is a personal note...written this morning March 24, 1996.

As daughter of José Celso Barbosa and Official Historian of Puerto Rico, I try to be
impartial and see others point of view. But when you are almost 99 years of age, and have
done research for 45 years (1921-1966) on Barbosa's private and public life, it is quite difficult
to maintain completely neutral in our historical interpretations.

Let me congratulate all persons involved in preparing the hearing. The hearing was
well organized and the people involved, Congressmen, visitors and Puerto Ricans we all
learned a lot.

To me it was a demonstration that in spite of all our colonial status Puerto Ricans have
developed and adapted American democracy to our own political ideologies. They area
product of our relations with the U.S. but adapted to our Puerto Rican way of life, different
from U.S. and different from other Caribbean neighbors and Hispanic American countries.
To us Puerto Ricans that is not surprising but to our visitors from U.S., Hawaii, or Latin
America it's something unique-It's Puerto Rican.

So help us God that Pilar Barbosa could live three more years to see what all this
results in. So help me God - It's now or never.

Sincerely yours,

Pilar Barbosa Rosario
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I'was saddened to hear of our loss earlier this year with the passing of Doiia Pilar. What a grand
lady and fellow citizen. Her opinions regarding this process to resolve Puerto Rico’s political
status deserve respect and should be treasured, particularly as one who was born in the
Nineteenth Century before the United States flag was raised in Puerto Rico.

I believe Dofia Pilar's hope for resuits within three years will happen. "Now" definitely is the
time for Congress to formally start the process to permit the people of Puerto Rico to vote to
continue local self-government under Commonwealth, separate sovereignty, or statehood.
There is a serious determination in Congress to solve Puerto Rico’s status problem as a top
priority of national importance. I also believe that everyone who participates in these hearings
on the United States-Puerto Rico Political Status Act, or in any part of the bill’s self-
determination process, will contribute to the final resolution of Puerto Rico's status, and will in
+ fact one day, "see what all this results in." ’
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STATEMENT OF THE HON. GEORGE MILLER, A U.S.
REPRESENTATIVE FROM CALIFORNIA

Mr. MILLER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I am delighted to be
here this morning for a continuation of our hearings in Puerto Rico.
I will say what I have publicly said before. I think these are ter-
ribly important hearings, because I do believe, in fact, there is a
very good chance this legislation authorizing the plebiscite will
pass in this Congress. And if it does, we will be telling the people
of Puerto Rico that we are now prepared to honor their decision.

If that is in fact the direction that we seek to go in the Congress
of the United States, then it is very important that we fully under-
stand the implications of that decision; that the American people
fully understand the implications of that decision and that the
Puerto Rican people fully understand that. That can only be done
by our gathering the best evidence we can so that we can discuss
it with our colleagues in the United States, in the Congress, so that
they can make an informed judgment.

I look forward very much to the witnesses we will be receiving
testimony from this morning and this afternoon. Thank you very
much. And I want to thank our colleague, Carlos Romero-Barcelo,
for the invitation to come to Puerto Rico to receive the testimony
of his constituents.

Mr. YOUNG. The Gentleman from Guam.

STATEMENT OF THE HON. ROBERT A. UNDERWOOD, A U.S.
DELEGATE FROM THE TERRITORY OF GUAM

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I too want to echo
my words of support for the process that you have led. It is quite
clear that the process you have led has now at least gathered the
interest and the support of all parties in terms of coming to a final
conclusion.

The hearing process allows all the people of Puerto Rico and var-
ious points of view to be articulated and also gives certainly the
members of the Committee to address issues that need to be ad-
dressed, including the definitions and the time line.

Again, I want to commend you for your leadership on this issue
and also to again relay my gratitude to the Resident Commissioner
for his graciousness and hospitality during our stay here.

Mr. YOUNG. I thank the gentleman from Guam.

It is now my pleasure to introduce the Resident Commissioner,
a good friend, who has worked on this project for the many years
I haviz been chairman and the ranking member, Carlos Romero-
Barcel6

STATEMENT OF THE HON. CARLOS ROMERO-BARCELO, RESI-
DENT COMMISSIONER FROM THE COMMONWEALTH OF
PUERTO RICO

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I want to
begin my remarks by welcoming all the Committee members to the
beautiful Mayaguez campus of the University of Puerto Rico. As an
added factor that is perhaps not known by everyone, the Mayaguez
campus is well-known throughout the NASA institution in the
United States for probably the most engineer graduates from a sin-
gle university. The largest number here has graduated from the



7

Mayaguez Institute of Technology, as we call it jokingly sometimes.
But it is an outstanding institution and has served Puerto Rico
well and is serving also the Nation well.

Mr. Chairman, on Wednesday, February 26, 1997, a historic
process began, and on that date more than 70 Members of Con-
gress introduced H.R. 856, the United States-Puerto Rico Political
Status Act. Many things have happened since that day, and on
March 19, the Resources Committee held hearings in Washington
and a group of 12 Senators introduced a similar version of this bill
in the Senate on the same day. Last Saturday, April 19, we held
a hearing in San Juan, and congressional support for the bill has
increased, as we now have 84 cosponsors.

President Clinton has made the establishment of a process that
will enable the people of Puerto Rico to decide their future relation-
ship with the United States his highest priority regarding the Is-
land; this from a March 19th statement by Jeffrey Farrow.

Throughout this time, the Committee has given everyone who
has expressed an interest in this issue the opportunity to partici-
pate and state his or her point of view either by submitting a writ-
ten statement or by testifying in person. During these 2 days of
hearings here in Puerto Rico alone, the members of the Committee
will have had the opportunity to hear from over 50 witnesses rep-
resenting the whole political spectrum of the Island, and this proc-
ess has been characterized for its openness, inclusiveness and fair-
ness, and for that, both you, Mr. Chairman, and Mr. Miller, have
to be commended.

This hearing is another important step in this process, a process
I hope will finally end Puerto Rico’s long journey toward disenfran-
chisement and full self-government.

It was almost 100 years ago, in 1898, Spain ceded Puerto Rico
to the United States at the end of the Spanish-American War. In
1917, Puerto Ricans became U.S. citizens, a citizenship that we
have cherished and valued ever since, and a citizenship that we
have defended with our lives and our blood.

Then in 1952, the Island adopted a local constitution and became
a so-called Commonwealth of the United States, a purely cosmetic
change that did not in any way affect the Island’s status as an un-
incorporated territory of the United States subject to the authority
and powers of Congress under the territorial clause of the Constitu-
tion. In international terms, Puerto Rico remained a colony.

Prominent members of the Popular Party have recognized this
fact. Even former Governor and Commonwealth architect Luis
Munoz Marin, testified at a Congressional hearing on March 4,
1950, that the proposed changes to the Island’s status did not
change the fundamental conditions of Puerto Rico as nonincorpora-
tion and only permitted Puerto Rico to develop its own self-govern-
ment.

Jose Trias Monge, a former chief judge of the Supreme Court and
member of Puerto Rico’s Constitutional Assembly, acknowledged in
his book Historia Constitucional de Puerto Rico that even after
1952, Puerto Rico continues suffering a colonial status. “Puerto
Ricans have the distinction of having the longest period of colo-
nialism in the whole world. What a sad distinction,” indicated Mr.
Trias Monge in his book.
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I have devoted most of my adult life in this struggle and to lead-
ing my people in the long and treacherous journey toward enfran-
chisement and equality. As former Mayor of San Juan, Puerto
Rico’s capital city, and Governor, and now Member of Congress, I
have heard my people’s voices and have shared their dreams and
their aspirations. As you may have experienced in these past few
days, these voices, questions and aspirations resonate loudly in the
Island, although to most Americans living in the continental
United States, they may seem as distant echoes.

Many of our students on this campus have asked if our present
institution will at some time deny them or their younger brothers
and sisters or their children equal treatment in Federal education
programs that they desperately need to succeed in today’s competi-
tive world. Young couples ask me why they have to move to the
States in order to search for opportunities that are not available to
them in Puerto Rico. Puerto Rican veterans, who have served the
United States gallantly in all the Nation’s wars and conflicts in
this century, ask me why they cannot vote for the President that,
as Commander in Chief, may tomorrow also send their sons and
daughters to fight and die in times of war. The elderly ask why
their health benefits and other support programs are less than if
they resided in New York, Illinois, Alaska, Rhode Island, Cali-
fornia, Florida or any other State of the Union. I have heard the
voice of a grandmother wondering why her son, who died in Viet-
nam, gave his life for a country who denied her and her grand-
children a right to participate on equal terms.

The answer to this question is clear. We are not equals because
we are not partners. We are not equal because we are submerged
is a colonial relationship in which our economic, social and political
affairs are controlled, to a large degree, by a government in which
we have no voting influence and in which we do not participate. We
are not equals because we cannot vote for the President of the Na-
tion of which we are citizens and because we do not have a propor-
tional and voting representation in the Congress that determines
the rules under which we conduct our daily lives and the rules that
influence and determine our future.

I believe that the latest developments in Congress and within the
Clinton administration clearly show that after 100 years, the Puer-
to Rico colonial dilemma has finally become a national issue and
one that the two active branches of government recognize has to be
resolved before we enter the next millennium. The disenfranchise-
ment of the 3.8 million U.S. citizens residing in Puerto Rico has to
stop and it has to stop now.

Before I close, I want to take this opportunity to address an issue
that has been raised by various groups during the Committee’s de-
liberations, and that is the issue of the nonresident voting in the
proposed 1998 plebiscite. Some have advocated that all people born
in Puerto Rico and, in some cases, their immediate descendants be
allowed the right to vote in the plebiscite regardless of their place
of residency by waiving the residency requirement of Puerto Rico’s
electoral law or by seeking approval from the U.S. Congress. While
we recognize that some of the advocates for the nonresident voting
may have a sincere interest in this issue, the fact is some are also
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raising this issue with the only purpose of trying to derail this
process.

To allow nonresidents to vote in this plebiscite is neither viable
nor fair. Although we recognize and understand many Puerto
Ricans who migrated to the mainland did so in search of better op-
portunities that they could not find here in Puerto Rico because of
the Island’s colonial status, it is clear the discussion of Puerto
Rico’s political destiny should remain in the hands of the ones who
live on the Island and who will receive the benefits or the adverse
effects of the people’s decision. Those are the ones who will have
to face the consequences of any new relationship between Puerto
Rico and the United States. It seems highly unfair that those who
have been able to enfranchise themselves by moving to one of the
50 States be allowed to vote to continue the disenfranchisement of
those who remain living on the Island.

Mr. Chairman, I feel honored at having the opportunity to find
myself in the center of this historic process. Once again, I want to
thank you for your leadership and vision in filing this bill and for
holding this hearing, and I look forward to the testimony of the
panelists.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Romero-Barcel6 follows:]
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Statement of
Congressman Carlos Romero-Barcelé
Hearing on HR 856
The United States-Puerto Rico Political Status Act
Mayaguez, Puerto Rico

April 21, 1997

I would like to begin my remarks today by welcoming all the
Committee Members to the beautiful Mayaguez Campus of the University of
_ Puerto Rico.

Mr. Chairman, on Wednesday, February 26, 1997, a historic process
began. On that date, more than 70 Members of Congress introduced HR 856,
The United States-Puerto Rico Political Status Act.

Many things have happened since that date. On March 19, the
Resources Committee held hearings in Washington and a group of 12
Senators introduced a similar version of this bill in the Senate. And last
Saturday, April 19, we held hearings in San Juan. Congressional support for
the bill has increased, as we now have 84 cosponsors, and President Clinton
has made the establishment of a process that will enable the people of Puerto
Rico to decide their future relationship with the United States his "highest
priority regarding the Island” (March 19 statement of Jeffrey Farrow).

Throughout this time, the Committee has given everyone who has
expressed an interest in this issue the opportunity to participate and state his
or her point of view, either by submitting a written statement or by testifying
in person. During these two days of hearings here in Puerto Rico alone, the
Members of the Committee will have had the opportunity to hear from over
50 witnesses, representing the whole political spectrum of the Island. This
process has been characterized for its openness, inclusiveness and fairness,
and for that both you Mr. Chairman and Mr. Miller have to be commended.

Today’s hearing in Mayaguez is another important step in this process;
a process that I hope will finally end Puerto Rico’s long journey towards
enfranchisement and full self-government.
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It was almost 100 years ago that, in 1898, Spain ceded Puerto Rico to
the United States at the end of the Spanish-American War. In 1917,
Puerto Ricans became U.S. citizens, a citizenship that we have cherished and
valued ever since and a citizenship that we have defended with our lives and
with our blood. Then, in 1952, the Island adopted a local Constitution and
became a so-called Commonwealth of the United States, a purely cosmetic
change that did not, in any way, affect the Island’s status as an unincorporated
territory of the United States subject to the authority and powers of Congress
under the territorial clause of the Constitution. In international terms, Puerto
Rico remained a colony.

Prominent members of the Popular Party have recognized this fact.
Even former Governor and Commonwealth architect, Luis Mufioz Marin,
testified at a Congressional hearing on March 4, 1950 that the proposed
changes to the Island’s status "did not change the fundamental conditions of
Puerto Rico as non-incorporation and only permitted Puerto Rico to develop
its own self-government. José Trias Monge, a former Chief Judge of the
Supreme Court and member of Puerto Rico’s Constitutional Assembly
acknowledged in his book Historia Constitucional de Puerto Rico that even
after 1952, Puerto Rico clearly continued suffering a colonial status. "Puerto
Ricans have the distinction of having the longest history of colonialism in the
whole world. What a sad distinction!", indicated Mr. Trias Monge in his
book.

I have devoted most of my adult life to this struggle and to leading my
people in this long and treacherous journey towards enfranchisement and
equality. As former Major of San Juan, Puerto Rico’s capital city, as
Governor and now member of Congress, I have heard my people’s voices,
and have shared their dreams and aspirations. As you may have experienced
in this past few days, these voices, questions and aspirations resonate loudly
in the Island, although, to most Americans living in the continental United
States, they may seem as distant echoes.

College students right here in this Campus have asked me if our present
status will at some time in the future deny them or their younger brothers and
sisters or their children, equal treatment in Federal education programs that
they desperately need to succeed in today’s competitive world. Young
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couples ask me why they have to move to the states in order to search for
opportunities that are not available in Puerto Rico. Puerto Rican veterans
who have served the United States gallantly in all of the nation’s wars and
conflicts in this century ask me why they cannot vote for the President that,
as Commander in Chief, may tomorrow also send their sons and daughters to
fight and die in times of war. The elderly ask me why their health benefits
and other support programs are less than if they resided in New York, Illinois,
Alaska, Rhode Island, California, Florida, or any other state of the Union. I
have heard the voice of a grandmother wondering why her son, who died in
Vietnam, gave his life for a country that denies her and her grandchildren the
- right to participate on equal terms.

The answer to these questions is clear. We are unequals because we are
not partners. We are unequals because we are submerged in a colonial
relationship in which our economic, social and political affairs are controlled,
to a large degree, by a government in which we have no voting influence and
in which we do not participate. We are unequals because we cannot vote for
the President of the nation of which we are citizens and because we do not
have a proportional and voting representation in the Congress that determines
the rules under which we conduct our daily lives and the rules that influence
and determine our future.

But I believe that the latest developments in Congress and within the
Clinton Administration clearly show that, after 100 years, the Puerto Rico
colonial dilemma has finally become a national issue, and one that the two
active branches of government recognize has to be resolved before we enter
the next millennium. The disenfranchisement of the 3.8 million U.S. citizens
residing in Puerto Rico has to stop, and it has to stop now.

Before 1 close, I would like to take this opportunity to address an issue
that has been raised by various groups during the Committee’s deliberations
and that is the issue of the non-resident voting in the proposed 1998
plebiscite. Some have advocated that all people bomn in Puerto Rico, and in
some cases their immediate descendants, be allowed the right to vote in the
plebiscite regardiess of their place of residency by waving the residency
requirement of Puerto Rico’s electoral law or by seeking approval from the
U.S. Congress. While we recognize that some of the advocates for the non-
resident voting may have a sincere interest on this issue, the fact is that some
are also raising this issue with the only purpose of trying to derail this
process.
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To allow non-residents to vote in this plebiscite is neither viable nor
fair. Although we recognize and understand that many Puerto Ricans who
migrated to the mainland did so in search of better opportunities that they
could not find here in Puerto Rico because of the Island’s colonial status, it
is clear that the discussion of Puerto Rico’s political destiny should remain in
the hands of the ones who live on the Island and who will receive the benefits
or the adverse effects of the people’s decision. Those are the ones who will
have to face the consequences of any new relationship between Puerto Rico
and the United States. It seems highly unfair that those who have been able
to enfranchise themselves by moving into one of the 50 states be allowed to
vote to continue the disenfranchisement of those who remain living on the
Island.

Mr. Chairman, I feel honored at having the opportunity to find myself
in the center of this historic process. Once again I want to thank you for your
leadership and vision in filing this bill and for holding this hearing, and look
forward to the testimony of our panelists.
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Mr. YOUNG. I thank the gentleman.

The audience may have noticed that the curtain was rising and
falling behind me. I am not sure what that meant. I hope it is not
an omen.

We call our first panel. Dr. Miriam J. Ramirez de Ferrer, Nestor
S. Aponte, Arturo J. Guzman, and Belen B. Robles.

They are all before us, and I will try to keep the testimony at
5 minutes, if possible. Keep that in mind as we go forth during this
hearing.

. I do welcome you to these hearings and we are here to learn and
isten.

STATEMENT OF DR. MIRIAM J. RAMIREZ DE FERRER, MD,
PRESIDENT, PUERTO RICANS IN CIVIC ACTION, MAYAGUEZ,
PUERTO RICO

Ms. MirIAM J. RAMIREZ DE FERRER. Chairman Young and mem-
bers of this Committee, I am proud to welcome you to the city of
Mayaguez. My name is Miriam Ramirez de Ferrer, and I am ac-
companied by the vice president of my organization, Attorney Luis
Costas, who will be available for any constitutional or legal ques-
tions that might come up. Please include my written statement for
the record as part of my time.

Mr. YOUNG. Without objection.

Ms. MIrRIAM J. RAMIREZ DE FERRER. During all these years, we
have visited Washington many times to tell you about the tangled
web of local party status politics and to explain how failure to solve
the status issue has crippled the social and economic development
of Puerto Rico. It has been frustrating, because those who want to
preserve their political power and profit by preserving the status
quo have had tremendous ability to influence Congress.

Today I am filled with that sense of peace that comes in the
struggle for liberty, when the truth is finally revealed. I know the
behavior of some of the audience at the hearing in San Juan was
not as dignified as it should have been, but the Committee did the
right thing by allowing the pro-commonwealth faction to show their
true colors.

That political faction in Puerto Rico went beyond cheering for
their champions and showed disrespect for witnesses in the proc-
ess. However, it was not spontaneous, it was a well-orchestrated
event meant to disrupt the hearings and reduce the time allotted
for questions and other witnesses.

As a matter of fact, the San Juan Star said in yesterday’s edi-
tion, “When the panel of pro-commonwealth witnesses completed
its turn before the panel, dozens of the PDP faithful left. And that
brought almost to an end the noise and disruption.”

That is why self-determination should not be a transaction exclu-
sively between Congress and the Puerto Rico political parties. Peo-
ple have consistently voted for a status change in all referendums
and against the status quo. The status quo does not have the sup-
port of the majority of the people of Puerto Rico. That is why it is
imperative that a process for self-determination be established. At
the end, it will be an individual choice between the United States
citizens in Puerto Rico who will exercise the right to self-deter-
mination in the privacy of a voting booth.
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At the San Juan hearing you heard the bizarre theories of sov-
ereignty and tortured logic of the autonomous doctrine. It is a pas-
sive aggressive dogma that in a military tone demands recognition
of a separate national sovereignty, but claims victimization at the
mere suggestion that separate nationality might mean separate
citizenship.

It is a schizophrenic political identity which enables the aristoc-
racy of the colonial era to perpetrate its political power by pre-
tending that such aristocracy is the champion of Puerto Rico dig-
nity. The discussion of status under the Young bill has unfolded
the truth about the proposals of commonwealth exponents.

Don’t take it from me. You heard it yourself.

Their theory is that since all people have inherent sovereignty,
and this is recognized by the United Nations’ resolutions and the
United States Constitution, then Puerto Rico has a form of sepa-
rate sovereignty. They take that half truth and pretend that the
local sovereignty and internal autonomy that Puerto Rico has
under the territorial clause of the Constitution approved in 1952 is
the same as national sovereignty for Puerto Rico. This makes a
mockery of the United States national sovereignty under the Trea-
ty of Paris and the territorial clause.

Again, they have revealed their false theory to Congress, assert-
ing that local autonomy granted by Congress is a form of national
sovereignty that puts Puerto Rico on the plane of bilateral, sov-
ereign-to-sovereign, nation-to-nation level of mutuality with the
United States. But when they say “mutual consent,” they mean
that the political relationship of Puerto Rico and the United States
is permanent because Congress agreed to a local constitution in
1952,

According to them, through this, Congress gave up its sovereign
power and consented to make nonincorporation a permanent union
and binding status for Puerto Rico with permanent United States
citizenship. Their theory ignores constitutional supremacy. No mat-
ter what Public Law 600 is purported to do, the constitutional su-
premacy clause prevails.

They also told you that Congress has the power to improve, en-
hance, and develop Puerto Rico, but no authority to require Puerto
Rico to contribute to the Union. That arrogant demand is what
some now are calling “reverse colonialism.” According to these po-
litical leaders, the United States has national sovereignty only to
the extent delegated by the Nation of Puerto Rico.

But listen to this, even though the 10th Amendment does not
apply to Puerto Rico, if Congress exercise its constitutional author-
ity under the territorial clause, you heard them Saturday, they
make the childish threat to take you to court. You also heard the
politics of shouting down all who question their opportunistic ide-
ology imposed on us by the strident, shrill and uncivil pro-common-
wealth representatives.

I will leave you with just one thought. My message is simple. Al-
though the United States Federal Government contributed to the
problem by going along with the myth and allowing the colonial sit-
uation to be perpetuated, the United States did not do this to Puer-
to Rico.
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The leadership of the pro-commonwealth party was the driving
force in creating this problem because they do not have the courage
to face a real choice between citizenship under United States na-
tional sovereignty and separate national sovereignty with separate
citizenship.

The real challenge for the people in self-determination is to take
the responsibility for solving our own problems. Commonwealthers
have tried for 40 years to propose a status which does not exist.
Now we need to face the real choices. What we need is for Congress
to set aside the myth and point out the realities. Please define the
options available and we can do the rest ourselves.

The people of Puerto Rico have great faith that this particular
effort will put an end to our divisive status discussion and uncer-
tainty about our future. Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Ramirez de Ferrer follows:]
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WHY SHOULD CONGRESS APPROVE H.R. 85672

The first question each Member of Congress must ask regarding H.R. 856 is this:

Why shouid the 106th Congress approve legislation to resolve the political status of Puerto
Rico through a federally-recognized process of self-determination?

To answer that question, we need to recall that Congress attempted but failed to approve
political status legislation for Puerto Rico in 1981. As a result, a plebiscite on political status was
held under local law in Puerto Rico on November 14, 1993. in said plebiscite, the definition of the
proposed “commonweaith" political relationship on the ballot was formulated by the Popular
Democratic Party, a local political party in Puerto Rico.

The result was a definition of “commonwealth” status on the 1893 ballot in which:

o' Federal welfare entitlements would increase;

e Puerto Rico would be guaranteed permanent union with the United States;

» United States citizenship would be irrevocable, as guaranteed by the U.S. Constitution to the
fifty states;

o There would be guaranteed exemption from federal income taxation;

o Puerto Rico could nullify federal law if not in agreement with acts of Congress applicable to the
status of the territory,

« and Puerto Rico would have a form of separate national sovereign identity apart from the U.S.

Even with these enhancements, intended to make the "commonwealth” option irresistible
to the public, and offering all the benefits of statehood without the responsibilities, the
commonwealth “status” definition on the 1993 ballot only received 48% of the votes. Statehood,
( even with taxes ), received 46.3% and independence (with guaranteed US citizenship and
Social Security, etc.) received only 4.4%.

Since no option received a majority in the 1993 vote, there is no decisive democratic
mandate for any of those options. This does not create a legal or political dilemma with respect to
statehood or independence, since those two options are future status alternatives, the terms for
which Congress has yet to define or approve. Only when the voters know the terms under which
Congress would consider those two options would a vote on either of these options be meaningful,
which is one of the reason H.R. 856 is needed.

It may be said that the present "commonwealth” is the current political relationship, as
defined by Congress and established by federal law, yet although it was presented on the ballot in
the most favorable terms conceivable by its supporters, it still did not receive a majority of votes.
Thus, the failure of commonweaith to receive a majority vote creates a legal and political dilemma
for Puerto Rico and the United States.

The new reality is that a majority of the patriotic U.S. citizens of Puerto Rico have gone to
the polls and rejected the current relationship, which just so happens to be one in which the US
citizens in Puerto Rico are disenfranchised in the constitutional process through which federal
power is exercised in the territory. Continuation of this territorial “status”, without establishing any
process defined by Congress for resolution of the status based on self-determination, is not
consistent with the fundamental democratic principle of government by consent of the governed.

On one hand, some might argue that this simply is the condition of U.S. citizens who reside
in unincorporated territories which are under U.S. sovereignty, but not within a state of the union.
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However, among the U.S. unincorporated territories, Puerto Rico is the largest and most
populous, and it alone has a 45 year record of political stability and democratic pluralism, through
internal constitutional self-government, which compares quite favorably to the governments of
states previously admitted to the union.

Yet, Puerto Rico has never been enabled by Congress to vote on options for a permanent
status -- either within or outside the federal union — according to definitions recognized by the
United States. Now, when Puerto Rico was compelied by Congressional inaction to initiate the
self-determination process, (based on definitions accepted from the local parties supporting each
option, to avoid criticism of bias, for or against any status), the voters have withheld majority
approval from the existing politicai relationship.

Ironically, even if the voters in a local plebiscite approved the current political relationship,
constitutionally it is not a permanent form of political union. Rather, it is a “status” created by
statutes approved by Congress in the exercise of its territorial clause authority. Those statutes can
be amended by Congress at any time, consistent with its determination of the national interest.
Puerto Rico does not have a legally vested or constitutionally guaranteed right to the current
“status”.

Thus, the question of Puerto Rico's ultimate status will remain unresoived and can be
reopened at any time by federal action or local self-determination initiatives, until a permanent
status is achieved through statehood or separate sovereignty. It is for this very reason that the
provision of H.R. 856, which requires periodic referenda, becomes so critical in the event that
there is no status resolution in the first cycle of the self-determination process under the bill.

Now that more than a majority have voted to change the current political relationship, it
arguably would constitute denial of the right of self-determination not to have in place a
Congressionally sponsored procedure through which the peopie can express their wishes freely.
This alone can provide the basis for Congress to respond based on its responsibility to exercise the
right of seif-determination, which the nation as a whole has in its relationship to Puerto Rico.

To eliminate any basis for the allegation that the U.S. policy supporting Puerto Rico's
decolonization based on self-determination has broken down or become dysfunctional, there must

be a periodic referendum procedure until full self-government is achieved.

Congress has the authority and right to prescribe the terms it will accept on behalf of the
nation in order to impiement a status chosen by the people, or to decline to do so; But the
people must have a right to an informed and democratic process of self-determination, and to
know what the U.S. will or will not accept, so that the U.S. citizens of Puerto Rico can make
further informed decisions on our status.

Without such a periodic self-determination process authorized by Congress, the lack of
consent to the existing form of government could become the basis for legitimate criticism of U.S.
administration of Puerto Rico.

in this connection, the fact that Puerto Ricans voted in 1952 to establish a local constitution
did not resolve the political status of the territory. For years some key House and Senate leaders
have been misled into believing that the current political status of Puerto Rico was established
with the consent of the people in 1952, when in reality the 1952 vote simply established internal
constitutional seif-government.
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Puerto Rico's political relationship with the United States, as an unincorporated territory
subject to the authority of Congress under the territorial clause of the U.S. Constitution was
established under the Treaty of Paris in 1899, and continues to this day unaltered, regardiess of
statutory measures to increase local self-government. The authorization and approval by
Congress of a local constitution adopted by the people was an important step to make full self-
government possible, but did not complete the decolonization process that started in 1952.

Even though the UN accepted the U.S. decision to stop reporting on Puerto Rico to that
international organization in 1953 based on the adoption of the local constitution, the
decolonization process that was expected to follow internal self-government stalled in the decades
that followed, because of the partisan and commercial interest in preserving the status quo, as
discussed below.

Indeed, the U.S. Supreme Court and several lower federal courts have confirmed that
adoption of a local constitution, as authorized under federal law in 1952, did not end the territorial
clause authority of Congress or unincorporated territory status of Puerto Rico. As recently pointed
out in a written statement regarding H.R. 856 addressed to the Committee on Resources from
former Congressman Robert J. Lagomarsino, this is a status under the federal constitution which
is "permissive" rather than one based on constitutional rights.

No matter what "enhancements" those in Puerto Rico or the federal government who support
perpetual "commonweaith* may offer to the people, under the U.S. Constitution the current
unincorporated territorial status and statutory citizenship of Puerto Ricans can not be made
permanent. The attempt by some over the last four decades to persuade Congress and Puerto
Rican leaders that the "commonwealth® can be transformed into a permanent constitutional status
with guaranteed citizenship, through a statutory sleight-of-hand based on a "mutual consent”
requirement for federal law applicabie to the territory, has been repudiated and rejected by the
House Committee on Resources, the Congressional Research Service, the Department of Justice
and the U.S. Supreme Court. (See, House Report 104-713, Part 1, pp. 18-23, 30-36, and
Appendix HI).

SELF-DETERMINATION BASED ON REAL OPTIONS
| emphasize these points, because in 1987 my grassroots organization delivered to the
Congress of the United States over 350,000 individually verified signatures from U.S. citizens from
Puerto Rico, petitioning for a permanent status for Puerto Rico and equal citizenship for persons
born here through admission of Puerto Rico as the 51st State of the Union.

President Bush responded to the ground swell of support for self-determination in Puerto
Rico in his first State of the Union address on February 9, 1989, saying:

" I've long believed that the people of Puerto Rico should have the right to
determine their own political future. Personally, 1 strongly favor statehood. Butl
urge Congress to take the necessary steps to allow the people to decide in a
referendum.”

The response of Congress to the petition of the people and the commitment of several
recent Presidents, including Mr. Bush has been inaction, notwithstanding the difficutt and time-
consuming effort in Congress from 1989 to 1991 to approve iegislation to provide for a self-
determination process in Puerto Rico. That legislation died -- after great agony -- in the 101st
Congress. The primary opponents of that legislation included those who were beneficiaries of the

Section 936 tax credit scheme, commonly referred to as “corporate welfare” and only possible

4
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under the existing political relationship in Puerto Rico. They are a powerful lobby, that is far more
sophisticated than my neighborhood and community-based democratic action network.

Thus, consideration of said Puerto Rico legislation in 1991 became influenced, not by the
debate over the national interest relating to the status of Puerto Rico, but by the debate about
preserving the Section 936 corporate welfare tax loop hole. Continuation of the current
“commonwealth” status, by killing legislation that would produce any real change, was the goal of
the Section 936 companies and the Puerto Rican political leaders in their camp. Thus, self-
determination legislation was delayed until Congress finally repealed the corrupting Section 936
tax gimmick in 1996.

Ten years later, we still wait — respectfully but with renewed resolve -- for an answer to our
petition. We believe H.R. 856 is the best answer Congress can give to our petition in 1997, even
though it is not what we asked for in 1987.

This is so, because H.R. 856 will create a process that will by its very nature educate the
people of Puerto Rico, and the nation as a whole, to the real choices which must be made to
resolve the status of 3.8 million U.S. citizens who are not yet fully self-governing in the most
fundamental sense. The record before Congress is now very clear: Puerto Rico is an
unincorporated territory, an impermanent “status” which includes U.S. citizenship and political
union in a form which constitutionally is alterable and terminabie at the discretion of the U.S.
Congress -- limited, if at all, only by the due process requirement of a legitimate federal purpose.

Although my organization supports admission of Puerto Rico as a state in order to complete
the decolonization process and extend equal legal and political rights to the 3.8 million U.S.
citizens of Puerto Rico, we recognize that there must be a legitimate self-determination process
for both Congress and the qualified voters of Puerto Rico regarding the options for full self-
government.

The first step is to accurately define the options, then those who favor statehood, as well as
those who favor either separate sovereignty or the status quo, can tell their respective stories to
the people and Congress. [n a fair debate on a level field the people can work their will, allowing
Congress it tum to work its will in a proposed transition plan, so there can be a second referendum
to determine if there is agreement to resolve the uitimate status of Puerto Rico.

H.R. 856 will accomplish that goal, and Puerto Ricans United in Civic Action supports the
bill because unlike some we trust the people and we are prepared to accept the resuits of a
democratic self-determination process. Howaever, there are concerns about the bill which we feel
compelled to state for the record.

RESTORE TWO PART BALLOT

First, we believe it was a mistake to revise the legislation in order to present
"commonweaith” as a third option, in a side-by-side format with statehood, and separate

sovereignty. This does not create a level playing field or provide for a true decolonization process

for Puerto Rico, but creates an advantage in favor of the status quo. The original two-part ballot
format contained in H.R. 3024, as approved by the Committee on Resources on July 26, 1996, is
a more accurate presentation of the questions facing the people of Puerto Rico.

Specifically, the two part ballot format in H.R. 3024 made it possible for the voters in Puerto
Rico to understand that “commonwealth” is a territorial status, approval of which does not

5
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permanently resoive the question of Puerto Rico's ultimate status. Consequently, approval of
"commonwealth” as it actually is (unincorporated territory) will require further seif-determination in
the future to ascertain the wishes of the people regarding a permanent status.

The proponents of commonwealth as a “status™ equal to statehood or independence have
been so successful for so many years, that they may actually have felt that it was unfair when
Congressional leaders started fo pierce the veil of ambiguity and clarify the issues by pointing out
that the territorial clause still applies to Puerto Rico. The cries we heard last year about the
"unfairness" of a ballot that made a distinction between options for full self-government outside the
territorial clause, and the option of remaining under the territorial clause untii a form of full self-
government is agreed by Congress and the residents of Puerto Rico, still resound in the halls of
Congress.

The members of my organization are concerned that the sponsors of H.R. 3024, and now
H.R. 856, may have started to believe that maybe it was unfair to make that distinction. If the
return to a three option ballot was an attempt to appease those who protested the unfairness of
H.R. 3024, we doubt that it will be a sufficient gesture. These are true zealots, hard-core
ideological believers, and they will simply want more concessions now.

More importantly, the people may be misledt into believing that the commonwealth political
relationship and U.S. citizenship based thereon actually are co-equal options, which if approved
can become perrnanent. This has the potential for real mischief by the supporters of permanent
commonwealth, aimed at confusing people or lead them to the wrong conclusions about that
status option.

Therefore, we are concerned that the Committee on Resources may have gone too far to
please the critics of H.R. 3024, and we urge the Congress to restore the more truthful and
accurate two-part bailot. The original format ensured that Puerto Ricans wouid have the right to
vote for the current commonwealth status quo, but not based on the myth that it is or can be
transformed into a decolonized permanent status.

" NEW COMMONWEALTH " PROPOSAL

In addition to a ballot format which accurately distinguishes the options for permanent full
self-government from the options for continued territorial status, it is very important for Congress to
clarify that the current political refationship is not permanent. This is due to the fact that for 40
years some of the prominent and influential supporters of "commonwealth” as a final and
permanent status, have indoctrinated those among the public who came under their influence to
believe that Puerto Rico in 1952 achieved a permanent formula of ”separate nationality and free
association with common citizenship.”

The proposal for a "New Commonwealth” definition submitted to Congress by the Popuiar
Democrat Party ( PDP) of Puerto Rico on March 19, 1997, has been "sanitized" as much as
possible with coaching from sympathetic Washington insiders. However, Congress should make
no mistake about the fact that this "New Ccmmonwealth” is the same old wine, and it is even in
the same oid boftle. Only the label is new. Other than that, it is vintage nullificationist doctrine,
which seeks to transpose cuitural separatism and the politics of ethnocentric alienation into
separate nationality in the legal and constitutional sense.

The term they use is "mutual consent” but in reality the "New Commonwealth” definition

presented by the PDP is a nullificationist defense of the status quo and the political aristocracy of
the colonial period in Puerto Rico. Just as nullification has been the doctrine of choice for other
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embattled poiitical subcultures, aristocracies and ideological elite in American history which have
stopped listening to or trusting the people, in Puerto Rico it is the last refuge for those whose self
interest is served by defying the principles of equal justice and full citizenship which are at the
heart of American constitutional federalism.

The PDP must learn the same lesson that every other nullificationist movement in
American history has leamed — the promise of equal citizenship, rule of law and limited
government under the U.S. Constitution can be denied and delayed, but by the very abuse of such
denial and delay the ultimate inevitability of its redemption is assured.

Thus, if Puerto Rico is to remain within the framework of the U.S. Constitution there is no
substitute for full equality of citizenship through statehood. If Puerto Rico wants to isolate itself
legally and politically from the rest of the nation, it can not "have it both ways" with separate
national sovereignty and the benefits of permanent union and irevocable citizenship. If
constitutionally guaranteed separatism and an end to political integration is the will of the people,
national independence is the path that ultimately must be taken.

Every day that we spend arguing over the "free association with common citizenship®
theory of "commonwealth” is a day wasted; days that could have been more wisely used to
promote achievement of self-determination, through a process in which the people inform
Congress of their own preferences based on definitions consistent with the federal constitution.
This allows the people whose future status is at stake, to make that determination for themseives,
and it allows Congress then to understand and respond the results of the self-determination
process.

That is how decolonization is achieved in the American constitutional process.
OFF ISLAND VOTING

An additional issue regarding H.R. 856 which | want to address is the proposal made by
some at the March 19, 1997 hearing on the bill in Washington that any U.S. citizen born in Puerto
Rico should be qualified to vote in the referenda to be held under this legislation. The reasons
why this can not be allowed are relatively straightforward.

First, persons born in Puerto Rico who reside in the states of the union have functional
political and legal equality with all other U.S. citizens in the states. Thus, they are enjoying the
daily blessings of liberty denied in Puerto Rico, including full participation and enfranchisement in
the federal political process. U.S. citizens born in Puerto Rico are not in a chronic colonial
condition when they are residing in the states in the same sense as those living in Puerto Rico.

The U.S. citizens residing in Puerto Rico are the population which is not yet decolonized
due to the lack of full self-government. The territory and popuiation which is subject to
decolonization through seif-determination is that of Puerto Rico.

Any attempt to define classifications of U.S. citizens in the states eligible to vote in a
federally-sponsored status referendum in Puerto Rico would create imponderable constitutional
questions of improper discrimination under equal protection and due process principles in the
federal constitution. In addition, under principles of seif-determination and international
decolonization standards recognized by the U.S. voting by Puerto Rican bon U.S. citizens in the
states would create an impossible dilemma.
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These problems would be aggravated in the case of person born in the U.S. but of Puerto
Rican born parents.

For example:

« How can Congress create a classification under federal law which discriminates between U.S.
citizens for purposes of voter eligibility based on place of origin, birth or ancestry?

» If persons born in the U.S. of Puerto Rican born parents are allowed to vote, how can persons
born in the U.S. who have no Puerto Rican ancestry be denied the right to vote consistent with
the equal protection principle?

» If any U.S. citizens born in a state have a legitimate interest and right under federal law to vote
in a referendum on the status of Puerto Rico, then how would we deny that all U.S. citizens
born in the states have that same interest and right?

o What about people born in the U.S. with one Puerto Rican parent? What about Puerto Rican
grandparents? Siblings? Children?

A classification which allows voting by persons born in the U.S. of Puerto Rican born
parents would mean that persons with U.S. nationality and citizenship which is guaranteed by the
14th Amendment due to birth in a state could vote for independence for Puerto Rico, and thereby
contribute to the result that U.S. citizens born in Puerto Rico could lose their statutory U.S.
nationality and citizenship which is based on birth in the territory, or at least lose the ability to pass
it on to their children even if statutory U.S. citizenship is grandfathered for living person who
decline Puerto Rican citizenship under independence.

In addition, if Puerto Ricans in the mainland are allowed to vote and the result is statehood,
the entire process is subject to valid criticism that the colonial power allowed the Puerto Rican
population which has full seif-government due to migration to the states to determine the status of
the less than fully self-governing population in the territory. Again, it is the disenfranchised
population in the territory that has not achieved full self-government which has the recognized
right of self-determination, not the population which enjoys self-determination through
enfranchisement in the states.

The election laws of Puerto Rico provide a procedure for off-island voting by people who are
domiciled in Puerto Rico but temporarily absent (see, Section 41a of Title 16). That is the law
which should govern the matter of non-resident voting. No special or extraordinary measures
should be adopted at this stage because it would disrupt and distort the democratic process.

The fact that absentee voting has been allowed as permitted under local law as part of
decolonization procedures in some cases is not a determining factor in the case of Puerto Rico,
where the non-resident population of Puerto Ricans is so large that it could very likely decide the
outcome of the vote. Even if the constitutional objections could be overcome, this would create
the same dilemma regarding the legitimacy of the resuit as the 1993 vote has created with respect
to the current status of the territory.

The argument that stateside Puerto Ricans should be allowed to vote because any u.s.
citizen can simply go to Puerto Rico and vote in the referendum is simply wrong. Under Puerto
Rican election law (Section 3053 and Section 3054 of Title 16), voters must be a U.S. citizen
"domiciled" in Puerto Rico. The law specifically requires that the person has “manifested his
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intention of remaining" in Puerto Rico, and states that there can be but one domicile for any
person. A person in Puerto Rico "temporarily” does not qualify to vote.

Section 41 of the Election Law in Title 16 of the Code is even more specific. It requires
that the person "...in good faith has established a domicile for (1) one year prior to the date of the
election...” The statute goes on to state that "...legal residence or domiciie is the place where a
person habitually resides..."

There were a Iot of misrepresentations and misleading statements made to the Committee
on Resources about these matters at the hearing on H.R. 856 in Washington on March 19, 1997.
In addition to clarifying the issues relating to voting by non-residents, it was asserted at the
hearing by a Congressman bom in Chicago that Puerto Ricans have the nationality and
citizenship of Puerto Rico, but also have a right to the citizenship of the United States.

The argument that peopie born in Puerto Rico have dual nationality and/or citizenship is a
cruel and exploitative distortion of the law and political realities.  Although | am personaliy
involved in a notorious voting rights case in which these nationality and citizenship issues arise, |
have decided not to use this Committee’s invitation to testify on H.R. 856 to address those issues
at this time.

This decision is based on the expectation that the local and/or federal judicial and iegislative
process will resolve the debate over the nature of U.S. nationality and citizenship in Puerto Rico
in due course. However, for the benefit of the Committee | do wish to conclude my statement by
inciuding in the record an article regarding the hidden agenda behind US citizenship
renunciations by pro-independence followers in Puerto Rico, which | sent to a local newspaper
but was never published, and an article on dual nationality in Mexico, which is an interesting case
study in experimentation with nationality and citizenship as the most sacred manifestations of the
inherent soversignty of all peoples.
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TRUSTING THE PEOPLE IS THE ESSENCE OF DEMOCRACY

It is no coincidence that fringe political factions in Puerto Rico are burning the U.S. flag,
renouncing U.S. citizenship, and using scare tactics about having both Spanish and English as
official languages. The provocative and inflammatory conduct of these ideological elements is a
coordinated reaction to the fact that it is now only a martter of time before the U.S. Congress
approves legislation providing for legitimate and informed self determination for Puerto Rico.

There is an anti-democratic strategy behind the actions of those who claim Puerto Rican
identity and demand decolonization, while doing everything possible to prevent us, the people,
from having an opportunity to express our will regarding status. The status debate in Congress,
brought upon by the Young bill has established that true self determination requires that
commonwealth be defined as a territory under the sovereignty of Congress, and that the options
for decolonization are statehood or independence.

Those who do not trust the people to make the “right choice” do not want Congress to
provide a mechanism for a free vote on valid stamus options. There are some small, but loud,
elements in Puerto Rico who do not want real self-determination because they do not accept that
people may choose a status other than the one they endorse, For these anti-democratic ¢lements,
the “right choice” is a status consistent with their ideology.

Behind their high-sounding talk about democracy, dignity and decolonization, they seek to
practice ideological authoritarianism. They would rather remain a colony, than allow the people to
have a free choice in a process which they cannot control. While statehooders and many
independentistas are prepared to take their case to the people and accept the results, those
antidemocratic elements seek to frustrate self-determination until the window of choices, other
than theirs, can be closed. Then the people will be forced to accept an outcome engineered by the
pro-independence intellectual elite, instead of by a majority vote.

That is why paranoid propaganda 10 divide our people along cultural and racial lines is
being disseminated by these intellectual ideologues, who believe their vision of the future must
prevail over any choice the people might make. Some of these “leaders” probably imagine
themselves presiding over a Puerto Rico “empire”, dictating culture to the masses and serving as
diplomats in New York (where their children will attend elite English-speaking private schools at

the expense of working people in Puerto Rico, taxed at whatever rate it takes to support the new
regime).
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That is why some are renouncing U.S. citizenship and seek to vote in violation of lavgs__'.
adopted by the Legislature of Puerto Rico. They have fabricated a legal theory that the people of
Puerto Rico do not have U.S. nationality consistent with U.S. and international law, but have a

separate nationality which makes U.S. nationality optional. They call it a “juridical experiment”
but it is really a political theater aimed at using the courts 1o advance their ideological agenda.

They want 1o have a separate nationality imposed by legalistic trickery and judicial fiat
rather than by a vote of the people. This undermine U.S. nationality and citizenship for Puerto
Ricans and impresses members of Congress that we are not patriotic Americans, thus leaning them
towards independence. Puerto Ricans who find this entertaining may wake up one morning and
find that, if these people have their way, our fate will have been decided by the ideological elite
minority in the courts, rather than by our votes.

Fortunately, the U.S. Supreme court ruled in 1904 that “.. the pationality of the island
became American ...” under Article IX of the Treaty of Paris, and that means that the various
forms of citizenship defined under the Foraker Act, the Jones Act, the Immigration Act of 1940
and the Immigration and Nationality Act of 1952 have all been forms of colonial citizenship
created under the territorial clause. While there have been different forms of territorial citizenship,
there has been and can be only one nationality, that of the United States of America.

Those who have renounced citizenship in a U.S. embassy in a foreign country, have
renounced to  “U.S. nationality”, not “U.S. citizenship.” As a result, they lose all forms of
statutory citizenship that Congress has prescribed under the umbrella of U.S. nationality, including
the “citizen of Puerto Rico” status under the Foraker Act and the “U.S. citizen status under the
Jones Act or later statutes. “Citizens of Puerto Rico™ status under the Foraker Act was created by
Congress under the Treaty of Paris and the territorial clause, and not through the exercise of
sovereignty by the people of Puerto Rico in favor of a separate nationality.

We sustain that if these individuals want to end U.S. nationality and create a separate
Puerto Rican nationality, they should do so through a sclf-determination process, by persuading
the votets to choose independence. We trust that the courts will ultimately recognize that their
method, in the voting law case, is an attempt to abuse the judicial process, to undermine the
integrity of the local election law, and to disregard the constitutional process established in Puerto
Rico in 1952. These ideological fringe clements will have to learn 1o trust the people to make a
choice in a free and informed status vote, for that is what self determination is all about. After all,
trusting the people and accepting their freely expressed will is the essence of democracy.

(]
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. Mexico’s dual ,
.- nationality policy
.. leads to confusion

EXICO CITY —The controversial
Mexican policy of “auai nationality”
started out innocently enough in .
Chicago. lsan: years ago, :he -

W p
€arrillo Castro was Mexican consul-general in
Ghicago. Whiie here he began to hear complaints
from Mexicans who had been living in Amerlu
but who were not bacoming citizens.

citizens- -and that it was an economic reason.’
Carrillo said. “There is actually a provision in the

Yfom owning land. This constitutes an economic
reagon that is not present in any other country.”

Hpe found that many Mexicans living in thc 3tatel '

&till often owned smail pieces of land in
thit they would lose if they became
eitizens.

"He came up with the new concept—"dual
mnamy The right to dual nationality has

ly passed the Mexican Congress as an

amendment to the constitution, and will go into
effect in 1998. While the concept is complicated, in
essence it means that. alungside their American
cmzznship. Mexican-Americans can keep their
Mexican “nationality™ and thus also their righta’to
their land. But it was clear in the minds of dual
nationality’s originators that (hls should pose no
confusion whatsoever over the “rights™ and

“duties” of citizenship. which they define as vot.l.ng,
associa! .

$Berving in the army or civil
“political movements or serving in an electo poot.

In the United Stated Tor Thstance. one's
nationality tends to be synonymous with one’s
Sujtizenship. Not so in Mexico. Ambassador Ansel
Wenzalez Felix. legal adviser to the secretary
Foreiyn Affairs here. explained it to me: “In
Mexicu in order to be a citlzen. you must be a
Mexicun national” (In short, no foreigners are
:bveluume even o apply for Mexican citizenship.)
tiks Gonzalez thought

. “nationality rights” should pass down on).y
' through the first of ricans.
But. just as you think you are beslnnma
understand all of thig, the language seems .
“change . meymmmm-slm-m
the beginmns"md “In our original thinking.” And...
when mmwnmmmmmmatm
“funericans. with American citizenship. might jnst
be able to vote in Mexico, or even to serve in the
Me:lcun military, the whole scenario changes.
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; decided.” he said.

Ang what about Arneri
-.ngmtt!:e military? *“We

Shave that

who have ancther nationality should not be called
by Mexico for active duty during a time of

he answered. Does that mean American

. could actually be called to serve in 8 Mexican

* aramy in the future? “Yes.”
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‘the very least confusion.

f 1

e

1

)

TOTAL P.01



29

Suerto- Recans ire Groic Action 2 j

Puertorriquefios en Accién Ciudadana Box 3225, Mayaguez. P.R. 00681
Miriam J.Ramirez ge Ferrer MD, President Tot & Fax (787} $34-0726

2N e elquingt

ORAL STATEMENT:

Chairman Young, members of this Committee, { am proud
to welcome you to the city of Mayaguez.

During all these years, we have visited Washington many
times to tell you about the tangied web of Iocal party status
politics, and to explain how failure to solve the status issue
has crippled the social and economic development of Puerto
Rico. It has been frustrating, because those who want to
preserve their political power and profit by preserving the
status quo, have had tremendous ability to influence
Congress.

Today I am filled with that sense of peace that comes in the
struggle for liberty, when the truth is finally revealed. I
know the behavior of some in the audience at the hearing in
San Juan was not as dignified as it should have been, but
the Committee did the right thing by allowing a pro-
commonwealth faction to show their true colors.

That political faction in Puerto Rico went beyond cheering
for their champions and shcowed disrespect for witnesses
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2
and the process. However, it was not spontaneous. It was a
well orchestrated event meant to disrupt the hearings and
reduce the time allotted for questions and other witnesses.

The San Jjuan Star said in yesterday’s edition “ When the
panel of pro-commonwealth witnesses completed its turn
before the panel, dozens of the PDP faithful leit. And that
brought almost to an end the noise and disruption.”

That is why self determination should not be a transaction
between Congress and the P. R. political parties. People
have consistently voted for a status change in all
referendums and against the status quo. The status quo
does not have the support of the majority of the people of
Puerto Rico. That is why it is imperative that a process for
self determination be established. At the end, it will be an
individuai choice of a US citizen in Puerto Rico, who will
exercise the right to self determination in the privacy of a
voting booth.

At the San Juan hearing, you heard the bizarre theories of
sovereignty and tortured logic of the autonomy doctrine. It
is a passive aggressive dogma, that in a militant tone
demands recognition of a separate national sovereignty, but
claims victimization at the mere suggestion that separate
nationality might mean separate citizenship. It is a
schizophrenic political identity, which enables the
aristocracy of the colonial era o perpetuate its poiitical
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power, by pretending that such aristocracy is the
champion of Puerto Rican dignity.

The discussion of status under the Young bill has unfoided
the truth about the proposals of commonwealth exponents.

Don’t take it from me, you heard it yourself.

Their theory is that since all peopie have inherent
sovereignty and this is recognized by the United Nations
resolutions and the U.S.Constitution, then Puerto Rico has a
form of separate sovereignty.

They take that half-truth and pretend, that the iocal
sovereignty and internal autenomy that Puerto Rico has
under the territorial constitution, approved in 1952, is the
same as national sovereignty for Puerto Rico.

This makes a mockery of U.S national sovereignty under the
treaty of Paris and the territorial clause.

Again they have revealed their false theory to Congress;
asserting that local autonomy granted by Congress is a
form of national sovereignty that puts Puerto Rico on a
plane of bilateral, sovereign-to-sovereign, nation-io-nation
level of “mutuality” with the US.

But when they say “mutual consent” they mean that the
political relationship of Puerto Rico and the United States
is permanent because Congress agreed to a loca!
Constitution in 1952.
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According to them, through this, Congress gave up iis
sovereign power, and consented to make non-iacorporation
a permanent union and binding status for Puerto Rico, with
United States citizenship.

Their theory ignores constitationai supremacy. ¢ matter
what PL 600 purported to do, the Constitution’s Supremacy
Clause prevails.

They also told you that Congress has the power to improve,
enhance, develop Puerto Rico but no authority to require
Puerto Rico to contribute to the Union. That arrogant
demand is what some now are calling “reverse coionialism”.
According to these political leaders, the United States has
national sovereignty only to the extent delegated by the
nation of Puerto Rico.

But listen to this, even though ihe 10™ amendmen: does not
apply to Puerto Rico, if Congress exercises its constitutional
authority under the territorial clause, they make the
childish threat to take you to court.

You also saw the politics of shouting down all who question
their opportunistic ideology, imposed on us by ihe strident,
shrill and uncivil pro-commonwealth representatives.

I want to leave you with one thought:

My message is simple. Althougn tne United States & cderal
government contributed to the problem by going along with
the myth, and allowing the colenial situation to be
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perpetuated, the United States did not do this to Puerto
Rico;

The leadership of the pro-commonwealth party was the
driving force in creating this problem, because they do not
have the courage to face the real choice between citizenship
under United States national sovereignty and separate
national sovereignty with separate citizenship.

The real challenge for the people in self-determination, is to
take the responsibility for solving cur own problem.
Commonwealthers have tried for forty years to propose a
status which does not exists. Now we need to face the real
choices. All we need is for Congress set aside the myth and
point out the honest realities.

Please define the options available, and we can do the rest
ourselves. The peopie of Puerto Rico have great faith, that
this particular effort will put an end to our divisive status
discussion and uncertainty about our futare.
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Mr. YoUNG. Thank you, Doctor. And for those at the witness
table, she was allowed 6 minutes, so I will give you 6 minutes as
well.

The Honorable Nestor S. Aponte.

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE NESTOR S. APONTE, REP-
RESENTATIVE, PUERTO RICO HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SAN JUAN, PUERTO RICO

Mr. APONTE. Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee on Re-
sources, my name is Nestor S. Aponte. I am the Director of the In-
stitute of Political Vocation and Communication of the New Pro-
gressive Party and a member of the House of Representatives of
Puerto Rico, in my fourth year consecutive term. During the term
that ended last December, I occupied the position of House Major-
ity Leader. I am an Army veteran and a lawyer in private practice.

My main concern in attending this hearing is to emphasize the
importance of having Congress define clear and precise formulas
for any process in which we the people of Puerto Rico have to make
our decision on status. It is of utmost importance to have an un-
mistakable definition for the relationship, political condition or sta-
tus, presently called commonwealth, or any of the possible variants
finally included in the plebiscite H.R. 856 proposes for the solution
of our status dilemma.

Since the enactment of the Constitution for the Commonwealth
of Puerto Rico in 1952, the advocates of commonwealth have cap-
italized on the silence of Congress in regard to the term “estado
libre asociado” used as a translation for the word commonwealth.
They have hidden and forgotten Resolution 22 of the Puerto Rican
Constitutional Assembly, approved to determine in Spanish and in
English the name of the body politic created by the Constitution,
and they have defined the term or phrase “estado libre asociado”
in as many ways necessary to fit into the particular circumstance
of any time.

They have been able to make our people believe that under a
commonwealth we can acquire all the benefits of statehood without
the responsibilities and all the possible benefits of independence.
They call it “the best of two worlds.”

If this elastic type of political status is possible, Congress should
state so. But if this elastic type of status is not possible, Congress
should also state so. The process you have already begun to solve
our status problem must only include viable alternatives if it is in-
tended to be a sincere effort to put an end to our colonial relation-
ship.

Independently of what you may hear from detractors of state-
hood, in regard to nationality, language differences, Olympic rep-
resentation and beauty contests, the unquestionable facts are that
a very great majority of our people are ready and willing to make
the necessary adjustments that will make permanent the points we
have developed during our centenarian relationship. We are ready
for statehood.

There should be no doubt, with the approval of Public Law 600
in 1950, and the enactment of the Constitution for the Common-
wealth in 1952, our political relationship with the United States re-
mained as a territory.
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The Congressional Record is clear. It was a break from the prac-
tice where Congress exercised local self-government according to
organic legislation. The only purpose of that legislation was to au-
thorize the establishment of local self-government, but the funda-
mental relationship of Puerto Rico to the Federal Government
would not be altered.

Section 4 of Public Law 600 reads as follows: “Except as provided
in section 5 of this Act, the Act entitled ’An Act to provide a civil
government for Puerto Rico, and for other purposes, approved
March 2, 1917, as amended, is hereby continued in force and effect
an may hereafter be cited as the “Puerto Rican Federal Relations

ct”.

The sections of said Act, known as the Jones Act, repealed in sec-
tion 5 of Public Law 600, are the ones that deal with the organiza-
tion of the local government, because from there on the organiza-
tion of the local government was to be determined by the articles
of the new constitution. All other sections are in force in the same
way as when enacted in 1917.

In 1953, at the conclusion of the process to enact our constitu-
tion, the U.S. Government sent a memorandum to the United Na-
tions concerning the cessation of transmission of information under
article 73(e) of the Charter with regard to the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico.

Even though the arguments used to describe the scope of the
local government are similar to the dispositions of Resolution 22 of
the Constitutional Assembly, the advocates of Commonwealth have
used said memorandum for the purpose of trying to prove that with
the approval of the local constitution we engaged in a new relation-
ship with a new political status.

In summary, if the language used to describe the formulas is not
precise and clear, this process may turn into a political campaign
as confusing as the ones that we have developed in our locally leg-
islated political status plebiscites.

Thank you.

Mr. YOUNG. Thank you, and thank you for staying within the
time. Very well done.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Aponte follows:]
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TESTIMONY OF THE
HONORABLE NESTOR S. APONTE
STATE REPRESENTATIVE OF PUERTO RICO
AND
DIRECTOR OF THE INSTITUTE OF POLITICAL
EDUCATION AND COMMUNICATION
OF THE NEW PROGRESSIVE PARTY

before the
HOUSE COMMITTEE ON RESOURCES
April 21, 1997

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee on Resources:

My name is Nestor S. Aponte. I am the Director of the Institute of Political
Education and Communication of the New Progressive Party and a member of the
House of Representatives of Puerto Rico, in my fourth four year consecutive term.
During the term that ended last December, I occupied the position of House
Majority Leader. ] am an Army Veteran and a Lawyer in private practice.

My main concern in attending this hearing is to emphasize the importance of
having Congress define clear and precise formulas for any process in which we, the
people of Puerto Rico, have to make a decision on status. It is of utmost
importance to have an unmistakable definition for the relationship, political
condition or status presently called Commonwealth or any of the possible
variants, finally included in the plebiscite HR 856 proposes, for the solution of our
status dilemma.

Since the enactment of the Constitution for the Commonwealth of Puerto
Rico in 1952, the advocates of commonwealth have capitalized on the silence of
Congress in regard to the term "estado libre asociado” used as a translation for the
word commonwealth. They havée hidden Resolution 22 of the Puerto Rican
Constitutional Assembly (see exhibit 1), approved to determine in Spanish and in
English the name of the body politic created by the constitution. And, they have
defined the term or phrase “estado libre asociado” in as many ways necessary to
fit into the particular circumstances of any time.

They have been able to make our people believe that under Commonwealth
we can acquire all the benefits of statehood without all the responsibilities, and all
the possible benefits of independence. They call it "the best of two worlds”.

If this elastic type of political status is possible, Congress should state so.
But if it is not possible, Congress should also state so. The process you have
already begun to solve our status problem must only include viable alternatives, if
it is intended to be a sincere effort to put an end to our colonial relationship.
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Independently of what you may hear from detractors of statehood in regard
to nationality, language differences, olympic representation and beauty contests,
the unquestionable facts are that a very great majority of our people are ready
and willing to make the necessary adjustments to make permanent the bonds we
have developed during our centenarian relationship. We are ready for Statehood.

There should be no doubt, that with the approval of Public Law 600 in 1950,
and the enactment of the Constitution for the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico in
1952, our political relationship with the United States remained that of a
territory.

The congressional record is clear. It was a break from the practice where
Congress exersiced local self-government according to organic legislation. The only
purpose of the legislation was to authorize the establishment of local
self-government, but the fundamental relationship of Puerto Rico to the Federal
Government would not be altered.

Section 4 of Public Law 600 reads as follows: "Except as provided in section
5 of this Act, the Act entitled "An Act to provide a civil government for Puerto
Rico, and for other purposes,” approved March 2, 1917, as amended, is hereby
continued in force and effect and may hereafter be cited as the "Puerto Rican
Federal Relations Act."

The sections of said Act (Jones Act) repealed in section 5 of Law 600 are the
ones that deal with the organization of the local government, because from there
on, the organization of the local government was to be determined by the articles
of the new Constitution. All other sections are in force in the same way as when
enacted in 1917. i

In 1953, the United States Government sent a memorandum to the United
Nations concerning the cessation of transmission of information under article 73
(e) of the Charter with regard to the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. Even though
the arguments used to described the scope of the local self-government are similar
to the dispositions of Resolution 22 of the Constitutional Assembly, the advocates
of Commonwealth have used said memorandum for the purpose of trying to prove
that with the approval of the local Constitution we engaged in a new relationship
with a new political status.

In summary, if the language used to describe the formulas is not precise and
clear, this process may turn into a political campaign as confusing as the ones
that have developed in our locally legislated political status plebiscites.

Thank you.
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Mr. YOUNG. Oreste Ramos.

STATEMENT OF ORESTE RAMOS

Mr. RAmos. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Miller, Mr. Romero-Barcel6 and members of
this Committee, my name is Oreste Ramos. I have the privilege of
having served the people of San Juan as a Senator for 20 years
until 1996, the last four as Chairman of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary. Nonetheless, I want to make clear that today I come as a
private citizen interested in this issue.

I would like to begin by congratulating the sponsors of this bill
by addressing this complex issue in the most appropriate manner
and, of course, in accordance with what was expressed by U.N. Res-
olution 1541 of the 15th General Assembly.

Some people may ask themselves, why do we need full self-gov-
ernment? Is it one of those technicalities, legal theology, the law-
yers love to discussion but which have no impact on real people?
In the case of Puerto Rico, as in the case of every other jurisdiction
in the world, full self-government means that our people have a say
in all decisions that affect their daily lives.

As the aforementioned U.N. resolution indicates, there are only
three possible ways as to how you can do that, namely, statehood,
independence and free association. All of them are sovereign op-
tions.

Do we currently exercise sovereignty in Puerto Rico? A careful
perusal of the Congressional Record of Senate Bill 3336 of the 81st
Congress would suffice to answer this question in the negative.
Every single congressional committee which reported on that bill
and its House equivalent reproduced Secretary of the Interior
Oscar J. Chapman’s statement to the effect that the approval of
what later became Public Law 600 would not change Puerto Rico’s
political status or U.S. sovereignty as acquired over Puerto Rico
under the Treaty of Paris.

Thus, absolutely no measure of sovereignty has ever been trans-
ferred by Congress to the people of Puerto Rico. This is evidenced
by the undeniable fact that the intricate web of Federal regula-
tions, congressional legislation and decisions by the Federal judici-
ary apply to Puerto Rico, without Puerto Ricans having any say in
the selection of the officers who spin the web.

As it was correctly understood by the Court of Appeals of the
11th Circuit decision of U.S. v. Sanchez in 1993, Congress did not
accord the people of Puerto Rico any measure of sovereignty, not
even that recognized by the Constitution to the Navajo reserva-
tions.

This is perfectly in line with the U.S. Supreme Court decision in
1980 regarding Harris v. Rosario. In short, Puerto Rico is, in 1997,
as much of an unincorporated territory under the plenary powers
of Congress arising under the territorial clause as it was in 1898
and, thus, devoid of any measure of sovereignty.

Now, in finding 15, page 8, lines 4 to 12, of the bill under consid-
eration today, its 84 sponsors clearly recognize that full self-govern-
ment for Puerto Rico is obtainable only through the establishment
of a political status under which Puerto Rico would cease to be sov-
ereign to the territorial clause as an unincorporated territory.
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Throughout these hearings, we have also heard the distinguished
members of this Committee state that this process would be one
leading to the attainment of sovereignty by Puerto Ricans, either
of a separate nature or as members of the U.S. polity.

Thus, in order to comply with the avoid desire of the sponsors
of the bill and with U.N. Resolution 1541, you must exclude terri-
torial or colonial formulas from the bill.

We have repeatedly heard proponents of the so-called New Com-
monwealth formula raise charges of unfairness and allusions to a,
quote-unquote, unlevel playing field. These charges will not cease
to be raised, but I beseech you to be understanding of the quandary
the PDP faces. Keep in mind it was not designed to solve Puerto
Rico’s status problem. It has to fight very hard to get within its fold
different factions, ranging from those who would like closer ties
with the U.S. to those who advocate for free association with the
maximum degree of sovereignty under such an agreement.

To one of those factions, this bill is Kryptonite, Mr. Chairman.

That is why their definition has so many attributes of free asso-
ciation, while maintaining some of the aspects of our current terri-
torial relationship. It was contrived and concocted as a product for
local consumption in Puerto Rico. They know that a lengthy and
protracted discussion on how to fit such a formula in this bill could
spell doom for the prospects of this measure ever becoming law.

Is there a way to accommodate the advocates of the New Com-
monwealth as much as feasible without running astray of the Con-
stitution? The possible solution in my view to the adoption of the
New Commonwealth definition in this bill was perhaps implied
yesterday by former Governor Hernandez-Colon. In an exchange
with Mr. Underwood, he mentioned that if the territorial clause
could not be construed in an elastic enough manner so as to allow
for Puerto Rico’s exercise of sovereignty, as called for in the pro-
posed definition, then Congress could act without the constraint of
the clause, but still within the Constitution.

Now, there is no way of doing that unless you use the treaty-
making power; and that would, of course, entail the transfer of sov-
ereignty which could take place simultaneously with the enactment
of that treaty of association.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. Ramos, how close are you to being finished?

Mr. RAMos. Thirty seconds, sir. However, we all know that some
elements of the definition would still be unconstitutional, while
others would simply fall short of being accepted by Congress. For
example, after the 1994 amendments to the Nationality Act, there
is no way that Puerto Ricans born after Free Association, or New
Commonwealth as they call it now, were born, could keep their
American citizenship and still be citizens of a separate sovereign
nation.

So I think, Mr. Chairman, in summary, that this New Common-
wealth—colonial definition of New Commonwealth should be ex-
cluded from the bill, and that in order to comply with the avowed
desires of the sponsors of this bill, then Free Association, even if
we have to use or if you have to include two versions of it, one of
it would be the classical one and then another one called New Com-
monwealth, if that is what you have to resort to in order to comply
with your avowed desires and what is stated in the introduction of
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this measure, then that is the way to go. But to do anything else
would be to complicate matters even further and have to face an
ever more complicated issue and problem 15, 20 or 50 years from
now.

Thank you, Your Honor.

Mr. YOUNG. Thank you. May I suggest, I don’t want it any more
complicated than it is, believe me.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Ramos follows:]
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Chairman Young, Mr. Miller, Mr. Romero-Barcelé and
members of the Committee on Resources of the United States

House of Representatives:

My name is Oreste Ramos. I had the privilege of having
served the people of San Juan as District Senator for twenty
years until 1996, the last four as Chairman of the Committee
on the Judiciary. Throughout that time --and even for some
years before that--, I have been very involved with this quest
for bringing about a final solution to our perennial status
dilemma; be it either at congressional hearings, at the United
Nations or Republican Party Conventions. Nonetheless, I
want to make clear that today I come as a private citizen

interested in this issue.

I would like to begin by congratulating the sponsors of
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this bill for addressing this complex issue in the most
appropriate manner. You had been right from the very
beginning, when you filed H.R. 3024 last year, in
understanding that the only solution to our status problem
lay in providing the People of Puerto Rico with true
alternatives that lead to full self-government; as recoghized,
not only by U.S. constitutional law but, by international law

as expressed in U.N. Resolution 1541 of the XVth General

Assembly.

Some people, may ask themselves... why do we need full
self-government? Is it one of those technicalities that lawyers
love to discuss, but which have no impact on real people? In
the case of Puerto Rico --as it is with every other jurisdiction
in the World--, full self-government means that our People

would have a say in ALL decisions that affect their daily



45

lives. As the aforementioned U.N. Resolution indicates,
there are only three possible ways as to how you can do that;

namely: Statehood, Independence and Free Association. All

sovereign options.

It is understandable that people should then ask... what
does sovereignty entail? Sovereignty is the exercise of full
self-government or political authority over all affairs. Do we
currently exercise sovereignty in Puerto Rico? A careful
perusal of the Congressional Record of Senate Bill 3336 of
the 81st Congress would suffice to answer this question in the
negative. Every single congressional committee which
reported on that bill and its House equivalent, reproduced
Secretary of the Interior’s Oscar J. Chapman’s statement to
the effect that the approval of what later became Public Law

600 would not change Puerto Rico’s political status, nor U.S.
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sovereignty as acquired over Puerto Rico under the Treaty
of Paris. Thus, absolutely no measure of sovereignty has
ever been transferred by Congress to the People of Puerto
Rico. This is evidenced by the undeniable fact that the
intricate web of federal regulations, congressional legislation
and decisions by the federal judiciary apply to Puerto Rico,
without Puerto Ricans having any say in the selection of the

federal officers who spin the web.

As it was correctly understood by the Court of Appeals
for the 11th Circuit decision of U,S. v. Sdnchez, 992 F.2d
1143, (1993), Congress did not accord the People of Puerto
Rico any measure of sovereignty; not even that recognized by
the Constitution to the Navajo reservations. This decision is
perfectly in line with the U.S. Supreme Court decision of

Harris v. Rosario, 446 U.S. 651, (1980). In short, Puerto
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Rico is in 1997, as much of an unincorporated territory
under the plenary powers of Congress arising from the

territorial clause as it was in 1898, thus devoid of amy

measure of sovereignty.

In Finding No. 15 (p.8, lines 4-12) of the bill under
consideration today, its 84 sponsors clearly recognize that full
self-government for Puerto Rico is attainable only through
establishment of a political status under which Puerto Rico
would cease to be subject to the territorial clanse as an
unincorporated territory. Throughout these hearings we
have also heard the distinguished members of this Committee
state that this process should be one leading to the
attainment of sovereignty by Puerto Ricans, either of a

separate nature or as members of the U.S. polity.
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Thus, in order to comply with the avowed desire of the
sponsors of the bill and with U.N. Resolution 1541, you must

exclude territorial or colonial formulas from the ballot.

We have repeatedly heard proponents of the so called
New Commonwealth formula, raise charges of unfairness and
allusions to "an unlevel playing field". These charges will
not cease to be raised. But, I beseech you to be
understahding of the quandary the PDP faces. Keep in
mind that the PDP was not designed to solve Puerto Rico’s
political status problem. It has to fight very hard to keep
within its fold different factions; ranging from those who
would like closer ties with the U.S., to those that advocate
for Free Association with the maximum degree of sovereignty
under such an agreement. * That is why their definiﬁon has

so many attributes of Free Association, while maintaining
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some of the aspects of our current territorial relationship.
It was contrived and concocted as a product for local
consumption in Puerto Rico. They know that a lengthy and
protracted discussion of how to fit such a formula in this bill
could spell doom for the prospects of this measure of ever
becoming law. Are you willing to be used as an instrument
for purely political purposes by the faction that would do
anything to derail this process to farther their local electoral

interests? Will the tail wag the dog?

Is there a way to accomodate the advocates of New
Commonwealth as much as feasible, without running astray
of the Constitution? A possible solution to the adoption of
the New Commonwealth definition in this bill was perhaps
implied by former Governor Hernindez-Colén. In an

exchange with Mr. Underwood, he mentioned that if the
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Territorial Clanse could not be construed in am elastic
enough manner, so as to allow for Puerto Rico’s exercise of
‘sovereignty as called for in their proposed definition, then
Congress could act without the constraints of the Clause, but
still within the Constitution. The 6nly other way for the
United States to accord somé elements of the "New
Commonwealth" would be to act pursuant to the treaty
making power of the Constitution (Article II, Section 2,
Clause 2). This process would of course entail several steps
after the vote takes place, provided New Commonwealth
wins. One of them would necessarily be the ratification by
the Senate, subject to the passing of a Joint Resolution
through which the Congress would relinquish the sovereignty
acquired by the U.S. pursuant to the Treaty of Paris. It

could all be done simultaneously; a process similar to that
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trough which someone signs a mortgage deed together with
acquiring the property in fee simple. Obviously, that would
technically fall within the concept known as Free Association,
but there is no reason why you could not call it "New

Commonwealth" in order to accomodate the PDP.

However, as we all know some elements of the definition
would be unconstitutional, while other would simply fall
short of being accepted by Congress. For example, after the
1994 amendments to the Nationality Act, it would be very
difficult for a person born in Puerto Rico after the granting
of separate sovereignty to be simultaneously a citizen of a
separately sovereign Puerto Rico and still attain statutory
U.S. citizenship; especially in second generation cases. The

people should be aware, both of the process and of the
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implications, of a voie for New Commonwealth. That, of
course, is a responsibility that lies with this Committee in the
exercise of drafting the final version of this bill. This final
version should eliminate whatever bumps that there may be
in the playing field, which are not of the making of the
Committee, but of that of the drafters of the definition of the

New Commonwealth.

Genﬂemen, if you wish to comply with your historic
mission of helping Puerto Rico attain full self-government,
while providing the means of having the U.S. comply with
U.N. Resolution 1541, any colonial or territorial formula
should be kept out of this bill. Anything short of that would
be not dodging the issue, but allowing for the possibility of

that issue to become an even more complicated one, both for

10
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the Congress and for Puerto Rico in the future.

Thank you very much.

11
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Mr. YOUNG. Arturo Guzman.

STATEMENT OF MR. ARTURO J. GUZMAN, CHAIRMAN, 1I.D.E.A.
OF PUERTO RICO, INC., SAN JUAN, PUERTO RICO

Mr. GuzMAN. Good morning, Mr. Chairman. Once again, it is our
privilege to welcome you back to the colonies.

For many years and in testimony before different Congressional
committees we have stated that a solution to Puerto Rico’s status
condition and an end to our nation’s legacy of colonialism could be
only be achieved by an act of mutual self-determination on the part
of the Congress of the United States and we the people of Puerto
Rico.

H.R. 856 constitutes such an act, and it has our full concurrence,
endorsement and support.

We would be remiss if we didn’t take this opportunity to also rec-
ognize the support for our self-determination expressed by every
U.S. president since Harry Truman and of particular value to our
society the additional support given the cause of statehood by
Presidents Ford, Reagan and Bush, the latter two of which allowed
me the privilege of serving through the course of their administra-
tions as an unofficial advisor on matters pertaining to Puerto Rico
and other areas of this hemisphere.

As with any process of this nature, there are some areas which
may warrant further definition, clarification or consideration which
we are covering in detail in our written statement. Due to time lim-
itations, I will just mention the titles of the topics covered, should
you wish to direct any questions to them:

Under the option of Commonwealth, the question of immunity
from Federal taxation and the costs to the Federal Treasury of the
actual condition; under the option of independence, full or Free As-
sociation, a need to further outline the political economic models
that would ensue; the question of investor guarantees, particularly
during the transition period; and the question of continued U.S.
cﬁcizenship and some loopholes that may exist on the bill as draft-
ed.

On the option of statehood, the question of the General Account-
ing Office report and our recommendation that it be revised and
updated; and then, under general provisions, the matter of voter
eligibility as it pertains to the Federal Relations Act and the U.S.
Constitution, the matter of voter education; and then, finally, the
question of language. It is to this subject that I must allocate the
time remaining in my oral presentation.

In this congressional process, the subject of language has made
an inappropriate change of venue from the field of education to the
field of politics in much the same manner as it has been treated
locally or perhaps as a direct result of it.

Allow me to try and set the record straight, for oftentimes the
impression has been given that Puerto Ricans are reluctant to
learn English or, worse and more demeaning, that we lack the in-
tellectual capacity to learn more than one language, when nothing
could be further from historic fact.

Let me state that we oppose English or Spanish only as we op-
pose any condition that would have the detrimental effect of re-
stricting the potential of human learning and development. Suffice
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it to say, Mr. Chairman, that the history of civilization has proven
that diversity is the very essence of true culture.

However, 1 also believe that each and every American citizen has
the right to learn the English language; and it is precisely as a re-
sult of treating the question of language politically in order to pre-
serve the current colonial condition that this right has been denied
the people of Puerto Rico, with the implicit complicity of the Con-
gress and Federal Government of the United States and also at the
expense of the American taxpayers, who contribute 80 percent of
the funds for public education.

Language, like any other aspect of education, represents em-
powerment; and empowerment is conducive to emancipation. As I
have testified before in other congressional committees, for the
vested political and economic interests to allow the Puerto Rican
people the equal opportunity to learn English would have resulted
in their quest to seek parity in wages and equality in their citizen
rights, and that would have meant the demise of the status quo.

Colonial educational systems, Mr. Chairman, are designed for
two classes of citizen, the autocrats and administrators that assist
in the daily management of the colony, and a second class of peons
restricted by the denial of learning the English language to con-
form to the conditions imposed upon them by the acting regimes,
in alliance with the powerful economic interests that prevailed over
our lives and destiny until very recently.

We persist that the issue of language should be treated beyond
the scope of status and politics, but if others in the Congress and
elsewhere demand its inclusion in this process, then let them prove
their good intentions by providing equal conditions to all status op-
tions that entail U.S. citizenship, regardless of the type of its na-
ture, and that also require Federal funding for their educational
systems.

If the true motivation is to correct an injustice and to provide the
people of Puerto Rico full bilingual capabilities that would allow
them a better life and better opportunity, then we must endorse it.
We need not wait for any future status transition or even for the
enactment of this legislation, because within the powers vested you
by the Territory Clause you possess the means to avoid con-
demning yet another generation to a life of inequality and medioc-
rity.

Finally, as a reminder to you and your colleagues in Washington,
I conclude with a quotation in the hope that it serves to affirm your
determination to conclude this process and put an end to an era of
colonialism in this hemisphere: “Do not ask for whom the bell tolls,
for the bell tolls for thee.”

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and Committee members.

Mr. YOUNG. Thank you, Arturo.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Guzman follows:]
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WRITTEN STATEMENT

OF MR. ARTURO J. GUZMAN
CHAIRMAN OF THE INSTITUTE FOR THE DEVELOPMENT, EQUALITY AND
ADVANCEMENT OF PUERTO RICO (1.D.E.A. OF PUERTO RICO, INC.)

ON H.R. 856

SUBMITED FOR INCLUSION AS TESTIMONY FOR THE RECORD TO:
THE HOUSE NATURAL RESOURCES COMMITTEE DURING HEARINGS HELD
IN MAYAGUEZ, PUERTO RICO

ON APRIL 21, 1997

The Institute for the Development Advancement, and Equality of Puerto Rico (LD.E.A.
of Puerto Rico, Inc.) is a civic non-profit corporation; a “think-tank™ not affiliated to
local or national political parties, which is integrated by private sector individuals with
outstanding professional and academic records, who identify, research, and develop
informational positions on Congressional issues pertaining to Puerto Rico.
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MR. CHAIRMAN:

I request your consent in including this statement in the permanent record
of these Hearings and cross-referenced with our previous testimony as listed in the Index
of this document.

MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE:

For many years, and in testimony before different Congressional
Committees we have stated that a solution to Puerto Rico’s status condition, and an end
to our Nation’s legacy of colonialism, could only be achieved by an act of mutual
self-determination on the part of the Congress of the United States and WE THE
PEOPLE of Puerto Rico.

H.R. 856 constitutes such an act and it has our full concurrence,
endorsement, and support.

As with any process of this nature, there are some areas which may
warrant further definition, clarification, or consideration which we would like to bring to
your attention as follows:

A. COMMONWEALTH (Estado Libre Asociado):

1. Federal Taxation : The bill requires that if none of the other proposed status options
receives a majority vote, the current condition will remain in force until further periodic
consultations are held in order to attain a final and permanent political status for Puerto
Rico. Under such circumstances, the question of exemption from the payment of
individual and corporate income taxes must be further clarified. Proponents of the
“status-quo” have consistently represented to the people of Puerto Rico that under the
current condition there exists a permanent exemption from such obligations.

Thus, if it is the intention of the Congress to state that such exemption is to remain on a
permanent and guaranteed basis, it should be included as an integral part of the definition

of Commonwea]th that appears on the Ieglslanon lf._bgmgjhg_c_qng[ess_xs_unmumg
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2. Costs to the Federal Treasury: On a related subject, we recommend that a report be
requested from the General Accounting Office which includes an updated an accurate
portrayal of the costs represented to the Federal Treasury by the current status. A historic
economic comparison should be made from inception in order to ascertain and establish
a profile that would assist in determining if such costs have been incremental. Also,
projections should be prepared that could indicate the prospective fiscal effects that
would ensue by maintaining the current arrangements.

In addition, consideration should be given not in the political but the economic
perspective, to determine if the current relationship remains in the best interest of the
American taxpayer, if it fits within the concept of “shared burden” and within the scope
of realities brought forth by national budgetary considerations, and if so, for what
prospective length of time can it remain unaltered.

1. Political-Economic Models: The bill should incorporate a more specific definition of
the political and economic models that would be implemented if either of these options
were to prevail in order for the voters to be guaranteed that they would know exactly
which model of independence they are selecting. As an example, it is our opinion that
many more voters would be attracted to vote for these options if their definition would
state that (at least at their inception) they would adopt a republican political system with
a capitalist economic model than for example, voters would be attracted to vote for a
mode! of independence that would include a Marxist political system and a socialist
economic model.

2. Investor Guarantees: Because of the historic relationship that has existed between the
United States and Puerto Rico the local economy has largely been underwritten by
mainland institutions and regulated by federal law. Thus, for example, most mortgages
are sold in U.S. secondary markets and as such the need to assure stateside investors
becomes fundamental in order to prevent an economic paralysis if confronted even

by the potential of a radical change of status to either model of independence.

While we are confident that these aspects can be successfully negotiated during a
transition period, and should be addressed at that point, we recommend that a minimal
determination be made at this time, in order to ascertain whether the new independent
body-politic is to be expected to provide such guarantees or if the federal government
will remain with the responsibility, and for how long a period.
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3. Continued U.S, Citizenship: The bill makes provision that would allow the current

PuertoRican statutory citizens of the U.S. to choose to retain their citizenship while
residing in the new independent body-politic of Puerto Rico. It appears that it is the
intention of the Congress to determine that those bomn thereafter, would not be eligible
for continued statutory citizenship.

However, the current language of the bill appears to be vague enough to have given rise
to public speculation by advocates of these options to claim that it leaves “loopholes™
which may defeat its intended purposes. For example, current federal law is often cited as
proof that those who would choose to retain their U.S. statutory citizenship could still
pass it on to future generations born here by exercising the right of other U.S. citizens in
inscribing their children as Americans at any U.S.consulate or embassy. Furthermore,
others claim that since the right to travel stateside would be unrestricted, women about to
give birth could travel to any state of the Union and the born child would automaticaily
acquire U.S. citizenship.

If the bill in its current form indeed allows for such possibilities we recommend that the
Congress determine whether or not the United States would be willing to accept the
responsibilities and liabilities that it would ensue by such allowances, or if not, to amend
the bill’s dispositions so that the matter becomes clear enough to allow those voters that
would want future generations to retain U.S. citizenship the proper choices.

it ' . : . iy L

so that those wishing to remain residing in
the United States are allowed for a different mechanism to perpetuate prospectively their
U.S. citizenship. Perhaps, the Congress may want to consider developing a mechanism by
which these statutory citizens, having proven a pre-determined minimum period of
previous residency in the United States, can go through a process of “automatic
naturalization” and thus make a transition from a statutory citizenship to a permanent
“14th Amendment-guaranteed” citizenship.

C. STATEHOOD:

H ing the 104th Congress and in reference to
H.R. 3024, the General Accounting Office produced a partial economic report estimating
the potential costs of the statehood option to the Federal Treasury based upon individual
contributions only , but apparently not taking into consideration other sources of potential
revenue such as individual business and corporate taxes, and not considering to offset
these costs with revenues that have already begun to accrue as a result of the phase-out
of Section 936 of the Internal Revenue Code. It is our recommendation that the G.A.O.
be requested to revise this report taking the aforementioned facts into consideration as
well as any others which may have been omitted.
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D. GENERAL PROVISIONS:;
LY Eligibility:
a) The Federal Relations Act: A review of testimony on the bill reveals that some have

advocated that people who were born in Puerto Rico, and in some cases their immediate
descendants, be allowed the right to vote in the proposed plebiscite regardless of place of
residence by waving the residency requirement of the local electoral law or by seeking
approval from the Congress.

The Federal Relations Act, which regulates the relationship between the United States
and the territory of Puerto Rico states solely for the purposes of establishing legal
residency: Amglg_ia_ (new amcle inserted by law of the Congress on March 4,1927, 44
Est 1418“ iti : :

Thus it becomes clear that acceding to such a vote, in terms of the Federal Relation Act,
would be juridically equivalent (regardless of place of birth) to allowing “non Puerto
Ricans” participation in the internal affairs of Puerto Rico.

b) The U.S. Conpstitution: The national constitution expressly forbids to discriminate
(against or in favor of) any citizen by reason, among others, of “place of birth™. The legal
argument can be made that if the residency requirement is waved and voting in the local
plebiscite is allowed to a group of U.S. citizens based upon their place of birth, this
action would be discriminatory to other U.S. citizens who do not meet the residency
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national plebjscite which we understand is not the intention of the Congress nor
conforms to international criteria for decolonization.

2. Voter Education:

Based upon past plebiscite experience, more than ever a requirement exist for the
creation of a source that can clarify the definitions and provisions of the bill in an
impartial manner in order to prevent rampant disinformation and outright lies from
affecting the will of the people and their right to self-determination.

Such a source can serve as an official Congressional educational tool that would provide
the information that is given to the people, and also serve as an arbiter that can determine
which conflicting interpretations of the bill or its provisions is correct.
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It is our recommendation that the Congress, as part of this bill’s provisions, considers
implementing such an informational source which can be integrated by a panel of its own
members, or Congressional appointees that would serve in that capacity and given access
to other impartial resources such as the Congressional Research Service, The General
Accounting Office, and other dependencies of the federal government such as the U.S.
Justice Dept., etc. If approved, operational funding may be available through allocation
of tax resources such as rebates etc.

3, Language:

In this Congressional process the subject of language has made an inappropriate change
of venue from the field of education to the field of politics in much the same manner as it
has been treated locally, or perhaps as a direct result of it. It is to this subject that [ must
allocate most of my oral presentation.

Allow me to try and set the record straight, for often time the impression has been given
that PuertoRicans are reluctant to learn English, or worse and more demeaning, that we
lack the intellectual capacity to learn more than one language when nothing could be
further from historic facts. Let me state that we oppose “English” or Spanish Only” as we
oppose any condition that would have the detrimental effect of restricting the potential of
human learning and development. Suffice it to state that the history of civilization has
proven that diversity is the very essence of true culture.

However, I also believe that each and every American citizen has the right to learn the
English language. It is precisely as a result of treating the question of language
politically, in order to preserve the current colonial condition, that this right has been
denied the people of Puerto Rico with the implicit complicity of the Congress and federal
government of the United States often also at the expense of the American taxpayers who
contribute over 80% of the funds for public education.

Language, like any other aspect of education, represents empowerment and
empowerment is conducive to emancipation. As I"ve testified before other Congressional
committees in the past, for the vested political and economic interests to allow the Puerto
Rican people the equal opportunity to learn English would have resulted in their quest to
seek parity in their wages and equality in their citizen rights, and that would have meant
the demise of the “status-quo”.

Colonial educational systems are designed for two classes of citizens, the autocrats and
administrators that assist in the daily management of the colony, and a second class of
peons restricted by the denial of learning the English language to conform to the
conditions imposed upon them by the acting regimes in alliance with the powerful
economic interests that prevailed over our lives and destiny until very recently.
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We persist that the issue of language should be treated beyond the scope of status

If the true motivation is to correct an injustice, and to provide the people of Puerto Rico
full bi-lingual capabilities that would allow them a better life through better opportunity,
then we must endorse it. We need not wait for any future status transition, or even for the
enactment of this legislation for within the powers vested you by the “Territory Clause”
of our Constitution you possess the means to avoid condemning yet another generation
to a life of inequality and mediocrity.

Finally, as a reminder to you and 1o your colleagues in the Congress, I conclude witha
quotation in the hope that it serves to affirm your determination to conclude this process
and put an end to the era of colonialism in this Hemisphere: “Do not ask for whom the
belt tolls, for the bells toll for thee.”
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Washmgmn DC or San Tuan Puetio Rico, May"Z 1986. Julv 17, 1986, March 9,190,
July 13, 1993; and May 24,1994,

B. U.S. SENATE
L. Energy and Natural Resources Committee, San Juan, Puerto Rico, June 17, 1989
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Mr. YOUNG. Ms. Robles.

STATEMENT OF MS. BELEN B. ROBLES, NATIONAL PRESIDENT,
LEAGUE OF UNITED LATIN AMERICAN CITIZENS, EL PASO,
TEXAS

Ms. RoBLES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and distinguished mem-
bers of this Committee.

My name is Belen Robles, and I am the President of the League
of United Latin American Citizens, the oldest and largest commu-
nity-based organization in the United States to include Puerto Rico.
LULAC was founded in 1929 in the State of Texas and has more
than 115,000 members in organizing councils throughout the
United States and Puerto Rico.

From its inception, LULAC has been one of the principal civil
rights organizations fighting to ensure Hispanics participate fully
in the American society.

Puerto Ricans have been American citizens since 1917 by deci-
sion of the U.S. Congress. Our Nation presents itself to the world
as a democratic example, and so it should act accordingly. Our first
request before you is that you grant Puerto Ricans their civil right
to choose freely their political status through a vote.

LULAC looks at this issue as one of civil rights and citizenship.
The political alternatives discussed will have a tremendous impact
on the Hispanic community both here and on the mainland. There-
fore, it is of utmost importance that Congress seriously consider
our position as the largest and oldest Hispanic organization in the
United States.

Should the proponents of independence win the majority of votes,
they request that Puerto Ricans no longer be U.S. citizens but that
they will have free access to the United States because of the 100
years that Puerto Ricans have had access to our country. They also
contend that European countries have agreed to allow free access
for certain countries as an example of their position.

While taking into consideration this modality, Congress should
pay attention to the following: Congress did not grant free access
rights to the Philippines when they received their independence.
Congress should consider, nonetheless, the Philippines’ right to free
access if the Puerto Rican independence petition is approved.

It is important to remember that 25 years before the Mayflower
set sail from England, Don Juan de Onate, with 40 other men, ar-
rived in what is today New Mexico via what today is the city of
El Paso, Texas, the city where I reside.

Don Bernardo de Galvez, Spanish Governor of the Louisiana Ter-
ritory, cleaned the south part of the United States of English for-
tresses with Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban and Dominican sol-
diers.

Therefore, if Congress decides to accept this petition of free ac-
cess for citizens of a future Puerto Rican Republic, it has to con-
sider what to do with Mexicans who want to gain free access to the
United States, their former homeland.

LULAC is not against this petition from the Puerto Rican Inde-
pendence Party, but we request equality for all Hispanics in Latin
America, especially Mexicans.
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The proponents of the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico request to
continue being American citizens without, however, being part of
the United States. They demand an association through a pact be-
tween both countries, while retaining their citizenship.

Thus, Congress should consider in this case the type of citizen-
ship that should exist in the United States. The American citizen-
ship requested in this case is an incomplete one, like the one cur-
rently owned by Puerto Ricans residing in the island.

How can the United States explain that we are the champions
of democracy when 3.8 million citizens cannot vote for their Presi-
dent? How can the United States explain that its Congress decrees
and laws apply to citizens who have no representation? How can
the United States explain to the world that part of their soldiers
who are enlisted in its military do not have the civil rights to elect
the President that could send them to war?

LULAC does not oppose maintaining a second-class citizenship,
if that is the wish of this Congress. However, we strongly feel that
you need to fully inform Puerto Ricans of the limitation of this
form of citizenship so they know what they will be voting for.

The statehood supporters propose that Puerto Rico be a State of
the Union with Puerto Ricans having the same rights and respon-
sibilities as citizens residing within the 50 States.

This is a demand for equality. Should this request be granted, it
would be a big boost for Hispanic representation in the U.S. Con-
gress, with the addition of six Congressmen and/or women and two
Senators residing from the island.

This civil right to equality, should it be granted, must be granted
completely.

Some Congressmen have stated their intention of requiring a ma-
jority vote in favor of statehood in order for it to be granted. Other
Congressmen demand that English be the official language of the
island. These two requirements, or any other ones, are not suitable.

The rights of American citizens must be the same and equal in
all the States of the Union and in Puerto Rico. To demand a vast
majority of the votes is to infringe the concept which is the corner-
stone of democracy, and that is the vote must be equal for all.

A vast majority of the votes means that a vote for statehood has
less weight than a vote for independence or Commonwealth status.
This is not democratic.

In regard to the issue of English as the official language, we need
to say that the right to choose the language is naturally reserved
to the American citizens; and LULAC is on record of supporting
English-plus—English plus Spanish plus any other language that
the person is capable of learning.

In summary, Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of this
Committee, the League of United Latin American Citizens strongly
urges the U.S. Congress to pass the United States-Puerto Rico Po-
litical Status Act that would allow the people of Puerto Rico the op-
portunity to express their preferred relationship with the United
States. We request that you honor the civil rights of the residents
of Puerto Rica and allow them to choose freely their political status
through a vote.

It is important that the Congress make clear to the people of
Puerto Rico the true nature of statehood, independence and Com-
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monwealth alternatives that are before them. We are opposed to re-
quiring a vast majority of the vote cast to be for statehood in order
to grant that option. We are also opposed to requiring English to
be the official language of Puerto Rico.

I thank you.

Mr. YOUNG. Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Robles follows:]
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Testimony of Belen Rebles
President of the League of United Latin American Citizens

Ladies and Gentlemen of the Congress of the United States. my name is Belen Robles,
President of the League of United Latin American Citizens (1.ULAC), the oldest and largest
community-based Hispanic orgamization in the United States.

LULAC was founded in 1929 in the state of Texas and has more than 115.000 members in
all states and in Puerto Rico organized in councils.

From its inception, LULAC has been one of the principle civil rights organizations fighting
10 ensure Hispanics participate fully in American society. Some of LULAC's most
important accomplishments include winning the right for Hispanics to serve on juries,
integration of Hispanic students in the public schools in California, and the creation of the
“Little Schools of the 400" the precursor to today's Headstart Program.

Puerto Rico is the second jurisdiction, after Texas, with the largest number of members in
LULAC. We are here today to continue our fight for civil rights for Hispanics: in this case.
the civil rights of the residents of Puerto Rico.

For six consecutive years, LULACSs National delegates, at its annual convention, have
unanimously expressed there endorsement of Puerto Rico's status petition to the Congress
and the United States to allow the residents of Puerto Rico to exercise their free choice
regarding the political status of their island. This is a civil right of American citizens
residing in Puerto Rico which has been historically denied to them.

Puerto Ricans have been American citizens since 1917 by decision of the United States
Congress. Our Nation presents itself 1o the world as a democratic example and so, it
should aet accordingly. Our first request before you, ladies and gentlemen of the
Congress, is that you grant Puerto Ricans their civil right to choose freely their political
status through a vote.

LULAC looks at this issue as one of civil rights and citizenship. The political alternatives
discussed will have a tremendous impact on the Hispanic community both here and on the
mainland. Therefore, it is of utmost importance that Congress be seriously consider our
position as the largest and oldest Hispanic organization in the United States.

The proponents of independence for Puerto Rico request that, should they win the majority
of votes, Puerto Ricans would no longer be citizens but that they be allowed free access to
the United States as an acknowledgment to the one hundred (100) years they have been
allowed to. They also contend that European countries have agreed free access for them as
an example of their position.

‘While taking into consideration this modality, Congress should pay attention to the
following:

(1) Congress did not grant free access rights to the Philippines when they received their
independence. Congress should consider, nonetheless, the Philippines right to free
access if the Puerto Ricans independence petition is approved.

(2) Itis important to remember that twenty five (25) years before the Mayflower set sail

from England, Don Juan de Ofiate with 40 other men, arrived at what is today New
Mexico via what is today the city of El Paso, Texas. Before Otiate, the Spaniards
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discovered two thirds (23) of the modern United States, decades before the pilgrims
arrived at Plymouth. Hispanics explored the Pacific Coast from California to Alaska
and the Atlantic Ceast, from the Gulf of Mexico to Labrador. Juan Ponce de Ledn
discovered the state of Florida; Hernando de Soto explored Florida, Georgia, South
Carolina, Alabama, Mississippi and Oklahoma, and discovered the Mississippi River,;
Coronado explored Arizona, New Mexico, Texas, Oklahoma, Kansas, and was the
first European to view the Grand Canyon. In the War of Independence, Don
Bernardo de Galvez, Spanish Governor of the Louisiana territory. cleaned the south
part of the United States of the English fortresses with Mexican, Puerto Rican,
Cuban, and Dominican soldiers.

During the Civil War, the Spaniard David Farragut became the first four star officer in
the history of the U.8. Navy. Therefore, if Congress decides to accept this petition
of free access for the citizens of a future Puerto Rican Republic. it has to consider
what to do with the Mexicans who want to gain free access to the United States, to
their homeland. The land that was discovered and explored by them and that they are
now denied the opportunity to access freely.

(3) Congress also has to consider what to do with the Cubans and the Central and South
American citizens who want 1o gain free access into our nation.

LULAC is not against this petition from the Puerto Rican Independence Party, but we
request equality for all Hispanics in Latin America, especially the Mexicans. :

The propogents of the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico request to continue being American
citizens, without, however, being part of the United States. They demand an association
through a pact between both countries (United States and Puerto Rico), while retaining the
citizenship.

Thus, Congress should consider in this case the types of citizenship that should exist in the
United States.

The American citizenship requested in this case is an incomplete one, like the one currently
owned by Puerto Ricass residing in the island.

How can the United States explain that we are the champions of democracy when 3.8
million citizens cannot vote for their Presideat?

How can the United States explain that its Congress decrees Jaws applied to citizens who
have no representation.

How can the United States explain to the world that part of their soldiers who are enlisted
in its military do not have the civil right to elect the President that could send them to war.

LULAC does not oppose maintaining a second class citizenship if that is the wish of this
Congress, however, we strongly feel that you need to fully inform Puerto Ricans of the
limitations of this form of citizenship so they know what they will be voting for.

The statehood supporters propose that Puerto Rico be a state of the union with Puernto
Ricans having the same rights and responsibilities as citizens residing in the fiRty states.

This is a demand for equality. Should this request be granted it would be a big boost for
Hispanic representation in the United States Congress with the addition of six
Congressman and two senators residing from the island.
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This civil right to equality, should it be granted, must be granted completely.

Some Congressman have stated their intention of requiring the majority of votes in order to
grant statehood. Other Congressman demand that English be the official language of the
island. These two requirements or any other ones are not suitable,

The rights of American citizens must be the same and equal in alt the states of the Union
and in Puerto Rico.

To demand a vast majority of the votes is to infringe the concept which is the corperstone
of Democracy; that is, "the vote must be equal for all”.

A vast majority of the votes means that a vote for statehood has less weight than a vote for
independence or commonwealth status. This is not democratic.

In regard 1o the issue of English as the official language, we need to say that the right to
choose the language is a natural nght reserved to the American citizens and to the states, not
to the Congress or the Federal Government. The American citizens have not delegated the
aforementioned right to Congress and, thus, it is up to Puerto Ricans to address this issue.
The best example of my position is the resolution taken by twenty three states, through
referendum and not through laws published by the Congress, to adopt English as their
official language.

The League of United Latin American Citizens (LULAC) respectfully submit before this
Honorable Congressional Commission this statement and request that this time the civil
rights of American citizens residing in Puerto Rico, to self determine their political status,
be respected and that the Congress and the President of the United States respect and
implement their choice and determination of political status.
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Mr. YOUNG. I want to thank the panel for their excellent presen-
tation.

If T can ask a couple of questions, what I hear from this panel
is that you want definite definitions in the legislation. Is that cor-
rect? Everybody agrees with that?

Ms. FERRER. Yes, Mr. Chairman. Because we feel that if the peo-
ple of Puerto Rico do not understand what the United States is ca-
pable or willing to accept under each of the options, it might be
misleading during the actual plebiscite process in Puerto Rico.

Mr. YouNG. That is the what your position is, too? You don’t
Wﬁnt to confuse it any more. If we don’t make it very black and
white

Mr. Ramos. That is precisely my point, Mr. Chairman. We have
heard some people come here before this Committee and refer to
an unlevel playing field. Now, the bumps in the playing field are
the result of a contorted and distorted and hodgepodge definition
which has been put together by some people who simply wish to
keep the different factions of the party together.

It isn’t the fault of the Committee. It is the result of that defini-
tion. So we need the Committee to clarify those definitions so the
people will know what they are voting for.

Mr. YouNG. Ms. Robles, your organization, have you attempted
to promote this legislation?

One of our problems as a Committee, and we are doing this basi-
cally on our own, we need to get a more national attention to this
issue. Has your organization tried to promote this nationwide?

Ms. RoBLES. We definitely have, Your Honor.

Mr. YOUNG. Don’t call me Your Honor. That is twice I have been
called Your Honor today. That worries the daylights out of me, be-
lieve me.

Ms. RoOBLES. Mr. Chairman, we have. As a matter of fact, we
have gone on record as a result of a unanimous mandate of our as-
sembly. We communicated to all the Members of Congress our posi-
tion on this. We will be glad to reiterate it again and to advocate
this particular position to Congress.

Mr. YOUNG. Just on the language issue, this is an issue that is
very dear to my heart. I was so impressed today. I was flying down
with the National Guard, and I wanted to congratulate them. Puer-
to Rico ought to be very proud of their National Guard. They were
professionals. But it made me feel good that I was informed by
your Resident Commissioner that they play such an important role
in the hurricanes in other parts of the Caribbean because there
was an ability to speak Spanish and English.

That will be up to the discretion of the Puerto Rican people.
There probably will be an amendment offered, I will tell you that;
and we are going to do everything in our possible power to make
sure that that amendment is not adopted, as I think it would kill
the legislation. It is the wrong thing to do. That is a decision that
the people of Puerto Rico will make.

Later on down the line, if Congress was to adopt something like
that, again, the people of Puerto Rico would have the decision with-
in whatever decision they make as to what they will speak.

I want to thank each one of you. There are probably other ques-
tions.
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Miriam, I wanted to thank you for being here, because you have
been bugging me for the last 7 years, you and Arturo both, and I
appreciate that.

For those that may have opposite views of the people at this
table, the one thing you will find out about this Committee, we are
very open-doored and we try to listen.

I wanted to congratulate the audience. We very frankly look for-
ward to hearing the rest of the testimony.

I am going to do as I did Saturday. I am going to transfer the
gavel. One reason I am going to do it is this chair is very uncom-
fortable. I think my staff is trying to kill me, and I am going to
move the chair and transfer.

Mr. Miller, do you have questions?

Mr. MILLER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you to the witnesses for their testimony. I have a com-
ment, and then I have also a technical question on the bill.

My comment is that there seems to be a substantial effort here
to somehow demonize or to suggest that the proposal that was in
response to the letter from Chairman Young and myself to the
leaders of the parties, the proposal for the New Commonwealth def-
inition, somehow is so outrageous and far outside the norm. But
the fact of the matter is, when you look at it and look at the key
words in it, there is a lot of precedence and other relationships in
the United States; and there is constitutional precedence for these
actions.

The Congress can agree to a very wide range. Whether or not we
would or whether or not that would be acceptable to the people of
Puerto Rico is two different considerations. But clearly we, histori-
cally, some of which we are proud of and some not so proud of, we
can agree to a wide range of relationships with peoples and terri-
tories.

And we also can grant a wide range of privileges. The State of
California likes to engage in commercial transactions, and some-
times the Federal Government tells us we can’t, and sometimes the
Federal Government says that is fine.

Puerto Rico has sought to engage in various activities in the Car-
ibbean and elsewhere, and the Federal Government said fine in
some instances and in other instance said you are trampling on the
sovereign powers of the United States or our ability to conduct for-
eign relations under the Constitution.

All T am saying is that it is not—that definition is not as clear
as statehood, it is not as clear as free association and obviously
seeks to be a hybrid. But to suggest that somehow the Congress
cannot accept a hybrid relationship is, I think, to mischaracterize
that definition. Whether, again, that would be wise, whether the
Congress would do it, whether the people of Puerto Rico will accept
it, that is what this process is about. The Congress will work its
will when we start writing the definitions on all of these issues.

There is some suggestions from this panel. Mr. Guzman has
made suggestions with almost each and every definition. So I
would hope we understand the process we go through here, and 1
appreciate the political advantage.

I am a very partisan Member of Congress. I appreciate looking
for—I didn’t have to tell my Chairman that—but I want to make
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sure that we not so politicize the process at the outset that it, in
fact, can kill the process. That can happen. That can happen, that
this process can sink as a result of politics; and at the other hear-
ing I made somewhat the same admonishment, because I am con-
cerned about that.

This is a very fragile process. Chairman Young is engaging in an
effort here that very few have been able to succeed in getting
through, and I would hope that people would understand.

Finally, and my time is short, the legislation requires if this is
not resolved and the current status continues it can require there
be an additional referendum essentially every 4 years.

Again, it is a rather well-established historical precedent that
one Congress cannot bind another. My concern has been with the
overall time lines within this legislation. I think it is very impor-
tant that both Members of Congress understand that there are con-
sequences to the decision that they make and the people of Puerto
Rico understand there is a serious consequence to the decision they
make and to being brought into union and we decide this matter.
The longer that is, the easier it is for Members of Congress to
maybe vote or not vote and not worry about the consequences, be-
cause it may happen 10 years later, and people come and go in our
Congress.

By the same token, if the suggestion is you can get a new bite
of the apple every 4 years, I suggest it diminishes the importance
of what—if Chairman Young is successful and all those involved in
this process are successful, it diminishes the importance of that
process because we can do it again if it doesn’t work out.

This is an important decision about the status, after all of this
history, to move to the future and say this is going to be the status
in the future. And I wonder if you would, just quickly because I
have used up most of my time with the question, but is that really
essential to this legislation, that we would have this ongoing ref-
erendum every 4 years sort of binding the future governments of
Puerto Rico and clearly cannot bind the Congress as to the out-
comes of that?

If anyone wants to make a comment to that.

Ms. RAMIREZ DE FERRER. Yes, sir, let me make a few comments
and then allow our attorney——

Mr. MiLLER. However you want to, the time is running.

Ms. RAMIREZ DE FERRER. Once you have a Commonwealth, you
have to consult the people again. You cannot finalize a status ques-
tion if you have Commonwealth, as United States, we believe is
going to define it there. That is in my written testimony, and I op-
pose that.

Mr. Costas. With due respect, Mr. Miller, the problem with your
point of view, although it sounds reasonable, it flies against deci-
sions in the past proceedings in the status bills. Every one of your
points that you made and are now being put out in an ELA flier
for a rally Saturday to you has been rejected.

For example, this, removing Puerto Rico from the territorial
clause, if you look at the testimony of Secretary of Justice Dick
Thornburg——

Mr. MILLER. Let me say, we spend a lot of time in this argument
fighting the past wars. We fight the 1993 referendum, we fight the
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gld issues. This is about now, what this Congress will and will not
0.

Mr. Costas. Why repeat the things that have already decided
against us? Studies are there——

Mr. MILLER. For the very reasons we told you before. One Con-
gress cannot bind another. It is a different Senate and Congress,
and if people want to make those proposals

Mr. CosTas. It is the same Constitution. It hasn’t changed.

Mr. MILLER. Let us not pretend that each finding of the Congress
is constitutional.

Mr. Costas. No, these are legal decisions——

Mr. MILLER. I understand that.

Mr. Costas. [continuing] that have been invariable for the past
40 years, almost.

Mr. MiLLER. What I am suggesting is, at the outset of the proc-
ess, people have the right to submit that to the process; and the
whole purpose of this is for the Congress to work its will based
upon what the Congress could agree to accept and what we believe,
if offered to the people of Puerto Rico, we can make a rational
choice for.

Mr. Costas. If you look at the letter written by Chairman Young
to the Honorable William Jefferson Clinton, December 11th, 1996,
it is precisely this fuzzy language that got Huang into trouble.
Surely you don’t want to repeat that.

Mr. YOUNG. I am going to allow Arturo to comment, and then I
think the gentleman’s time has expired.

Mr. GuzMaN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Miller, if I may, may I ask you a question?

Mr. MILLER. If I could get an answer to my question about 4
years, first.

Mr. GuzMmAN. The 4 years, I think language was developed by the
Resident Commissioner to have it as a maximum in repeating this
exercise over again in 4 to 8 years. You not only have to think
about our own destiny, but you also have to think about the con-
stituents in your district and how long will they be willing to shore
up with their taxes this present condition. Are you going to con-
demn your district taxpayers to shoring up for this current Com-
monwealth forever?

Mr. MILLER. That is just your political rhetoric. That is not the
way the question suggested. I mean, you are welcome to it.

Mr. YOoUNG. All right. The gentleman’s time has expired. I think
we will be able to address this issue as time goes by.

The gentleman from Guam.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I was hoping we
would keep Guam out of this discussion.

Mr. YOUNG. I am setting a hearing for you in June so you don’t
want to keep it out of the discussion.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Here is the feeling I have, and it is the same
point I raised before. The issues that are discussed here in terms
of political status openings are phrased as formulas; and it tends
to imply that as a political status formula, one way or another, you
can rationally read into it whether the formula adds up or does not
add up. In reality, what we are talking about, at least in terms of
the way that we are describing these political status options is real-
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ly a series of political aspirations; and I am willing to make a dis-
tinction between a legal explanation and a political program.

What I am a little—I don’t know whether the word is amused,
but bemused is I guess a better word—is that in the process of dis-
cussion about what is exactly the appropriate formula for this, we
are getting—at least I have certainly gotten—the impression that
the pro-Commonwealth people have somehow misled the entire
people of Puerto Rico on this issue.

For an electorate that seems to be highly sensitive to this issue
and an admission, at least on the part of the Commonwealthers at
the hearing on Saturday, that what we are putting forward is a se-
ries of aspirations that is subject to a political process which their
aspirations may indeed fail, may not come to fruition, and I think
that was clarified in the course of the hearing on Saturday. It
seems that all the attention that is given to the definition seems
like someone is trying to get a political advantage over another.

Now, the status, the electoral process itself, will account for that.
And I didn’t mean it as a kind of a cynical remark, but on Saturday
I said we will leave it up to elected officials and politicals to
mischaracterize each other’s position in the course of an electoral
campaign, and I think we should do that. I don’t think we should
do this in the context of this legislation.

But it seems to me—am I being led to believe that in the course
of discussion on this whole issue of political status of Puerto Rico—
that Congress, one, is somehow complicit in contributing to this
misunderstanding; and, second, are the people of Puerto Rico so
naive that they don’t understand this after discussing this issue for
a long time? Is someone willing to say here that the people of Puer-
to Rico don’t understand these options?

Mr. ApONTE. If I may comment, Mr. Underwood, what I would
say is this. As long as the bill offers the problem as an answer, as
a solution to the problem itself, then the Congress would be con-
tributing to perpetuating the problem. It would be like holding a
contest between different ways of washing one’s face and allow
leaving it unwashed as an option.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. But that seems to me to be a political argu-
ment about the relative merits of the positions. If one option is un-
acceptable to you, you are perfectly entitled to that; but if it is ac-
ceptable to others, they are entitled to that as well.

Mr. APONTE. Yes, sir, but then you would not be complying with
U.N. Resolution 1541, which is what the bill says you are com-
plying with.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Well, that is prefatory language.

Mr. YOUuNG. May I suggest one thing? I have every intention to
debate all proposed definitions, but before this bill leaves the
House it will be definite definitions in the legislation. And not
speaking up for my friend from California, I have looked at this 4-
year deal and we are going to discuss this more. I would suggest
what we have to do is define this bill so finely that when the proc-
ess goes forward the people of Puerto Rico will know exactly what
they are voting for.

The gentleman, my good friend

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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I just wanted to take a moment to perhaps clear up a little bit
what has been said here. Because being in Congress, what we say
in Congress sometimes is perceived differently here in Puerto Rico.

These hearings are not to make a decision. We are not going to
make a decision in these hearings, right here, either one of us. So
these hearings are to hear, to make everyone feel they have a clear
opportunity to express their views and what their desires and aspi-
rations are.

That is exactly what Mr. Miller was underlining and under-
scoring. He wants to listen. He does not want to argue whether it
is or is not constitutional. Maybe he will decide something that is
being asked is unconstitutional, but that will be later on when he
researches that and studies with his staff. Then he will make that
decision, not now.

He is going to listen to all of the aspirations. Whether they are
practical or not, he is not going to make that decision now. He
wants to hear the aspirations, and then he will make that decision
later on when we mark up the bill.

Whether the aspirations and the desires of any particular group
are acceptable politically, he is not going to decide that now. Nei-
ther are any of us going to decide that now. That is going to be
decided later on.

Most people here do know I have my mind made up. I would not
be telling the truth, I would not be honest if I didn’t say that. But
I have spoken to all of the others, and they don’t have their mind
made up. But they would consider it.

So don’t misunderstand what Mr. Miller says. Also that he will
listen to everything. He is not giving credit or patting on the back
any of the aspirations. He will make that decision later on.

And, George, if I have not correct—OK, you can take my time
and say so. So don’t misjudge.

Mr. MILLER. If you will yield, I just think that what you and
Chairman Young started out here is far different than how we
have handled this in the past. I said I think it has a great oppor-
tunity to succeed, and I am very concerned that we not have the
process overwhelm with the politics and that the people under-
stand that we in Congress will have to make some difficult discus-
sions.

There is a lot of arguments that have been suggested to us that
are they thin, with all due respect. But people should be entitled
to present them to us. Because the 49ers pick their colors and the
Rams pick their colors. There is a long history in this country of
these three parties. As Mr. Underwood said, let us not suggest that
the Commonwealth is a new argument.

So all I am saying is, as people present the evidence to us, let
us not try to swamp the other fellow’s boat in the process, because
that is not helpful to us.

Mr. YOUNG. May I suggest, what colors do the Yankees have?

Mr. MILLER. I am a Mets fan.

Ms. RAMIREZ DE FERRER. May I make a comment?

The problem is, sir, some of these proceedings in the past have
allowed kind of a wish list up there; and then they say let them
vote on it and then we will decide if those decisions are viable or
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not when we come back, Congress. We need to know that before we
vote the first time.

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. That might be a decision to be made later
on; but what we obtain here, today, in this hearing, those decisions
will not be made.

On the contrary, I think every member here wants to listen as
broadly as possible to the proposals and aspirations of each one
that testifies. So when I ask questions about sovereignty and na-
tionality and citizenship, I am trying to just make it clear for the
panel, so when we go to decide it in the markup, the panel knows
what each party, when they say they want to have citizenship, they
want to have sovereignty, they know what they mean, so we can
discuss it. Otherwise, we might make a decision based on assuming
facts that are not correct.

Mr. Aponte.

Mr. APONTE. One thing that should be clear is that we are right
now right here before Congress because we are under the terri-
torial clause of the Constitution. If we had status that could sur-
vive independently from the Federal assistance, we would be before
the executive branch of Congress.

So the people of Puerto Rico, they know that Congress can design
a Commonwealth to fit all possible alternatives. We are not naive,
but we have been forced to adjust to the situation and try to take
advantage of the disadvantage of our political status, and that is
what we want to solve in this process.

If the definitions are not clear, we can go into the process, but
you bet we are going to have same discussion maybe 4 years from
now, maybe 6 years from now, but you will have the same problem.
If you want to solve the problem, all we are asking is not to use
the problem as a solution.

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. Mr. Aponte, the territorial clause more or
less says that the Congress has powers over the materials and pos-
sessions. But are you aware that this Congress, 105th Congress,
can make the option not to exercise those powers in this Congress?
You know that. But what it cannot do is perhaps tell the next Con-
gress, 106th, that it cannot do it. Is that what you are trying to
say? Is that one of your points?

Mr. APONTE. What I am trying to say is this Congress has de-
cided to find a solution to the problem of Puerto Rico. It has not
a legal obligation, but it has a moral obligation. It has a moral obli-
gation. Since you are the ones that stepped forward, all I want to
tell you is we are willing to go through this process and find a final
solution. It will be best for you and best for Puerto Rico.

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. I think you can be assured that that is
what I have spoken and all the Members have spoken they want
to do.

Mr. YOUNG. The gentleman’s time has expired.

I want to thank the panel for their testimony and, as is usually
and customary, I want to pass the gavel down to Mr. Underwood,
who will be the chairman of the next panel. I will be in and out
of the room and listening to most of the testimony, but that is the
way we do it.

I want to thank you personally for very good testimony.
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STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE JOSE GUILLERMO
RODRIGUEZ, MAYOR OF MAYAGUEZ, MAYAGUEZ, PUERTO
RICO

Mr. UNDERWOOD. [Presiding] OK. We will begin the second panel
and start with the Honorable Jose Guillermo Rodriguez, Mayor of
Mayaguez; and I would like, first of all, to thank you for welcoming
us to your beautiful, fair city.

Mayor Rodriguez, go ahead please.

Mr. RODRIGUEZ. Mr. Underwood and Mr. Carlos Romero Barcelo,
nuestro Comisionado residente en los Estados Unidos. Mi nombre
es José Guillermo Rodriguez y soy el Alcalde electo de la ciudad de
Mayaguez. Senor Presidente y miembros del Congreso de los
Estados Unidos, deseo comenzar brindandoles la mas cordial
bienvenida a nuestra ciudad de Mayaguez a nombre de los mas de
100,000 habitantes que residen en ella.

Antes de entrar en los detalles de la ponencia, deseo indicarles
que los electores de esta ciudad en el plebiscito del afio 1993,
auspiciado por el gobierno del Partido Nuevo Progresista, le dieron
a la formula del Estado Libre Asociado, sometido a la consideracion
del pueblo, alrededor de 5,000 votos de ventaja. La mayoria con
mas amplio margen en todos los municipios del pais.

Este servidor de ustedes, fue electo representante a la Camara
en las elecciones de 1998, el legislador electo representante a la
Camara por mayor cantidad de votos en la ciudad, Alcalde en el
1992 y reelecto en las elecciones de 1996, siendo el alcalde de Ma-
yaguez que por mayor cantidad de votos consecutivamente ha sido
seleccionado en la ciudad de Mayaguez.

Entendi importante participar en estas vistas congresionales,
donde se pretende establecer un proceso adecuado para que el
pueblo de Puerto Rico exprese una vez mas su preferencia sobre el
status politico que habra de regir los destinos de este pueblo.

Estoy seguro que ustedes se habran preocupado por conocer el
trasfondo historico de la creacion y establecimiento del actual
Estado Libre Asociado, sobre algunas reflexiones de su fundador y
ex- Gobernador de Puerto Rico, don Luis Munoz Marin, y sobre
todo, del panorama politico, social y econémico que existia en
nuestro pais antes de la fundacion del Estado Libre Asociado, deseo
hablarles un poco.

Nuestro pais, era uno sin esperanza, azotado por la miseria y la
falta de oportunidades de progreso, aun estando durante mas de
cincuenta largos anos sobre el dominio total de los Estados Unidos.
Ante ese cuadro desalentador, el fundador del Estado Libre
Asociado luché6 dentro de si en contra del deseo innato que reside
en la mayoria de los seres humanos y el cual rechaza la idea de
sentirse esclavo, arrimado, extrafio en su propia tierra. La
independencia, aunque digna, insensata en aquel momento.

Puerto Rico se encontraba totalmente dividido entre dos
extremos. Sobre cuatrocientos afios de historia marcaban en
nuestro pueblo un arraigado nacionalismo, protagonista de
sangrientos episodios en el pais y ante el Congreso. La estadidad,
aunque digna, también insensata por la resistencia extrema a la
entrega de nuestra cultura, de nuestro idioma, de nuestra
identidad. Sobre el dilema del status, decia don Luis Mufioz Marin
lo siguiente: “Cada dia se me hacia mas dificil tolerar aquel boxeo
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de sombras, aquella contienda entre los dos fantasmas de la
independencia y la estadidad, tan amenazantes como irreales, que
brincaban dandose pufios de sombra. A veces, disparando balas de
plomo sobre un cuadrilatero bajo el cual se acurrucaban la miseria,
el hambre, la desolacion, la desesperacion y la enferma resignacion
de los desesperanzados.” Indicaba con profunda claridad de
pensamiento, que el status politico debe ser para servirle a la vida
buena de un pueblo y no para obligar a la vida de un pueblo a
ajustarse por razones abstractas, a un status politico
predeterminado.

De esa lucha interna, de la refleccion del idealismo absurdo
frente a la realidad, surge una nueva creaciéon politica que
armoniza el pensamiento sobre el status politico con los ideales de
justicia social, de vida buena y de honda satisfaccion para los
Puertorriquenos. Es por eso que solo existe en el mundo un solo
Estado Libre Asociado. Porque se cre6 para servirle al progreso,
desarrollo y aspiraciones de todos los Puertorriquefios, plasmando
lo mejor de los dos extremos tradicionales, logrando la paz entre los
Puertorriquenos y tomando lo mejor de dos mundos, para
confeccionar una exitosa y nueva herramienta de desarrollo
politico, social y econémico.

Decia nuestro Comisionado residente en Washington, don Anto-
nio Fernoz Isern, “El Estado Libre Asociado responde a la historia
de Puerto Rico. Su molde ha sido la propia vida de Puerto Rico. No
hay que ir a buscar la definicion ni la descripciéon del Estado Libre
Asociado en ningun tratado de Ciencias Politicas. Forma de por si,
un capitulo nuevo que hay que agregar al libro.” Aqui es que ha
estribado siempre, la dificil mision de los Estadolibristas, de hacer
entender a los que evaltan con estrechez de pensamiento, el Estado
Libre Asociado. Estamos ante un nuevo concepto mundial, que ha
roto los conceptos tradicionales del pasado, de estadidad o
independencia.

La forma y manera en que esta redactado este Proyecto, comete
el gravisimo error de llevar a nuestro pueblo al pasado, a la lucha
de los extremos, en vez de permitir fortalecer el Estado Libre
Asociado desde una perspectiva enfocada al futuro y no al pasado.
Es en este contexto, que el Estado Libre Asociado es un concepto
de avanzada, adelantado en el tiempo, apuntando siempre al futuro
y no al pasado.

Si es este un proceso genuino para alcanzar una nueva
negociaciéon entre nuestras naciones, sera necesario que el Congreso
al igual que el derecho internacional libere su estrechez retrégrada
arcaica y la tempere a la nueva realidad mundial, recogiendo los
conceptos que en este momento mueven el mundo, eliminando
barreras, estableciendo mercados comunes, relegando a un segundo
plano los idealismos absurdos que aislan y provocan conflictos
entre los pueblos.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Thank you very much.

I trust there are no more mayors of Mayaguez on the panel. I
allowed you to go on simply because you are the mayor of this city,
and we will try to hold the witnesses as much as possible to the
5-minute time.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Rodriguez follows:]
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Good Morning:

Mr. President and Members of Congress of the United States, | wish to begin
by giving you a most cordial welcome to our city of Mayagiiez and on behalf of it's
more than 100,000 inhabitants who reside in it.

Before entering into the details of my presentation 1 wish to indicate that the
voters of this city in the Plebiscite that was held in 1993 sponsored by the New
Progressive Party, they gave to the formula for Commonwealth submitted for the
consideration of the people, almost 5,000 more votes. The widest margin of all the
municipalities of the country. This servant was elected Representative to legislature
in the elections that were held in 1988; the Representative elected with the most
votes in the city. Elected Mayor in 1992 and reelected in the elections that were held
n 1996, being the Mayor of Mayagytiez with the most votes obtained consecutively.

! understand that it was important to participate in these Congressional
hearings where it is supposed to establish an adequate process for the people of
Puerto Rico to express themselves one more time their preference on the political
status which is to govern the destiny of this country.

I'm sure that you are been worried about learning the historical background
of the creation and establishment of the present Commonwealth. About some of
the reflections about it's founder and ex-governor of Puerto Rico Don Luis Muoz
Marin and above all the political panoramic, social, and economic situation that

existed in our country before the establishment of Commonwealth | will like to relate
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a brief history of the conditions and the redlities at that moment. Our country was
one without hope, deep i misery, and a lack of opportumities for progress, although
being for more than fifty long years under the total domain of the United States.

With this devastating picture the founder of Commonwealth fought within
himself, and against the nnate desire that is in the majority of humans and refuses
the idea of feeling as a rejected skave in his own land. Independence although it was
dignified, but irrational at that moment.

Puerto Rico was totally divided between the extremes. Over 400 years of
history marked in our country a very deep rooted nationalism that shed a lot of
blood m our country and in Congress.

Statehood although dignified also; foolish because of it's extreme resistance
in sacrificing our culture, our language, and our identity.

About the perplexity of “Status” Don Luis Mufioz Marin used to say the
following: “Each day it was difficult for me to tolerate this shadow boxing, that
match between two ghosts, independence and statehood, very and unreal that
jumped giving at each other punches of shadow, sometimes firing lead bullets into
a ring where misery, hunger, desolation, desperation and the ill resignation of the
desperate were squatting.”

He indicated with profound thought that: “The political status should serve the
good life of a country and not to obligate the life a country to adjust to reasons that

abstract to predetermined political “status”.
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From this internal struggle, the reflexion of the absurd idealism before readlity,
emerges a new political creation that harmonizes the thought about the political
"status” with the ideals of social justice of good life and deep satisfaction for the
puertoricans.

It's for this reason that there is only one Commonwealth, because it was
created to serve progress, development and the aspirations of all puertoricans
mokding the best of the traditional extremes, obtaining peace among puertoricans
and taking the best of the two worlds to make a new successful tool for the political,
social and economical development.

Our Resident Commissioner in Washington, Don Antonio Fernés Isern used
to say, “Commonweatlth responds to the history of Puerto Rico. It's model has been
Puerto Rico's own life. You don't have to look for the definition or the description
of Commonwealth in any political science book. 1t by itself forms a new chapter in
which you would have to add to the book.”

Here is where the difficult mission of pro-commonwealth supporters lies, in
to make those who are narrow-minded understand Coomonwealth. We are before
a new world concept that has broken with traditional concepts of the past of
statehood or independence.

The way and manner in which this project is written makes the serious

mistake of taking our people to the past, to the fight of the extremes, instead of
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strengthening Commonwealth from perspective focused to the future and not the
past. In thls context is that Commonwealth is an advanced concept, ahead in time
pointing always to the future and not the past.

If this is a genuine process to reach a new agreement between our nations,
it is necessary that Congress as well as International Rights free it's past, old way
of thinking and adjust it to the reality of the world, gathering the concepts that at
this moment moves the world, eliminating barriers, establishing common market,
relegating to a second level those absurd idealism that isolate and provoke conflicts
among countries.

For this, it is necessary that the people of Puerto Rico recover the respect
and trust that it felt for the Congress of the United States.

In regaining the people it's trust, is based that the people know how to clearly
distinguish which is the stage that it is at this moment. About Dictatorship or
Democracy the founder of Commonweatth used to say: Dictatorship “ is the one
which doesn’t want to vote, doesn't want the free vote”, and which 1 add for which
you wish for.

Dictatorship is the one that doesn’t allow you to use the word “Dictatorship”
aloud. Dictatorship is the one that shuts down newspapers who dare uses or say
the word “dictatorship” in their pages.

Demeocracy, on the other hand, is the one that allows you to say aloud the
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word “dictatorship” freely. Democracy guarantees the free circulation of

newspapers that shout and cry out the slander against democracy itself.

truth according to what he sees. Democracy guarantees the freedom even those
for those who lie ... against democracy itself.”

In this process we the pro-commonwealth supporters don’t pretend to reach
not only what is convenient for our own interests, our whish rgsts mn finally
achieving a deal based on what is best for the interest of both nations.

The political future is not in the extreme polarizations. Commonwealth has
been that new concept that seeks the world to reach, a universal system inspired
in the globalization. Commonwealth has been that successful experiment that has
functioned although being governed by those who wish to destroy or banish it.

Our efforts as of the world, should be directed towards evolution and
changes, towards globalization, to unite us more, respecting and recognizing our
great culture, language, national characteristics differences; with the intention of
integrating us into a closer relationship, but at the same time more defined, that
would provide a fair agreement between both parties, respecting the democratic
rights for which we both have fought and given lves.

There is, our hope that at the end of peaceful analysis, unpassionate,

uncontaminated from economical influences, Commonwealth will prevail as the
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most convenient option for Puerto Rico and the United States. That is why we
support the new definition of Commonwealth presented to you by the President of
the Popular Democratic Party.

THANK YOU.
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Buenos Dias:

Sevwor Presidente y Miembros del Congreso de los Estados Unidos, deseo
comenzar brinddndole la mds cordial bienvenida a nuestra ciudad de Mayagliez y
de los mds de 100,000 habitantes que residen en ella.

Antes de entrar en los detalles de la ponencia, deseo indicarle que los
electores de esta ciudad en el Plebiscito del afo 1993 auspiciado por el Gobiermo del
Partido Nuevo Progresista, le dieron a la formula del Estado Libre Asociado
sometido a la consideracién del pueblo alrededor de 5,000 votos de ventdja, la
mayoria con mds amplic margen en todos los Municipios del pais. Este servidor de
ustedes fué electo Representante a ka Camara en las elecciones de 1988, el
legislador electo por la mayor cantidad de votos en la ciudad, electo Alcalde en el
1992 y reelecto en las elecciones del 1996 siendo el Alcalde de Mayagiiez que por
mayor cantidad de votos consecutivamente ha sido seleccionado en la Ciudad de
Mayagyiez.

Entendi importante participar en estas vistas congresionales donde se
pretende establecer un proceso adecuado, para que el pueblo de Puerto Rico
exprese una vez mds su preferencia sobre el status politico que habrd de regir los
destinos de este pueblo.
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Estoy seguro que ustedes se habrdn preocupado por conocer el trasfondo
histérico de la creacién y establecimiento del actual Estado Libre Asociado. Sobre
digunas de las reflexiones de su fundador y ex-gobernador de Puerto Rico, Don Luis
Muiioz Marin y sobre todo del panorama politico, social y econdmico que existia en
nuestro pais antes de la fundacién del Estado Libre Asociado deseo hablarle un
poco. Nuestro Pais era uno sin esperanza, azotado por la miseria y la falta de
oportunidades de progreso, aun estando durante mds de cincuenta largos aros
bajo e! dominio total de los Estados Unidos.

Ante ese cuadro desalentador el fundador del Estado Libre Asociado luché
dentro de si en contra del deseo innato que reside en la mayoria de los seres
humanos y el cudl rechaza la idea de sentirse esclavo, arrimado, extraio en su
propia tierra. La Independencia aunque digna, insensata en aquel momento.

Puerto Rico se encontraba totalmente dividido entre los extremos. Sobre 400
arios de historia marcaban en nuestro pueblo wn arraigado nacionalismo
protagonista de sangrientos episodios en el pais y ante el Congreso.

La Estadidad aunque digna, también insensata por la resistencia extrema a
la entrega de nuestra cultura, de nuestro idioma, de nuestra identidad.

Sobre el dilema del “Status” decia Don Luis Mutioz Marin lo siguiente: “Cada
dia se me hacia mds dificil tolerar aque! boxeo de sombras, aquella contienda entre
los dos fantasmas de la independencia y la estadidad, tan amenazantes como

irredles que brincaban ddndose putios de sombra, a veces disparando balas de
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plomo sobre un cuadrildtero bajo el cual se acurrucaban miseria, hambre,
desolacién, desesperacion y la enferma resignacién de los desesperanzados.” |

Indicaba con profumda claridad de pensamiento que: “el status politico debe
ser para servirle a la vida buena de un pueblo y no para obligar a la vida de un
pueblo a ajustarse por razones abstractas a un “status” politico predeterminado.”

De esa hcha interna, de la reflexién del idealismo absurdo, frente a la
realidad, surge una nueva creacién politica que armoniza el pensamiento sobre el
“Status” politico con los ideales de justicia social de vida buena y de honda
satisfaccion para los puertorriquerios.

Es por eso que solo existe en el mundo un sok Estado Libre Asociado, porque
se creb para servire al progreso, desarrollo y aspiraciones de todos los
puertorriquerios, plasmando lo mejor de los dos extremos tradicionales, logrando
la_paz_entre los puertorriquefios y tomando lo mejor de dos mundos, para
confeccionar una exitosa y nueva herramienta de desarroflo politico, social y
econdmico.

Decia nuestro Comisionado Residente en Washington Don Antonio Fernés
Isern "El Estado libre Asociado responde a la historia de Puerto Rico. Su molde ha
sido la propia vida de Puerto Rico. No hay que ir a buscar la definicién ni la
descripcién del Estado Libre Asociado en ningim tratado de ciencia politica. Forma

de por sf un capitulo nuevo que hay que agregar al libro.”



90

Aqui es, que ha estribado siempre la dificil misién de los Estadolibristas de
hacer entender a los que evaluan con estrechez de pensamiento el Estado Libre
Asociado. Estamos ante un nuevo concepto mundial que ha roto los conceptos
tradicionales del pasado de Estadidad o Independencia.

La forma y manera en que esté re_dactado este proyecto, comete el gravisimo
er;'or de Nevar a nuestro pueblo al paﬁado, a la lucha de los extremos, en vez de
permitir fortalecer el Estado Libre Asociado desde una perspectiva enfocada al
Futuro y no al pasado. Es en este contexto que el Estado Libre Asociado es un
concepto de avanzada, adelantado en el tiempo, apuntando siempre al futuro y no
al pasado.

Si es este, un proceso genuino para alcanzar una nueva negociacion entre
nuestras naciones, serd necesario que el Congreso al igual que el Derecho
ln.temacional libere su estrechez retrdgrada, arcdica y la atempere a la nueva
realidad mundial, recogiendo los conceptos que en este momento mueven el
mundo, eliminando barreras, estableciendo mercados comunes, relegando a un
segundo plano los idedlismos absurdos que aislom y provocan conflictos entre los
pueblos.

. El Estado Libre

Asociado ha sido ese nuevo concepto que busca el mundo para lograr akcanzar, un

sistema universadl, inspirado en la globalizacién. El Estado Libre Asociado ha sido
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ese experimento exitoso, que ha funcionado aun estando gobernado por los que lo
han querido destruir.

Nuestros esfuerzos como los del Mundo, deben estar dirigidos hacia la
evolucién y los cambios, hacia la globadlizacién, a unimos mds, respetando y
reconociendo nuestras grandes difgrencias culturales, nuestro idioma, las
caracteristicas naciondles, con la intencién de integrarnos en una relacién mas
estrecha, pero a la misma vez mds definida, que proporcione una justa negociacion
entre ambas partes, respetando los derechos democrdticos por los cuales juntos
hemos luchado y ofrendado vidas.

Para eso es necesario que el pueblo de Puerto Rico recobre el respeto y la
confianza que sentia por el Congreso de los Estados Unidos.

En ese recobrar del pueblo la confianza estriba que ese pueblo sepa disernir
claramente ante cual escenario se encuentra en este momento.

Sobre la Dictadura o0 Democracia el fundador del Estado Libre Asociado decia:
Dictadura® es la que no quiere que se vote, ka que no quiere que se vote libremente”
y yo le afiado por lo que se desea.

Meshquempemihequesedigaendtavozlapahbra “Dictadura”
Dictadura es la que cierra peribdicos que se atreven a decir la palabra “dictadura”
en sus pdginas.

Demeocracia, en cambio, es la que permite que se diga en alta voz la palabra
*dictadura” libremente. Democracia es la que garantiza la libre circulacién de los
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periddicos que gritan y vociferan la calumnia contra la democracia misma.

Democracia es la que garantiza libertad hasta para los que dicen el embuste...
contra la democracia misma.”

En este proceso los Estadolibristas no pretendemos alcanzar solo lo que
convenga a nuestros intereses. Nuestro deseo descansa en lograr finalmente una
negociacién basada en lo que mas convenga a los intereses de ambas naciones.
Hay, nuestra esperanza de que al final del andlisis sosegado, desapacionado,
descontaminado de influencias econdmicas, el Estqdo Libre Asociado prevalezca
como la opcién mds conveniente para Puerto Rico y los Estados Unidos. Por eso
respaldamos la nueva definicion del Nuevo Estado Libre Asociado presentado a
ustedes por el Presidente del Partido Popular Democritico.

MUCHAS GRACIAS.
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Mr. UNDERWOOD. I now call on Honorable Antonio Fas Alzamora,
the Minority Leader of the Senate-Popular Democratic Party, Sen-
ate of Puerto Rico.

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE ANTONIO J. FAS ALZAMORA,
MINORITY LEADER OF THE SENATE-POPULAR DEMOCRATIC
PARTY, SENATE OF PUERTO RICO, SAN JUAN, PUERTO RICO

Mr. ALZAMORA. Muy buenos dias, sefiores Congresistas. Como
bien ha mencionado el Congresista, represento a la delegacion del
Partido Popular Democratico en el Senado, cuerpo legislativo que
llevo dieciséis anos en el y cuatro en la Camara. Para veinte afos,
trabajando en la politica Puertorriquena y defendiendo el ideal del
Estado Libre Asociado.

Por segunda vez comparezco ante esta honorable Comision, para
exponer algunos de mis puntos de vista en torno a este proyecto.
Hay dos aspectos que deseo enfocar, pero quiero previamente
adelantar que el mismo esta redactado en forma viciada,
prejuiciado para fabricar una mayoria a favor de la estadidad
aunque no se compromete a concederla.

Este proyecto, a mi juicio, como esta redactado, le falta el respeto
a la democracia Puertorriquefia. En primer lugar, la discusion del
futuro politico de Puerto Rico debe partir de la propia creacion del
Estado Libre Asociado. Quiero citar palabras que dijera el primer
Gobernador electo por los Puertorriquenios, don Luis Mufioz Marin,
el veinticinco de julio de 1952, cuando se iz6 esa bandera
Puertorriqueina que ustedes ven ahi, junto a la bandera de los
Estados Unidos de América, y cito: “Voy a izar cuando termine mis
palabras, la bandera del pueblo de Puerto Rico al fundarse el
Estado Libre Asociado, en voluntaria asociacion de ciudadania y
afecto con los Estados Unidos de América. El pueblo vera en ella
el simbolo de su espiritu, ante su propio destino y en el conjunto
de América. Junto a la bandera de los Estados Unidos, la del pueb-
lo mas pequefio del hemisferio significa que a los pueblos como a
%os hombres, la democracia los declara iguales en dignidad” y cierro
a cita.

Estas elocuentes palabras del arquitecto del ELA, que ha
marcado el rumbo de nuestra relacion con los Estados Unidos
durante las pasadas cuatro décadas y media, pusieron fin a un
proceso de descolonizacion. Se reconocié nuestra soberania y el
pacto bilateral entre Puerto Rico y Estados Unidos. Todo este logro
le fue informado por ustedes, a las Naciones Unidas en 1953.

A Puerto Rico no se le conoce como una isla en el Caribe,
ocupada por ciudadanos Norteamericanos, sino como una nacion
Caribefia con cultura, caracteristicas y personalidad propia.
Estados Unidos no encontro en 1898 a una isla desierta, sin
identificacion nacional. No llegé a un territorio abandonado, sino a
una nacion con caracteristicas propias, con igual dignidad a las
demas naciones del mundo.

El Proyecto en cuestion debe incorporar, para que exista un juego
limpio o igualdad de condicién en este proceso, la definicion del
nuevo ELA que ha sometido el Presidente de nuestro partido. El
desarrollo y culminacion del ELA no es hacia la independencia ni
tampoco hacia la estadidad, que es el status que conllevaria a la
desaparicion de nuestra nacionalidad Puertorriquenia. Insisto, la
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estadidad no es el desenlace final en el desarrollo del ELA. Esta
no ha sido la intencion de los que hemos favorecido la formula del
ELA en las consultas de 1952, 1967 y 1993.

Un segundo aspecto de nuestra vision de este proceso, es que hay
que desenmascarar la estadidad a nuestro juicio, de la cual se dice
es un status digno. Con el respeto que me merecen quienes asi
piensen, la asimilacion seria una condiciéon de indignidad, porque
seria retornar a Puerto Rico a un status colonial en forma
permanente.

Somos dos naciones distantes, dos razas distintas. Los estadistas
Puertorriquenios quieren la estadidad, no porque se sientan
Americanos, sino en razon de los dolares y centavos que segun ellos
llenarian nuestras arcas. La inmensa mayoria de los
Puertorriquenos, no nos sentimos Americanos. Nos sentimos
Puertorriquenios con ciudadania Americana, y no es lo mismo ni se
escribe igual, pues tenemos la voluntad y el compromiso de
mantener una relacion con Estados Unidos porque nos sentimos
orgullosos de esa ciudadania y reconocemos su valor y sus
responsabilidades.

La estadidad tiene maultiples desventajas porque afecta
significativa y adversamente tanto a Puerto Rico como a los
Estados Unidos. En esencia, la estadidad daria aunque muchas
cosas negativas, una significativa reduccién en el crecimiento de la
economia de Puerto Rico. En cuanto a los Estados Unidos, la
estadidad le impone mayores gastos en Puerto Rico, pero aun mas
importante, la cultura y el idioma vernaculo de Puerto Rico ira
desapareciendo a medida que avanza el proceso de asimilacion de
los Puertorriquenos para convertirse en Norteamericanos como ha
ocurrido en varios estados.

¢(Cuadles serian las ventajas de la estadidad? No puede haber
ventaja alguna, pues la asimilacion es un proceso de
autodestruccion, de dejar de ser lo que somos para convertirnos en
otra cosa. Es pretender borrar nuestra historia y reescribirla bajo
la asimilacion. Con la estadidad, Puerto Rico enfrentaria los
numerosos problemas que conllevaria a hacerla el estado mas pobre
de la nacion Americana. Otro problema que enfrentaria Puerto Rico
es la aplicacion de contribuciones Federales a nuestra gente
productiva, lo que originaria una situacion catastrofica en la
economia familiar pues tendriamos que pagar mas contribuciones.

La estadidad seria el suicidio politico de Puerto Rico, la
desaparicion de nuestra nacionalidad. Es por esto, que en lugar de
ayudar a imponer una féormula politica en contra de la mayoria de
los Puertorriquefios expresada en las urnas, asi como en contra de
los mejores intereses de nuestros pueblos, hay que darle
continuidad al compromiso desarrollado por nuestras naciones.

El ELA, como todo sistema, hay que mejorarlo en aquellas partes
donde no ha sido desarrollado. Para esto es menester tener la
voluntad politica de entender nuestro status. De eso es que se trata
esto, de la voluntad politica de unos y otros, voluntad politica de
los que queremos la ciudadania Americana y seguir siendo
Puertorriquenos y la voluntad politica de ustedes para respetar eso
y por tanto no darle la espalda a la creacion mas afortunada en
este continente.
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Senores Congresistas, se necesita solo la voluntad politica para
mantener y desarrollar nuestra autonomia con ciudadania.
Nosotros somos Puertorriquenos primero. Puerto Rico es una
naciéon. Definan el nuevo ELA con la misma dignidad como lo
concibe la mayoria de nuestro pueblo, tal y como lo hemos
propuesto. Recuerden, la clave de todo es voluntad politica.
Nosotros la tenemos. Demuéstrenla ustedes. Atrévanse.

Muchas Gracias.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Alzamora follows:]
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Good Morning Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee:

I appear before this honorable commision for the second time
to expose some of my point of view regarding House Bill 856, know
in Puerto Rico as the Young Bill for the celebration of political
status plebiscite in the island in 1998.

I have been a legislator of the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico
for twenty years and several months, four of which I spent as a
member of the House of the Representatives and sixteen in the
Senate, where I am the Minority Leader of the Popular Democratic
Party.

There are two aspects of the Young Bill that I wish to focus on.
I want to previously bring forward the fact that the Bill has been
written in a warped way, without any process of consultation or
dialogue taking place, in its origins, with Commonwealth Forces,
and prejudiced in order to fabricated a majority that favors
statehood, even if it does not compromise itself to grant it, nor
does it make clear the scope of its details something that was made
evident last october when the Bill was withdrawn from the
legislation process in Congress, when the statehood leadership,
through Resident Commissioner Carlos Romero-Barcelo became
convinced that the legislative piece would be amended in order to
demand a statehood definition with english as the official language
in our public schools, which would have given a mortal blow to the
assimilitory cause in Puerto Rico.

In the first place, the discussion of the political future of
Puerto Rico should depart from the Commonwealth’s own creation.

I would like to quote the words of the first Puerto Rican
Governor elected by the people Mr. Luis Mufioz Marin, on July 25,
1952, in the acts of the hoisting of the Puerto Rican flag next to
the American flag, to symbolize the creation of our actual status:

"I am going to hoist, when I finish my words, the flag of the
people of Puerto Rico as we found the Commonwealth in voluntary
association of citizenship an affection with the United States of
America. The people will see in it the symbol of it’s spirit in
the face of it’s own destiny an the entirety of America. That next
to the flag of the United State stands that of the smallest nation
of the hemisphere signifies that to nations, as to men, democracy
declares then equal in dignity. Puerto Rico is honored to see its
flag floating next to that of great American Union; and the Union,
for the greatness of it’s democratit conscience must feel satisfied
that the flag of a nation of such vigorous spirit in such small
extension, should render the tribute of its free companionship in
the masts of liberty".

These eloguent words of the architect of the Commonwealth,
That have marked the course of our relationship with the United
State for the last (4) four decades, out an end to a process of
decolonization that started with the approval of Law 600 by the



98

2

Puerto Rican people, all of which led to the birth of the
Constitution of Puerto Rico, that was adopted as a pact between our
Nations with the approval of Congress. . .

. By these means our sovereignty and the bilateral pact between
Puerto Rico the United State was recognized.

Puerto Rico is not known as an island in the Caribbean
occupied by Americans, but as a Caribbean nation with it’s own
characteristics and personality, with our Spanish language, with
very particular traditions and its own International presence, even

if limited to sports, arts and science. We have our own and
particular literature which is different to that of other
countries, including the United State themselves. Our United

States citizenship, just as it was conceptualized by President Taft
himself, was not a step towards statehood, but an instrument to
recognize the loyalty of the citizens of a nation in the process of
developing its own government in the context of a special
relationship with the United States. 1In short, the United States
did find in 1898 a deserted island, without national identity.
They did not arrive to an abandoned territory, but to a nation with
inherent characteristics and with equal dignity to the rest of the
nations of the world.

The Young Bill must incorporate, so that a fair game may exist on
an equal footing in this process, the commonwealth definition from
1990-91 that was approved by the Federal House of Representatives,
with some modifications towards the development of the Commonwealth
status to its fullest self determining potential, with the maximum
international presence compatible with our political relationship
with the United States while keeping our bilateral pact unaltered
in regard to the common citizenship, defense, market and currency.

The development and the culmination of the Commonwealth is not
towards Independence, nor towards statehood, which is the status
that would forward the disappearance of our Puerto Rican
pnationality. I insist, statehood is not the final development of
the Commonwealth since that has not been the purpose of those that
have favored the Commonwealth formula, nor that of the majority of
the Puerto Rican people that in 1952, 1967 and 1993 have rejected
it, as they have independence.

A second aspect in our vision of this process is that statehood,
has to be unmasked which is said tobe a dignified status. With all
due respect to those who hold these believe, assimilation would be
a dishonorable condition for it would be taking Puerto Rico back to
a colonial status of permanent order.

We are two different nations. The Puerto Rican statehooders want
statehood not because they feel in any way american but because of
the dollars and cents that, according to them would fill our
treasury boxes. It is for this reason that they try to sell us a
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false vision, a state with the spanish language in the public
schools and government agencies, with an Olympic Committee, Puerto
Rican literature and culture, two flags and two national anthems.
That, as you all know, is not possible.

The immense majority of Puerto Rican do not feel American. I do
not fell American. We feel like Puerto Ricans with american
citizenship, that we have the compromise to maintain a relationship
with the United States because we fell proud of that citizenship,
and we want our Puerto Rican citizenship, for our own nature,
because we are Puerto Ricans.

Statehood has multiple disadvantages, because it affects
significantly and adversely both Puerto Rico and the United State.
In other words, it is not advantageous nor beneficial for any of
the parts. In its essence, statehood would bring significant
reduction in the growth of the economy of Puerto Rico, because it
would reduce the growth of investments production and employment in
the manufacturing sector. This is because under assimilation
Puerto Rico would not continue to enjoy the tax advantages that
provide the Federal Revenue Code. Statehood is incompatible with
the tax incentives of Section 30-A just as it would have been
incompatible with Section 936 which you have derogated to the
detriment of our development. As for the United States statehood
imposes onto them greater spending in Puerto Rico.

But more importantly, the culture and the vernacular language of
Puerto Rico will disappear gradually according to the rate at which
the process of assimilation advances among Puerto Ricans until they
become Americans, as has happened in the states of New Mexico,
Arizona and Texas. This process would be accelerated if it were to
happen that, as in those states, public education as well as
government operations were required to be carried out in English,
which according to the latest polls is the feeling of the majority
of the American people.

Which would be the advantages of statehood? There can be no
advantages, for assimilation is a process of self destruction, to
relinquish being what we are to become something else. It is
pretending to erase our history and rewrite it under assimilation.
With statehood, Puerto Rico would face the numerous problems that
would come with being the poorest state of the American Nation for
estimates show that the island would be three times as poor as
Mississippi, which is the most impoverished state of the Union.
Another problem that Puerto Rico would face is the imposition of
federal taxes to our people, which would originate a catastrophic
situation in household economies, for we would have to pay more
taxes that under the Commonwealth status.

The cards are on the table. Statehood would mean political suicide
for Puerto Rico. This is why, instead of helping to impose a
political formula that goes against what the majority of Puerto
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Ricans have expressed in the ballot boxes and against the best
interests of our people, we have to impart continuity to the
compromise .developed by our nations. . ... . . e

The Commonwealth, as any system, has to be improved in those parts
that have not been fully developed. For this it is necessary to
have political will to understand our status. That is what this is
all about, the political wills of one another. The political wills
of those that want the American citizenship and to continue being
Puerto Ricans and your political will to respect that. Therefore
do not turn your backs to the most fortunate creation of this
continent. Men of Congress, an that is needed is the political
will to maintain and develop our autonomy with citizenship.

We are Puerto Rican first. Puerto Rico is a nation. Define the
new Commonwealth with the same dignity as it is regarded by the
majority of our people just as we proposed it, and I can anticipate
the results of the plebiscite. Zero Independence, zero statehood
assimilation and Commonwealth forever in permanent association with
the United State for the benefit of both nations. Remember that
the key of everything is political will, Dare!

Thank you
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Mr. UNDERWOOD [Presiding]. Next we have Mr. Jorge de Castro
Font, a Representative of the Puerto Rico House of Representa-
tives. Sir, the floor is yours.

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE JORGE DE CASTRO FONT,
REPRESENTATIVE, PUERTO RICO HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES, SAN JUAN, PUERTO RICO

Mr. FonT. Thank you very much. Mr. Chairman, Governor Ro-
mero, and distinguished members of this Committee, welcome to
the Commonwealth, indeed the shining star of the Caribbean.

Since 1900, with the adoption of the Foraker Act, through the
Jones Act of 1917, the Elective Governors Act of 1947, and finally
with the adoption of the Constitution creating the Commonwealth
of Puerto Rico in 1952, the United States has been complying slow-
ly but consistently with its international obligations to Puerto Rico.

In 1952, a big step was taken defining United States-Puerto Rico
political and constitutional relationship. The official position of the
United States as respects the process culminating in the adoption
of the Constitution creating Commonwealth status can best be ex-
pressed in the words of former President George Bush while U.S.
Ambassador to the United Nations in 1972, and I quote:

“Since 1953, the practice of self-government has become a firmly
rooted tradition among the people of Puerto Rico. The compact
under which the peoples of Puerto Rico and the United States live
garmoniously in association has been achieved in complete free-

om.”

However, Representative Don Young, through H.R. 856, in treat-
ing the present Commonwealth status as colonial in nature and
being under the plenary powers of Congress, openly and brazenly
contradicts official policy as pertains the nature of the present
Commonwealth relationship. If this is the case, then I submit to
the learned gentlemen from Congress that what Judge Magruder
refused to accept is quite true: “Congress did, in fact, perpetrate a
monumental hoax upon the people of Puerto Rico and upon the
international community.”

The Popular Democratic Party believes in self-determination for
the people of Puerto Rico and self-government within the frame-
work of an enhanced and permanent Commonwealth status firmly
rooted on common citizenship, common market, common defense
and common currency. We hold these principles to be nonnego-
tiable. We also believe in fair play.

We want to participate in this process but we must insist that
the status option that we support and have enjoyed since 1952 be
not only validated as to its constitutional soundness, but also that
it be treated on an equal footing with the other status options to
appear on the ballot.

The bill we now consider falls short of this prerequisite. It clearly
violates the fundamental principles governing the historic and spe-
cial constitutional relationship between Puerto Rico and the United
States. This bill seems to be tailor-made for failure of statehood,
since it is the only option capable of assuming for Puerto Ricans
a permanent union with the United States and American citizen-
ship, which we insist must be made part of any definition of Com-
monwealth appearing on the ballot.
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Furthermore, the process contained in the Young bill lacks self-
executing definitions and in no way binds Congress. It forces our
people to multiple referendums while not even guaranteeing a swift
and uninterrupted process of transition. It is, therefore, totally un-
acceptable to us and, in all candidness, should likewise be unac-
ceptable to you. The question I ask each and every one of you is
the following: Why deprecate Commonwealth? Why deprecate Com-
monwealth? Governor Romero?

Commonwealth has been an exceptionally good partnership for
both the United States and Puerto Rico. It has assured a political
and social stability without parallel in this hemisphere, responsible
for the unbelievable transformation of Puerto Rico in the last 45
years. All this, gentlemen, has been possible under Commonwealth.

We are really not asking for the impossible. What we are asking
this Committee in general, and Mr. Don Young in particular, is to
be consistent with previous definitions of Commonwealth status
which have been specifically endorsed, to wit: that appearing on
H.R. 4765, of May 1990. We will ask nothing less.

We want a vote taken on this matter; but for this vote to have
any meaning, it must be an exercise of fair play and pursuant to
the most basic principles of American democracy. It must be a proc-
ess that dignifies our relationship and that treats with due respect
the 1 million American citizens in Puerto Rico that favor Common-
wealth. Estado libre asociado.

My party has always defended the political bonds that through
Commonwealth have united Puerto Rico and the United States. I
really hope that the doings of this Committee in relation to Com-
monwealth status, which I uphold, will fully justify that defense.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Congressmen.

[The prepared statement of Mr. de Castro Font follows:]
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COMMITTE ON RESOURCES
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
STATEMENT OF THE HON. JORGE ADOLFO DE CASTRO FONT

In the Matter of: H.R. 856

MR. CHAIRMAN AND DISTINGUISHED MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE ON
RESOURCES OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES OF THE UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA.

| thank you for giving me the opportunity to address the members of the
Committee on Resources in relation to H.R. 856 which purports to provide a process
leading to full self-government for Puerto Rico. This is the second time that | address
this congressional committee on Puerto Rico status.

| welcome this initiative on the part of the Congress of the United States.
Indeed, after almost one hundred years since the signing of the Treaty of Paris in 1898
the process of self-determination and full self-government for Puerto Rico shouid come
to a satisfactory completion for the benefit of all. The United States government
should be commended. Since 1900, with the adoption of the Foraker Act, through the
Jones Act of 1917, the Elective Governors Act of 1947 and finally with the adoption of
the Constitution creating the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico in 1952 it has been
compiying slowly, but consistently, with its international obligations towards Puerto
Rico and with our expectations towards self-government through a valid excercise of
our right to self-determination. The last step in the long, but honourable process, as
| have just pointed out, came in 1952 when our present Constitution was adopted in
a process characterized a special relationship between two nations.

In 1952 a big step was taken defining United States-Puerto Rico political and
constitutional relationship. The official position of the United States as respects the
process culminating in the adoption of the Constitution creating Commonwealth status
can best be expressed in the words of former president George Bush while U.S.
Ambassador to the United Nations in [972, and | quote:

"Since 1953....the practice of self-government has become
a firmly rooted tradition among the people of Puerto Rico
clearly vindicating the judgement of the General Assembly.
The compact under which the peoples of Puerto Rico and
the United States live harmoniously in association has been
achieved in complete freedom and has been repeatedly put
to the test in the electoral bailot*. End of quote.’

! 2/29/72 United Nations General Assembly
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However, one of the most stunning statements reflecting official United States
policy came in 1985 in a First Circuit Court of Appeals decision which stated the
following:

"...in 1962, Puerto Rico ceased being subject to the plenary powers of Congress as
provided in the Federal Constitution. The authority exercised by the federal
government emanated thereafter from the compact... Congress cannot amend the
Puerto Rican constitution unilateraly and the government of Puerto Rico is no longer
a federal government agency exercising delegated power". End of quote. 2

This official position of the United States government has been
consistently adopted by former presidents, Truman, Eisenhower, Kennedy, Johnson
and, as stated, by President George Bush.

However, Representative Don Young, through H.R. 856, in treating the present
Commonwealth status as colonial in nature and being under the plenary powers of
Congress openly and brazenly contradicts official policy as pertains the nature of the
present Commonwealth relationship. If this is the case, then | submit to the learned
gentlemen from Congress that what Judge Magruder * refused to accept is quite true:
Congress did, in fact, perpetrate a monumental hoax upon the People of Puerto Rico
and upon the international community.

Are we, ladies and gentiemen, ready to believe what H.R. 856 is clearly
implying? | certainly hope not, for your sake as well as ours.

Now then, the Popular Democratic Party believes in self-determination for the
People of Puerto Rico. We believe in complete self-government within the framework
of an enhanced and permanent commonwealth status firmly rooted on common
citizenship, common market, common defense and common currency. We hold these
principles to be non-negotiable. We also believe in fair play. We honestly believe that
the United States has treated us honourably and fairly and that it will continue to
treat us in that way irrespective of this biil.

The Popular Democratic Party wants to participate in this process in support of
an enhanced Commonwealth as just described. But we must insist that the status
option that we support and have enjoyed since 1952 be not only validated as to its
constitutional soundness, but also that it be treated on an equal footing with the other
status options to appear on the ballot. The bill we now consider falls short of this pre-
requisite. It clearly violates the fundamental principles governing the historical and

2 United States v. Quifiones, 758 F. 2d. 40

* Figueroa v. El Pueblo de Puerto Rico 232 F. 2d. 615 (1956)
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special constitutional relationships between Puerto Rico and the United States. It
contradicts the positions assumed by the executive branch of the government and by
Congress when proclaiming Commonwealth status in 1952 and those pertaining to
United States officials before the United Nations which resulted in declaring Puerto
Rico as not includeed in the list self-governing territories. This bill seems to be
tailormade to favor statehood since it is the only option capable of assuring for Puerto
Ricans a permanent union with the United States and american citizenship which we
insist must be made part of any definition of Commonwealth appearing on the ballot.
Furthermore, the process contained in the Young bill lacks self-executing definitions
and in no way binds Congress. It forces our people to multiple referendums while not
even guaranteeing a swift and uninterrupted process of transition.

It is, therefore, totally unaceptable to us and, in all candidness, should likewise
be unacceptable to you. The question | ask is the following: why deprecate
Commonweath?

Let's be clear on one point. Commonwealth has been an exceptionally good
partnership for both the United States and Puerto Rico. It has assured a political and
social stability without parallel in this hemisphere. This political stability is perhaps the
single most important fact responsible for the unbelievable transformation of Puerto
Rico in the last fifty (45) years. We have now a gross national product of very close
to $30 bitlion dollars representing a per capita income which is one of the highest, if
not the highest, of Latin America. About 40% of that domestic gross products is
attributed to manufacturing. As a matter of fact, the Puerto Rican economy is
responsible for mantaining approximately 220,000 jobs in the United States. * Puerto
Rico is included within the 10 biggest markets for US products. We buy from the
United States more than the combined purchases of countries as large as Brazil, Chile,
Colombia, and Perd. All this, gentlemen, has been possible under Commonwealth.

Are we to jeopardize our political and social stability, a most welcome sight
given the turmoil of our spanish caribbean, our economic growth and what it entails
to the american economy by suddenly shifting gears towards different and very
uncertain horizons? Frankly, | think this should entail a much deeper and serious
analysis, specially if we consider that the island society, as a whole,is ominously
divided as to what should be our political future. In a memo from the Commerce
Department’s Office of Policy Management directed to then President Ford and dealing
on possible changes on Puerto Rican status, officials reminded the president that the
island "is currently the world’s largest per capita purchaser of mainland United States
Goods" and added that, "to make any changes that threatens that trade is to suggest

! Corporate Purchase from the U.S. Mainland. A survey,
Puerto Rico Foundation. Page 3.
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something of great practical importance to the U.S. mainland busipess community." 5

We are really no asking for the imposible. What we are asking this Committee
in general, and Mr. Don Young in particular, is to be consistent with previous
definitions of commonwealth status which have been specifically endorsed, to wit:
that appearing on H.R. 4765, of May 1990 which, in effect, defined commonwealth
as follows.

"the new Commonwealth of Puerto Rico would be joined in an
union with the United States that would be permanent and the
relationship could only be altered by mutual consent. Under the compact
the commonwealth would be an autonomous body politic with its own
character and culture, not incorporated into the United States and
sovereign over matters governed by the Constitution of Puerto Rico...
The United States citizenship of persons born in Puerto Rico would be
guranteed and secured as provided by the 5th. Ammendment of the
Constitution of the United States". We would ask nothing less.

We want a vote taken on this matter. [t is the first time in one hundred years
that a referendum on Puerto Rico status is held under the auspices of Congress. But
for this vote to have any meaning it must be an exercise of fair play and pursuant to
the most basic principles of american democracy. It must be a process that dignifies
our relationship and that treats with due respect the one million american citizens in
Puerto Rico that favor Commonweaith. A process of this nature, with these
guarantees, will be welcome. | can assure you that given these circumstances
Commonwealth will surely win for the third time around.

The Popular Democratic Party has often been described as a great umbrella
capable of giving sheiter to people of diverse political persuasions. Within my party
| have been catalogued as a sort of right winger because of my ardent defense of the
political bonds that through Commonwealth have united Puerto Rico and the United
States. | really hope that the doings of this Committee in relation to Commonwealth
status, which | uphold, will fully justify that defense.

Before closing let me add one more comment regarding the question of who
should have the right to vote in this plebiscite. My opinion is that we should strictly
adhere to the Puerto Rico Electoral Law. Only those born in Puerto Rico and residing

’ Corporate Purchases from the U.S. Mainland. A Survey, P.R.
Foundation, P&g. 3.
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in Puerto Rico and american citizens not born in Puerto Rico but résiding in Puerto Rico
for aperiod of not less than one year should be allowed to vote.

THANK YOU
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Mr. UNDERWOOD. Thank you. And now we have the Honorable
Severo E. Colberg-Toro, who is a Representative in the Puerto Rico
House of Representatives. Sir, the floor is yours.

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE SEVERO E. COLBERG-TORO,
REPRESENTATIVE, PUERTO RICO HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES, SAN JUAN, PUERTO RICO

Mr. COLBERG-TORO. Senor Presidente y resto de los Congresistas.
El Proyecto 856 supone el establecer un proceso que lleve a Puerto
Rico a un completo gobierno propio. Para que ese objetivo se
cumpla, sefior Presidente, hay que garantizar que los
Puertorriquenos puedan optar entre las alternativas en forma libre,
sin presiones o manipulaciones. El proceso tiene que ser un
gjercicio verdadero del derecho a la libre determinacion. Con el
historial de imposicion a que Estados Unidos ha sometido a este
pueblo por casi cien afios, {qué razones tendriamos en esta ocasion,
los hijos de esta tieirra, para pensar que esto es un proceso
verdadero de libre determinacion?

Veamos parte de ese historial antidemocratico sobre Puerto Rico,
por parte de Estados Unidos, quien ha actuado de acuerdo a su
interés y en violacion a los principios morales de los cuales Estados
Unidos se vanagloria de ser el paladin a nivel mundial. E1 25 de
julio de 1898, las tropas Norteamericanas invadieron a Puerto Rico.
La ciudad de San Juan fue bombardeada, poniendo en peligro la
vida de mujeres y ninos Boricua. Estados Unidos impuso en
nuestra patria, un régimen militar que dictatorialmente trastoco
todo nuestro sistema de vida.

La ley Foraker, que Estados Unidos también nos impuso, trajo
un gobierno civil. Este régimen fue valuado y comparado con el
sistema Norteamericano bajo la administracion del Presidente
Carter y dicho informe determind, que en todos los sentidos no
adquirimos nada mejor de lo que teniamos. Intenté imponer el
Inglés en la educacion y en la judicatura. Economicamente, los
Estados Unidos no hizo nada de lo que ya hacia Espana al
devolvernos las tarifas que le imponia a nuestros productos.

En 1917, ustedes impusieron la ciudadania Americana. La
legislatura de Puerto Rico, presidida por quien honramos hoy, don
José de Diego, aprobé unanimemente una resolucion que establecia,
que aunque se respetaba la ciudadania Americana, mantenia su
oposicion a ser declarados en su contra, ciudadanos Americanos,
intentando despojarnos de la ciudadania Puertorriquena. Desde la
década de los treinta, el pueblo Puertorriqueno a través de sus
sectores ideologicos y politicos, han desarrollado todas las formas
de lucha concebibles, para conseguir que Estados Unidos colaborara
en la solucion del status politico.

El cabildeo de los estadistas, las grandes demostraciones
electorales del Partido Popular y la lucha armada del Partido
Nacionalista no fueron suficiente para adelantar a nuestro pueblo
en su lucha por la libre determinacion y autogobierno. Se desat6
una represion contra las fuerzas politicas Puertorriquenistas y en
especial, contra el independentismo.

El Director del FBI, Edgar Hoover, le informaba al Secretario de
Justicia de los Estados Unidos con gran preocupacion, que la
legislatura de la isla habia aprobado una ley para que se celebrara
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un plebiscito. Como consecuencia de esa intencién, se desaté una
persecucion contra las fuerzas Puertorriquenistas.

En el 1952, sefior Presidente, como resultado de uno de los logros
mas importantes de nuestra historia como nacion y por ejercer ese
derecho a la libre determinacion, nuestro pueblo aprueba una
constitucion, de las mas completas del mundo. En 1952, se cred el
Estado Libre Asociado, en el entendido, que se creaba una nueva
formula de relacion no- colonial con los Estados Unidos. El
Congreso Norteamericano eliminé la Seccion 20 de nuestra
Constitucion, atropellando la voluntad de nuestro pueblo, y
maculando el ejercicio a la libre determinacion.

Como resultado de la creacion del ELA, el Gobierno de los
Estados Unidos fue a las Naciones Unidas y consiguieron que se le
eximiera de seguir brindando informes obligatorios, basado en que
Puerto Rico habia entrado en una nueva relaciéon no- colonial con
los Estados Unidos. El Proyecto 856, presentado por el sefor
Presidente y avalado por otros congresistas concluye, que Puerto
Rico sigue siendo una colonia de los Estados Unidos. Esta
aseveracion nos lleva entonces a la conclusion de que Estados
Unidos engandé a las Naciones Unidas y engafi6 a la humanidad en
el 1953. Esto demuestra el aspecto moral de esta controversia.

Se ha senalado que el Partido Popular al que yo pertenezco,
colaboré con ustedes en el engafio. Primero, creo que es bien injusto
dentro de la relacion de fuerza entre Estados Unidos y Puerto Rico,
siendo nosotros los mas en desventaja y donde ha predominado la
fuerza de la imposicion, aceptemos nuestra parte en la
responsabilidad de los Puertorriqueiios en el engano. Sefior
Presidente, yo le digo que aun asi, yo acepto la parte que pueda
haber de esa responsabilidad historica. Ahora bien, yo pregunto,
¢aceptan ustedes la responsabilidad moral del Gobierno de los
Estados Unidos por ese engafio?

La relacion de 1953. .. Ustedes le deben una explicacion al pueblo
Puertorriqueno. Si el reconocer esa situacion significa que en esta
ocasion el proceso se marcara dentro de las normas del derecho
internacional, al dia de hoy, para comenzar a cumplir con ese dere-
cho y obligacién, ustedes le deben a las Naciones Unidas cuarenta
y cinco informes correspondientes por cada uno de los afos del
1952 que no se ha cumplido. Desde el 1952 al presente, y en una
demostracion de buena fe y anhelo del pueblo Puertorriquefio por
resolver su status, se han celebrado dos plebiscitos, se han creado
comisiones, comités ad hoc, se han radicado proyectos en el
Congreso, se dio el proceso del 1989 y aqui estamos como
empezamos. Como diria don Luis Munoz Marin, “Estamos en una
situacion donde cada punto es un ’turning point’ porque estamos
moviéndonos en circulos.”

Para romper este circulo sefior Presidente y terminar, vamos a
ver y tener un verdadero derecho a la libre determinacién, de
acuerdo a lo que establece el derecho internacional. Yo, que creo en
lo establece ese derecho internacional para la asociaciéon con
soberania entre dos naciones, la libre asociacion, lo acepto. Ahora
bien, ¢aceptan ustedes que entienden que Puerto Rico es una
colonia, y por ende no puede ser un caso doméstico, la aplicacion
del derecho internacional en este proceso?
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Finalmente les sefialo, que ustedes tienen un problema de indole
moral con Puerto Rico y como ustedes saben, en este ambito no
puede haber puntos intermedios. No se puede ser el lider de la
democracia en el mundo y atropellar la voluntad de un pueblo
durante cien anos. En ese sentido, rechazo la utilizacion de la
ciudadania Americana como forma de chantaje contra amplios
sectores de nuestro pueblo para favorecer a una de las opciones, la
estadidad. Eso es un acto de agresion, caracteristico de la politica
de las canoneras. El jugar con las lealtades y la querencias de un
pueblo. Ustedes impusieron la ciudadania Norteamericana cuando
nadie la pidi6. Ahora tienen que asumir la responsabilidad por sus
actos. Lo que se da, no se quita. No piérdanle perspectiva que la
paciencia del pueblo, por mas pequefio que sea, tiene su limite y
puestos contra la pared no se suicidan, sino que se reafirman.

Muchas gracias.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Now we have the Honorable Rony Jarabo, who
is the former Speaker of the House of Representatives. Sir, you
may proceed.

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE RONY JARABO, FORMER
SPEAKER OF THE PUERTO RICO HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES, POPULAR DEMOCRATIC PARTY, SAN JUAN, PUERTO
RICO

Mr. JARABO. Thank you, sir. Acting Chairman Underwood,
former Governor and Resident Commissioner Carlos Romero-
Barcel6, Congressman Miller, I come before you as a deeply con-
cerned citizen who finds the design of the process of consultation
and implementation of status preference as proposed by H.R. 856
very peculiar, highly objectionable, and very unfair to the people of
Puerto Rico. Decisions on the political destiny of a people are a
very serious matter, of such proportions and consequences that
they should exclude partisan and sectarian biases that prejudge
the merits of the questions involved.

The exercise of a nation’s most fundamental right, the right to
self-determination, and the possibly irreversible results that ensue
thereof, should be framed in a process that is equitable to all com-
peting options, not slanted in favor of one of them. The process
should embody effective moral, political, and legal commitments of
all entities with a deciding role so that they shall be obligated to
act on the people’s mandate within a reasonable time.

Admittedly, the criteria of political feasibility is relevant and, in-
deed, essential to the responsible legislative choices that must be
made when drafting a bill that purports to be a means of self-deter-
mination. But such criteria should be applied evenhandedly, with
fair play as the guiding spirit of its application to all options in the
process, not just to the obvious target of the bill’s design.

Certainly the process should facilitate solutions to existing prob-
lems and not create new ones that cannot be solved. I am deeply
worried that we may be placing Puerto Rico on a sure course to a
no-exit situation, whereby the existing political reality, Common-
wealth, is the means and disqualified; and the other probable
choice, the other alternative with sufficient political backing, there
is no commitment as to it.
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So we could end up recognizing or viewing what we have as un-
acceptable and not being able to get what supposedly is acceptable.
I feel that would be a much worse situation than what Puerto Rico
now has in the present. And I feel that this Committee, and Con-
gress in general, have a very special historic responsibility that
this situation not be created.

I respectfully submit to you that H.R. 856 does not meet the min-
imum basic requirements of a bill that fairly offers a means to le-
gitimate and effective self-determination. Accordingly, I respect-
fully propose to you that this bill be amended as follows:

Eliminate all provisions on findings that demean the option of
Commonwealth or that assume that nothing of political, historic, or
of constitutional relevance happened when Commonwealth was cre-
ated. They are unnecessary to the bill but they slant the balance,
the competitive balance, between the options before the people of
Puerto Rico.

Avoid the dualistic or bipolar approach of separate sovereignty
versus the formulas for union. I know you are getting an intensive
course in the labyrinth of Puerto Rican status politics. I know that
you have argued about sovereignty and citizenship, and maybe by
now you have realized that the word and the concept of sovereignty
in Puerto Rico is used at least in three different meanings:

One, natural, or inherent sovereignty, which means the inherent
sovereignty of a people, the ultimate source from which a political
entity derives its authority. Which means the right to self-govern-
ment. Which means the right to self-determination; Sovereignty of
a political entity within the Federal system of self-governing units
within a Federal system, which means reserved powers, retained
rights. As, for example, the rights of States, not delegated to the
Federal Government according to the 10th amendment of the Fed-
eral Constitution. Or the Commonwealth sovereignty, “over mat-
ters not ruled by the U.S. Constitution.” The quote is from the U.S.
Supreme Court; And the third meaning of a concept of sovereignty
in Puerto Rico is national sovereignty, which is what the bill calls
sovereignty. Separate sovereignty, of course. The full sovereignty of
independent states, which as an essential characteristic exclude
other entities; authority over the same jurisdiction.

There is no conflict between the sovereignty of Puerto Rico un-
derstood in the first or second meanings of the concept and U.S.
citizenship for Puerto Ricans as it exists under current Common-
wealth status. It is a basic flaw of H.R. 856 to equate statehood
with the only possible guarantee of permanent U.S. citizenship.

I submit to you that the nature of citizenship is one irrespective
of its constitutional or statutory origin. I believe we are afforded
the same guarantees against loss of citizenship that Afroean versus
Rusk defined for all citizens.

The fact that voting rights of citizens vary according to the polit-
ical entity in which they reside, as do benefits under Federal pro-
grams and tax obligations, does not invalidate the principle of one
class of citizenship. These differences are a consequence of resi-
dence, not of citizenship, not of “levels of citizenship.”

The Nationality Act provides that for the purposes of nationality,
U.S. citizens born in Puerto Rico shall be deemed to have been
born in the United States, thus bridging the gap of nonincorpora-
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tion. I believe this bill should not create a gap between Puerto
Rican born U.S. citizens, natural born U.S. citizens, and fellow citi-
zens born in one of the States of the Union.

There is no gap in the battlefield, there is no gap as to due proc-
ess and equal protection of the laws, there should be no gap as to
citizens.

I know I am running short of time.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. You have run out of time, but, please continue.

Mr. JARABO. Well, there are a number of-

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Would you please wrap it up, sir?

Mr. JARABO. Yes. I will back Congressman Miller’s point of view
as to the Commonwealth definition. I could answer questions on it.
There is nothing unusual or heretical or unconstitutional in it.

I would like to end my testimony by addressing a number of mat-
ters on statehood which deeply worry me.

As I said before, there is no commitment that statehood will be
granted even if statehood wins. I find that very unfair.

I think that this bill should, in the absence of the resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that statehood is possible, that Con-
gress would be willing to grant statehood, if statehood wins in
Puerto Rico or if statehood reaches the required majority and sus-
tains it; because it should worry you that since 1964 only twice, the
third time this year, a party has repeated its electoral victory. In
1964, PDP, the Popular Democrat Party won, in 1968 the PNP; in
1972. So it goes back and forth. So you could have a status decision
here and the consensus would not hold in 4 years or 8 years.

I believe there should be a policy established here as to the possi-
bility of statehood. It is a very relevant and very essential factor
of the debate on Puerto Rican status whether statehood is possible
or not. And as you know, the consensus analysis of what happened
with the Senate bill in 1990-91 was that the Republican Senators
would not vote for the bill because it had automatic provision for
statehood, if statehood won.

Second

Mr. UNDERWOOD. One final point, sir.

Mr. JARABO. OK. On the language issue. I believe no condition
should be imposed on Puerto Rico, in the event of statehood, that
would not be imposed equally when it is imposed on the rest of the
States.

There should not be a provision that seems to place Puerto Rico
in a different light than what other States would be. And that
there should be in this bill, in this bill, policy established as to
Spanish in the event that statehood would win and that Puerto
Rico would become a State of the Union.

I believe that a plebiscite every 4 years is excessive.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Now you have gone from language to the plebi-
scite.

Mr. JARABO. That is my last point, Chairman Underwood.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Thank you very much. All of this is very inter-
esting testimony.

I wanted to ask a quick question of Mr. Castro Font. I read about
the vote in the newspaper. You alluded to it in your written testi-
mony but you did not say it in your statement. Does your political
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party have a unified stand on who should be eligible to vote in this
political status process?

Mr. FonT. I didn’t have that in my address today because of the
time, but you read the papers; so, good.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I tried to.

Mr. FONT. Let me tell you something. I am a very pragmatic
man, let me tell you. I believe the only people that have the au-
thority to vote in Puerto Rico must be the residents of the Island
of Puerto Rico, and that is my point of view.

I am pro-Commonwealth. I am a member of the Popular Party,
but I am a very pragmatic man. I believe this is fair. The fairness
of the process is, if you are going to a plebiscite in 1998, you have
to fix that definition, and also the only people that must have the
right to vote are the people living in Puerto Rico, and if they apply
the electoral law of Puerto Rico for the year of residency in Puerto
Rico.

Mr. COLBERG-TORO. Si, sefior Presidente, en cuanto a esa
pregunta, nosotros diferimos respetuosamente del companero. El
Partido Popular no ha definido su posicién en cuanto a eso y la que
se ha discutido... La que se ha discutido ha sido de que Puerto
Rico es una sola nacion. Y eso incluye los Puertorriquenios que
viven en los Estados Unidos, que son tan Puertorriquenos como
nosotros los que vivimos aqui en la isla.

Nosotros entendemos que es justo y razonable, que siendo una
sola nacion y se vaya a definir... Se vaya a definir el futuro de la
nacién, sean los nacionales, los Puertorriquenos eh... No importa
dondequiera que estos se encuentren. Y un ejemplo clasico seria el
Puertorriqueno que lleva tiempo viviendo en los Estados Unidos,
tiene siempre el deseo de regresar a Puerto Rico o que ha
regresado, lleva veinte anos, y esa persona y sus hijos son
Puertorriquenos no pudiera votar cuando viene una persona que
cumpla con la ley electoral y simplemente sea un residente de un
ano en Puerto Rico, ese si pueda votar en la decisiéon de un pueblo.
Parece que hay una gran contradicciéon y que es un punto por lo
cual me parece que debe ser evaluado y sobre todo, si se va a
cumplir con el derecho internacional.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Colberg-Toro follows:]
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PONENCIA REPRESENTANTE SEVERO E. COLBERG TORO
SOBRE EL PROYECTO 856, PRESENTADO ANTE LA CAMARA DE
REPRESENTANTE DE LOS ESTADOS UNIDOS

SALUDOS AL PRESIDENTE DE LA COMISION Y AL RESTO DE LOS
CONGRESISTAS.

EL PROYECTO H.R. 856 SUPONE EL ESTABLECER UN PROCESO QUE LLEVE
A PUERTO RICO A UN COMPLETO GOBIERNO PROPIO. PARA QUE ESE OBJETIVO
SE CUMPLA HAY QUE GARANTIZAR QUE LOS PUERTORRIQUENOS PUEDAN OPTAR
ENTRE LAS ALTERNATIVAS EN FORMA LIBRE, SIN PRESIONES O
MANIPULACIONES. EL PROCESO TIENE QUE SER UN EJERCICIO DEL DERECHO
A LA LIBRE DETERMINACION.

CON EL HISTORIAL DE IMPOSICION Y ATROPELLO A QUE ESTADOS
UNIDOS NOS HA SOMETIDO DURANTE CASI 100 AROS, :QUE RAZONES
TENDRIAMOS EN ESTA OCASION LOS HIJOS DE ESTA TIERRA PARA PENSAR QUE
ESTE ES UN PROCESO VERDADERO DE LIBRE DETERMINACION?

VEAMOS EL HISTORIAL ANTIDEMOCRATICO SOBRE PUERTO RICO POR
PARTE DEL GOBIERNO DE ESTADOS UNIDOS, QUIEN HA ACTUADO DE ACUERDO
A SU INTERES Y EN VIOLACION DE LOS PRINCIPIOS MORALES, LOS CUALES

ESTADOS UNIDOS SE VANAGLORIA DE SER EL PALADIN A NIVEL MUNDIAL.

EL 25 DE JULIO DE 1898 TROPAS NORTEAMERICANAS INVADIERON A
PUERTO RICO. LA CIUDAD DE SAN JUAN FUE BOMBARDEADA PONIENDO EN
PELIGRO LA VIDA DE MUJERES Y NINOS BORICUAS. ESTADOS UNIDOS IMPUSO
EN NUESTRA PATRIA UN REGIMEN MILITAR QUE DICTATORIALMENTE TRASTOCO
TODO NUESTRO SISTEMA DE VIDA. EN EL 1909 EL CONGRESISTA HENRY
COOPER PENSABA QUE LOS ESTADOS UNIDOS DEBERfA CONVERTIR LA ISLA
COMPLETA EN UNA BASE NAVAL. DIJO: “QUEREMOS QUE PUERTO RICO NOS
AYUDE A CONVERTIR EL GOLFO DE MEXICO EN UN LAGO AMERICANO.
QUEREMOS ESO POR MOTIVOS DE DEFENSA NACIONAL." (TRADUCCION NUESTRA)

LA LEY FORAKER DE ESTADOS UNIDOS NOS IMPUSO UN GOBIERNO CIVIL.
ESTE REGIMEN FUE EVALUADO Y COMPARADO CON EL SISTEMA NORTEAMERICANO
BAJO LA ADMINISTRACION CARTER. DICHO INFORME DETERMING QUE EN
TODOS LOS SENTIDOS NO ADQUIRIMOS NADA MEJOR DE LO QUE TENIAMOS.
INTENTO IMPONER EL INGLES EN LA EDUCACION Y LA JUDICATURA.
ECONOMICAMENTE LOS ESTADOS UNIDOS NO HIZO NADA DE LO QUE YA HACIA
ESPANA AL DEVOLVERNOS LAS TARIFAS QUE LE IMPONfA A NUESTROS
PRODUCTOS.

EN 1917 USTEDES NOS IMPUSIERON LA CIUDADANIA AMERICANA. LA
LEGISLATURA DE PUERTO RICO, PRESIDIDA POR QUIEN HONRAMOS HOY, DON
JOSE DE DIEGO, APROBG UNANIMEMENTE UNA RESOLUCIGN QUE ESTABLECIA
QUE AUNQUE SE RESPETABA LA CIUDADANIA AMERICANA, MANTENIA SU
OPOSICION A SER DECLARADOS EN SU CONTRA CIUDADANOS AMERICANOS,
INTENTANDO DESPOJARNOS DE LA CIUDADANIA PUERTORRIQUERA.
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ESTA DISCUSIGN AVIVS LA LUCHA NACIONAL PUERTORRIQUENA Y EL
RECLAMO ANTE ESTADOS UNIDOS. SOBRE ESTE DEBATE EL CONGRESISTA
MILLER EXPRESSO LO CLAVE QUE ERA PUERTO RICO PARA LA DEFENSA DE TODO
EL CONTINENTE CONTRA LA AGRESION EUROPEA. "QUE PUERTO RICO NUNCA
PODRA SALIRSE DEBAJO DE LA SOMBRA DE LAS BARRAS Y LAS ESTRELLAS"
(TRADUCCION NUESTRA).

DESDE DE LA DECADA DE LOS 30 EL PUEBLO PUERTORRIQUENO A TRAVES
DE SUS SECTORES IDEOLOGICOS Y POLITICOS DESARROLLAN TODAS LAS
FORMAS DE LUCHA CONCEBIBLES PARA CONSEGUIR QUE ESTADOS UNIDOS
COLABORARA EN LA SOLUCION DEL STATUS POLITICO. EL CABILDEO
ESTADISTA, LAS GRANDES DEMOSTRACIONES ELECTORALES DEL P.P.D. Y LA
,LUCHA ARMADA DEL PARTIDO NACIONALISTA NO FUERON SUFICIENTE PARA
ADELANTAR A NUESTRO PUEBLO EN SU LUCHA POR LA LIBRE DETERMINACION
Y AUTOGOBIERNO. SE DESATG UNA REPRESION CONTRA LAS FUERZAS
pOLITICAS PUERTORRIQUENISTAS Y EN ESPECIAL CONTRA EL
INDEPENDENTISMO. EL DIRECTOR DEL F.B.I., J. EDGAR HOOVER, LE
INFORMABA AL SECRETARIO DE JUSTICIA DE ESTADOS UNIDOS CON GRAN
PREOCUPACION QUE LA LEGISLATURA DE LA ISLA HABIA APROBADO UNA LEY
PARA QUE SE CELEBRARA UN PLEBISCITO. CCMO CONSECUENCIA DE ESA
INTENCION SE DESATO UNA PERSECUCION CONTRA LAS FUERZAS
PUERTORRIQUENISTAS.

EN 1952, COMO RESULTADO DE UNO DE LOS LOGROS MAS IMPORTANTES
EN NUESTRA HISTORIA COMO NACION POR EJERCER EL DERECHO A LA LIBRE
DETERMINACION, NUESTRO PUEBLO APRUEBA UNA CONSTITUCION DE LAS MAS
COMPLETAS DEL MUNDO. EN 1952 SE CREO EL ESTADO LIBRE ASOCIADO
ENTENDIDO DE QUE SE CREABA UNA NUEVA FORMA DE RELACION NO COLONIAL
CON ESTADOS UNIDOS. EL CONGRESO NORTEAMERICANO ELIMING LA SECCION
20 DE. NUESTRA CONSTITUCION ATROPELLANDO LA VOLUNTAD DE NUESTRO
PUEBLO Y MACULANDO EL EJERCICIO DE LA LIBRE DETERMINACION. COMO
RESULTADO DE LA CREACION DEL E.L.A. EL GOBIERNO DE LOS ESTADOS
UNIDOS FUE A LAS NACIONES UNIDAS Y CONSIGUIERON QUE SE LE EXIMIERA
DE SEGUIR BRINDANDO LOS INFORMES OBLIGATORIOS BASADO EN QUE PUERTO
RICO HABIA ENTRADO EN UNA NUEVA RELACION NO COLONIAL CON LOS
ESTADOS UNIDOS.

EL PROYECTO 856 PRESENTADO POR USTED Y AVALADO POR OTROS
CONGRESISTAS CONCLUYE QUE PUERTO RICO SIGUE SIENDO UNA COLONIA DE
LOS ESTADOS UNIDOS. ESTA ASEVERACION NOS LLEVA ENTONCES A LA
CONCLUSION DE QUE ESTADOS UNIDOS ENGANG A LAS NACIONES UNIDAS,
ENGANG A LA HUMANIDAD EN 1953. ESTO DEMUESTRA EL ASPECTO MORAL EN
ESTA CONTROVERSIA. SE HA SERALADO QUE EL P.P.D. AL QUE YO
PERTENEZCO COLABORO CON USTEDES EN ESE ENGANO. PRIMERO, CREO QUE
ES BIEN INJUSTO QUE DENTRO DE LA RELACION DE FUERZA ENTRE ESTADOS
UNIDOS Y PUERTO RICO, SIENDO NOSOTROS LOS MAS EN DESVENTAJA Y DONDE
HA PREDOMINADO LA FUERZA DE LA IMPOSICION ACEPTAMOS NUESTRA PARTE
EN LA RESPONSABILIDAD DE LOS PUERTORRIQUEROS EN ESE ENGARNO.
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SENOR PRESIDENTE, YO LE DIGO QUE YO ACEPTO LA PARTE QUE PUEDA
HABER DE ESA RESPONSABILIDAD HISTORICA. AHORA BIEN, YO EXIJO
¢ACEPTAN USTEDES LA RESPONSABILIDAD MORAL DEL GOBIERNO DE ESTADOS
UNIDOS POR ESE ENGANO A LA HUMANIDAD?

EN RELACION AL ENGANO DE 1953 USTEDES LE DEBEN UNA EXPLICACION
AL PUEBLO DE PUERTO RICO, SI EL RECONOCER ESA SITUACION SIGNIFICA
QUE EN ESTA OCASION EL PROCESO SE ENMARCARA DENTRO DE LAS NORMAS
DEL DERECHO INTERNACIONAL. AL DIA DE HOY, PARA COMENZAR A CUMPLIR
CON ESE DERECHO Y OBLIGACION USTEDES LE DEBEN A LAS NACIONES UNIDAS
45 INFORMES CORRESPONDIENTES UNO POR CADA ANO DESDE EL 1952, QUE NO
HAN CUMPLIDO.

DESDE 1952 AL PRESENTE Y EN UNA DEMOSTRACION DE LA BUENA FE Y
EL ANHELO DEL PUEBLO PUERTORRIQUENO POR RESOLVER SU STATUS, SE HAN
CELEBRADO 2 PLEBISCITOS, SE HAN CREADO COMISIONES, COMITES AD HOC,
SE HAN RADICADO PROYECTOS EN EL CONGRESO, SE DIO EL PROCESO DE 1989
Y AQUT ESTAMOS CASI COMO EMPEZAMOS, COMO DIRIA DON LUIS MUNOZ MARIN
ESTAMOS EN UNA SITUACION DONDE CADA PUNTO ES UN “TURNING POINT*
PORQUE ESTAMOS MOVIENDONOS EN CIRCULO.

PARA ROMPER CON ESE CIRCULO TENEMOS QUE DESARROLLAR UN PROCESO
VERDADERO DE LIBRE DETERMINACION DE ACUERDO A LO QUE ESTABLECE EL
DERECHO INTERNACIONAL. YO, QUE CREO EN LO QUE ESTABLECE ESE
DERECHO PARA LA ASOCIACION CON SOBERANIA ENTRE DOS NACIONES; LO
ACEPTO. AHORA BIEN :ACEPTAN USTEDES, QUE ENTIENDEN QUE PUERTO RICO
ES UNA COLONIA Y POR ENDE NO PUEDE SER UN CASO DOMESTICO, LA
APLICACION DEL DERECHO INTERNACIONAL EN ESTE PROCESO?

FINALMENTE, LES SENALO QUE USTEDES TIENEN UN PROBLEMA DE
fNDOLE MORAL CON PUERTO RICO Y COMO USTEDES SABEN EN ESTE AMBITO NO
PUEDEN HABER PUNTOS INTERMEDIOS. NO SE PUEDE SER EL LIDER DE LA
DEMOCRACIA EN EL MUNDO Y ATROPELLAR LA VOLUNTAD DE UN PUEBLO
DURANTE 100 ANOS. EN ESE SENTIDO, RECHAZO LA UTILIZACION DE LA
CIUDADANIA AMERICANA COMO FORMA DE CHANTAJE CONTRA AMPLIOS SECTORES
DE NUESTRO PUEBLC PARA FAVORECER UNA DE LAS OPCIONES. ES UN ACTO
DE AGRESION, CARACTERISTICO DE LA POLITICA DE LAS CANONERAS, EL
JUGAR CON LAS LEALTADES Y LAS QUERENCIAS DE UN PUEBLO. USTEDES
IMPUSIERON LA CIUDADANIA NORTEAMERICANA CUANDO NADIE SE LAS PIDIO
Y AHORA TIENEN QUE ASUMIR LA RESPONSABILIDAD POR SUS ACTOS. LO QUE
SE DA NO SE QUITA.

NO PIERDAN DE PERSPECTIVA QUE LA PACIENCIA DEL PUEBLO POR MAS
PEQUENO QUE SEA, TIENE SU LIMITE Y PUESTOS CONTRA LA PARED NO SE
SUICIDAN SINO QUE SE REAFIRMAN.
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Mr. UNDERWOOD. My only point was, I wanted to know whether
the party had a position, and it appears it does not.

Mr. JARABO. In the past, Mr. Chairman, the party has made pub-
lic statements backing the vote by Puerto Rican-born citizens and
leaving the door open, given the problem of logistics, as to children
born of Puerto Rican parents and living in the States.

That is the past. I don’t know what the present position would
be.

But let me just point out that if this is a process of self-deter-
mination, it seems to me the only valid option is that all Puerto
Rican-born citizens would be able to vote.

Whether non-Puerto-Rican-born citizens residing in Puerto Rico
could vote, that is a different question, whether you would consider
them as a different segment of the vote, because they are part of
the people of Puerto Rico, because they reside here, they are citi-
zens of Puerto Rico, their children have been born here, that type
of consideration.

But as to the first question, I believe all Puerto Rican-born
should be able to vote.

Mr. FoNT. Mr. Chairman, very briefly, I want to add something,
because you are mistaken. This is my personal belief. I want to say
something to you.

My family is the Castro family. We came to Puerto Rico 500
years ago from Spain, 500 years. I have cousins in California, I
have cousins in North Carolina, I have Puerto Ricans, the Castro
family, in Florida and New York. I don’t vote for the decision of my
fellow cousins in the United States mainland.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Very good, understood.

Before we go to the other members, just briefly on the issue of
reporting in the United Nations, I want to share an issue with you.
The issue of how that is portrayed is one that I have watched very
carefully.

In the case of Guam, Guam is still on the list of non-self-gov-
erning territories at the United Nations. It was communicated to
me in no uncertain terms that had Guam adopted what was called
a constitution of self-government, then the U.S. Government would
have moved toward removing Guam from the list, even without a
particular change in political status. So the issue has many dif-
ferent dimensions to it.

I have run out of time, and I will go to Mr. Miller from Cali-
fornia.

Mr. MiLLER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I appreciate your question on eligibility to vote. As you know, we
have been approached by our colleague, Mr. Serrano, who is deeply
concerned about that issue, and I am sure we will be debating it.

As he points out, we can resolve it in a manner in which he can
be a Puerto Rican with a vote in Congress but no vote in Puerto
Rico, which would be an interesting turn of events.

I really don’t have a question. I want to again make a couple of
defining remarks here about this process. It has been suggested by
various witnesses that we have had, both in Washington and
here—that somehow each of these definitions ties you down to a
specific status, and in some cases that is heralded as a benefit, and
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in others it is suggested that is a detriment. Again, it is depends
on who is characterizing this.

I would only state this process comes at a rather unique time in
our own history, when the Congress is in the process of redefining
the status of many of the States. We are handing off burdens to
many of the States, some of which they asked for and think they
can handle, and others which they are now quite alarmed at hav-
ing to deal with.

We also find our own courts now taking another look at the pow-
ers of the Congress with respect to the commerce clause vis-a-vis
the States and obligations that we can place on those, and even the
obligations we can place on individual citizens.

The general use of our system is that it is, in fact, a fluid system.
It is never static, it is constantly changing within those relation-
ships. And that is why, again, I would argue that this process re-
main as open as possible and as fair as possible, because eventually
the decisions that will have to be made on both sides of the equa-
tion are very, very serious decisions.

As we properly should, we continue to dwell on the decisions that
the people of Puerto Rico will have to make. I suggest to you that
many Members of Congress, when they realize that this is in fact
a very real legislative proposal, this will be every bit as serious a
decision for them as any vote they cast in the Congress of the
United States. Some of them will come to that realization sooner
than others.

But the fact is, by the time we vote on the Floor of the House
of Representatives and the U.S. Senate and pass this to the Presi-
dent of the United States, this will be a very real concrete decision
for Members of Congress.

For that reason, I just continue to argue that we should remain
open to all suggestions. Again, we will not accept all suggestions,
by any means, but that is the process, and we have got to make
sure as we take that first step, which will be the presentation of
this legislation, that all parties feel truly enfranchised in that proc-
ess.

I raise that point for some of the reasons that some of you raised
it here and the previous panel raised it. I think it is maybe the
most important gift that this Committee can give to the process, is
that all concerned citizens of Puerto Rico truly feel enfranchised by
this Committee.

I know that Carlos and Congressman Young have worked very
hard to do that. We had a lot of negotiations, and we will continue
to have those, to make sure that, in fact, people who are in this
room and watching this and participating in this long and histor-
ical debate believe that the Congress served them well. As we have
already heard, some of you are not so sure of that today. But that
is our obligation back to you.

I thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Thank you.

Mr. ALZAMORA. Mr. Chairman, I want to clarify something very
important. Se trata, como portavoz del Partido Popular en este...
En este grupo, dejar una cosa bien clara para el récord. La posicion
oficial del Partido Popular Democratico, que fue aprobada en una
resolucion y que no ha sido revocada, es que los nacionales
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Puertorriquenos no importa donde vivan, participen en el plebiscito
que tenga que ver con el futuro de el pais. La posicion del querido
companero de Castro Font se la respetamos. Es un... Como él ha
dicho, su opinién personal. Pero la oposicion oficial del partido,
hasta tanto no sea revocada y no anticipo que vaya a ser revocada,
es que todo nacional Puertorriquefio pueda votar en relacion al
futuro del [U/I].

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Thank you for that clarification.

Mr. Romero-Barcelo?

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I want to start first of all by saying that we talk about the vote
of people that do not reside in Puerto Rico. We have too short a
time to discuss the logistics of it, but the logistics are just impos-
sible. So to try to do that is the way of derailing the process.

The other thing: As far as some people claim, there are 3.3 mil-
lion Puerto Ricans residing in the mainland, 50 States of the
Union, and in other countries. To give them the same process of
identification as we do here for those who vote here and to issue
them a voting card with a photograph, it would just be logistically
impossible.

The other thing that I would like to let you be aware of: This is
a process where we are asking that each group say what it is they
want from Congress; in other words, how do they define the for-
mula? But you must also be aware of, this is not a one-way street,
this is a two-way street.

One thing is what you might want to see, and the other thing
is what can be reasonable or what others are going to be willing
to accept. Each Congressman and each Senator responds to their
citizens in their State.

So when you claim, for instance, that you want to have equal
benefits in Federal programs and yet you are not willing to pay
Federal income tax, well, you have to be aware, whether it is con-
stitutional or not, how does that sit with the citizens of the 50
States who do have to pay Federal income taxes? That is