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took place today absolutely horren-
dous. 

Again, it is disingenuous to suggest 
that we would have to consider both 
when one is so clear cut, and the need 
is so necessary, and women are being 
denied. That is what is going on here. 
It is wrong. So when we have a bill that 
is going to be acted on, I will come to 
the floor—I hope with a number of my 
colleagues—to offer this legislation as 
an amendment and get a vote. Let the 
people of America see this. The people 
are going to be so full of pride that we 
will not allow something that is so ob-
viously necessary that they are going 
to hold it hostage, because that is what 
is taking place with this legislation. It 
has been held hostage, and it is dis-
ingenuous to come down here and say 
you have to take this great big piece of 
legislation or we can’t even let the 
women of America have freedom from 
the fear that they will be denied that 
which they should have—reconstruc-
tive surgery and to stay in the hospital 
until their doctor says now is the time 
to go home, not a bean counter, some-
one who limits you to 24 or 48 hours. 

I hope my colleagues will join with 
me in this endeavor, making it a bipar-
tisan fight to see that the women and 
families of America get justice. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
certainly will. I thank the Senator for 
his leadership and commitment to this 
issue. 

f 

AGRICULTURE RESEARCH, EXTEN-
SION, AND EDUCATION REFORM 
ACT OF 1998—CONFERENCE RE-
PORT 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
proceed to the conference report. 

The clerk will report. 
The bill clerk read as follows: 
The committee on conference on the dis-

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the House to the bill (S. 1150), 
have agreed to recommend and do rec-
ommend to their respective Houses this re-
port, signed by all of the conferees. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
conference report. 

(The conference report is printed in 
the House proceedings of the RECORD of 
April 22, 1998.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
Indiana is recognized to speak for up to 
30 minutes. 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I will 
consume much of my time at this junc-
ture, reserve the balance, and yield to 
other colleagues. 

I am very pleased that the Senate is 
now prepared to debate the conference 
report on S. 1150, the Agriculture Re-
search, Extension and Education Re-
form Act of 1998. 

I thank especially Senator TOM HAR-
KIN, the ranking minority member of 
the committee, and all committee 
members for their efforts to work to-
gether to fashion legislation to garner 
the support of 74 Senators and a large 

host of agricultural, nutrition and reli-
gious organizations. 

I point out that we had a good con-
ference with our House colleagues. This 
is complex legislation. This is not the 
first time the Congress has had a con-
ference report. It is usual, at least in 
matters of this variety, for the report 
to attract less attention. But ours is 
important. And I appreciate this oppor-
tunity to highlight that importance 
this morning. 

Our initiatives will help farmers in 
this country to produce food for the 
world’s people and to do so at a profit 
while guarding the environment of this 
country and the world. S. 1150 also re-
solves a funding crisis for the Federal 
Crop Insurance Program, preventing 
the loss of coverage for farmers in 
every State. The bill extends an impor-
tant initiative from the 1996 farm bill 
that provides resources for rural devel-
opment and research priorities. And, fi-
nally, S. 1150 allows food stamp bene-
fits to be provided to limited groups of 
the disabled, the elderly, political refu-
gees, and children who immigrated to 
this country legally. 

Many of our colleagues have called 
for dramatic increases in funding for 
Federal scientific research. This advo-
cacy is altogether appropriate. Unfor-
tunately, agricultural research has re-
ceived much less attention. Funding 
has declined in real terms for some 
years, and Mr. President, has declined 
in some areas to a point that we are no 
longer prepared to resist some of the 
insect and other disease pests that en-
danger our food supply. 

It took visionaries like Nobel Peace 
Prize winner Dr. Norman Borlaug who 
came before our committee and elo-
quently pointed out how agricultural 
research is the future of mankind. It is 
the basis upon which mankind will be 
able to persist by the year 2050. Mil-
lions of people are now alive who would 
have died from malnutrition had it not 
been for the food productivity gains 
from people like Dr. Borlaug, and the 
thousands of other scientists. Whether 
it is through the ‘‘Green Revolution’’ 
of the 1960s, or today’s biotechnology, 
researchers have found ways to coax 
more food from each acre, tapping 
more fully the potential of plant and 
animal food sources. 

Further gains in output are not only 
possible but they are essential if the 
food needs of the 21st century are to be 
met. An increasing world population 
with rising incomes will require more 
and better food, feed and fiber. It is es-
timated, as a matter of fact, that their 
demand will be three times the demand 
for food which we now have in this 
year. 

Not every farm around the globe is 
well suited for food production. We 
have an interest in avoiding the fur-
ther deforestation and the exploitation 
of rain forests around the world and 
other sensitive ecosystems that will be 
farmed only at a terrible environ-
mental price. Production must be 
trimmed in areas most appropriate for 
agriculture such as the United States. 

An important part of the answer to 
this global crisis is our bill, S. 1150. It 
devotes $600 million over the next 5 
years in mandatory funding to the ini-
tiative for future agriculture and food 
systems. These funds will be competi-
tively awarded to scientists who will 
undertake cutting-edge research in pri-
ority areas such as genome studies, 
biotechnology, precision agriculture, 
and other critical fields of work. The 
new funds will augment the $1.8 billion 
existing annual budget for research 
within the Department of Agriculture. 

To make certain the existing budget 
is spent in the most efficient way, S. 
1150 also makes a number of reforms to 
the Nation’s research and extension 
statutes. These reforms will establish 
benchmarks and set new requirements 
for coordination of work among univer-
sities, placing new emphasis on activi-
ties that cut across several disciplines, 
involve multiple institutions, and inte-
grate research with public dissemina-
tion of those results. 

S. 1150 will provide $200 million per 
year in mandatory spending to con-
tinue fully funding the Federal Crop 
Insurance Program. These funds, which 
under current law would need to be ap-
propriated from discretionary ac-
counts, are an integral part of the 
agreement between private insurers 
and the Agriculture Department that 
allows affordable crop insurance to be 
afforded to the Nation’s farmers. Cur-
rent caps on discretionary spending do 
not take these expenses into account. 
Therefore, if the conference report is 
not approved soon, Congress will either 
search for discretionary accounts in 
USDA and other agencies that can be 
sacrificed to provide the crop insurance 
funding, or, failing that, contemplate 
the prospect of insurance policies being 
canceled for thousands of farmers who 
annually face the uncertainty of how 
the weather will affect their crops. 

S. 1150 offsets about half of these 
crop insurance costs. For the remain-
ing half, the conferees found reforms 
and spending cuts within the Crop In-
surance Program itself that saved the 
requisite amount of money. These cuts, 
such as reducing the level of reim-
bursement provided for companies’ ad-
ministrative costs, set the stage for 
further reform and improvement of the 
crop insurance system in the future. 

The conference report also provides 
for $100 million in new funding for 
Funds for Rural America, recognizing 
the pressing needs of those in rural 
areas and working to improve the qual-
ity of life for those living in rural 
America. 

The conference report restores food 
stamp benefits to about 250,000 legal 
immigrants who otherwise would be in-
eligible for this portion of the Nation’s 
safety net. Generally, the categories of 
immigrants covered by S. 1150 cor-
respond to those who last year re-
gained access to the Supplemental Se-
curity Income—the SSI Program— 
under separate legislation; namely, the 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 00:44 Oct 31, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00013 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1998SENATE\S12MY8.REC S12MY8m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES4652 May 12, 1998 
balanced budget amendment. These im-
migrants, the elderly, the disabled, po-
litical refugees, and seekers of asylum, 
were either in the United States le-
gally before the passage of the historic 
1996 welfare reform law—and that is 
the case for the elderly, the children, 
and the disabled—or in the case of 
asylees and refugees, were subject to 
political persecution for other cir-
cumstances that makes their residence 
here less than fully voluntary. In addi-
tion, immigrant children under 18 who 
were in the United States legally be-
fore the passage of welfare reform will 
also become eligible. There was no cor-
responding restoration of SSI benefits 
last year since children are generally 
not eligible for SSI. 

Senate bill 1150 fully offsets all costs. 
It reduces expenditure of mandatory 
funds for computer acquisition by 
USDA, a practice generally not avail-
able to other departments or even to 
most agencies within USDA. The bill 
scales back some recent increases in 
employment and training funds within 
the Food Stamp Program. 

Finally, the bulk of savings in S. 1150 
are achieved by correcting an uninten-
tional provision in the welfare reform 
law which would otherwise allow 
States to be paid twice for the same ad-
ministrative costs of providing food 
stamp benefits determining eligibility 
and performing other such functions. 

S. 1150 is the result of lengthy nego-
tiations, careful thought, and dedi-
cated work. It will help our Nation in-
crease its food supply at a profit to our 
farmers. The bill shores up the crop in-
surance system in a timely way, allow-
ing producers to manage risks intel-
ligently. It gives access to the Food 
Stamp Program to vulnerable individ-
uals who reside in this country legally. 

A large coalition of organizations 
who support this conference report are 
actively seeking Senate passage. Com-
modity groups, bankers, those involved 
in the crop insurance industry, sci-
entific societies, and nutrition advo-
cates, religious organizations, and 67 
land grant colleges and universities 
have voiced their support for this legis-
lation. 

Mr. President, I appreciate that 
many Senators who have written in 
favor of this legislation by petition or 
through individual letters to the ma-
jority leader have indicated strong sup-
port for all of these provisions. But ob-
viously there are Senators—and we 
shall have a debate this afternoon on 
the specific question of refugees and 
asylees and food stamps for these per-
sons as legal immigrants. 

Let me dwell for just a moment on 
the particulars of that issue. 

Refugees are immigrants whom the 
State Department has permitted to 
enter the United States for the purpose 
of escaping persecution in their home 
country based upon their political or 
religious beliefs. 

I want to underline that, Mr. Presi-
dent. These are not persons seeking ac-
cess to our country illegally, coming 

across the Rio Grande or the Canadian 
border or some other nefarious way. 
They are persons who, by definition, 
the State Department—and by direc-
tion of the President, working with the 
Judiciary Committees of Congress—has 
permitted to enter because they are 
being persecuted for their religious be-
liefs. Asylees are immigrants who meet 
the same standards as refugees except 
they have made it to the United States 
on their own and applied for permission 
to stay to avoid having to return to a 
dangerous situation of jeopardy in 
their country of origin. 

It is not easy to gain either category 
status. In order to gain admission as a 
refugee or asylee, someone ordinarily 
must show that he or she has ‘‘a well- 
founded fear of persecution in his or 
her own country of origin.’’ The mere 
fact the would-be immigrant’s native 
country is repressive or enmeshed in 
civil war is insufficient to support ap-
plication for refugee or asylum status. 
The applicant must be able to show in-
dividually that he or she is specifically 
and personally at risk. Many people 
who have not been able to satisfy this 
strict standard have been imprisoned 
or killed by oppressive regimes as they 
went back, sadly enough. The casualty 
list of those who failed the test individ-
ually, a very rigid test, is very long 
and death occurred to many of these 
people as they were forced to return. 

Now, a somewhat more lenient stand-
ard currently exists for applicants from 
Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia and for 
Jews and Evangelical Christians from 
the former Soviet Union. Under the 
Lautenberg amendment, these persons 
must only show that they have a ‘‘cred-
ible basis’’ for their fear of persecution 
in their homeland. The Lautenberg 
amendment liberalized the ability of 
persons from these countries to seek 
refugee status, but it is scheduled to 
expire at the end of the current fiscal 
year. 

Although some Members may wish to 
extend this amendment, CBO has said 
an extension would have a cost. But I 
point out that even as we discuss this 
conference report today, the House of 
Representatives is about to take up a 
religious liberty and freedom situation. 
In the Foreign Relations Committee, 
we will have a hearing on the very 
same subject today. And I would just 
say that those who are rigorous in 
rooting out food stamps need to con-
sider Jews and Evangelical Christians. 
Specifically, we are talking about 
those in other fora. We don’t need to 
talk about them in the Chamber. And 
these are very important issues, leav-
ing aside ag research, crop insurance, 
and whatever brought us to this point. 

Now, the overwhelming majority of 
refugees come from just a handful of 
countries, and I want to go through 
these specifically. Communist coun-
tries: Vietnam, Cuba, Laos; countries 
making difficult, often violent, transi-
tions: The former Soviet Union and 
Bosnia; brutal authoritarian regimes: 
Iraq and Iran; and countries where 

Christians are persecuted for their be-
liefs: Parts of the former Soviet Union 
and Sudan; or Somalia where the cen-
tral government is dissolved and the 
land is ruled by myriad petty warlords. 

In recognition of the difficult cir-
cumstances of their departure from 
their home countries and their lack of 
sponsors in the United States, the Im-
migration and Nationality Act does 
not require refugees and asylees to re-
frain from becoming public charges 
here. Indeed, a specific program of cash 
and medical assistance is authorized to 
support newly arrived refugees. Lim-
ited appropriations have forced this 
program to serve only as an adjunct to 
the basic Federal benefit programs 
such as Medicaid and food stamps. 

As I mentioned before, the agricul-
tural research conference report, one in 
which we are involved, did not make 
all of this up from scratch. We simply 
have adopted precisely the sections of 
last year’s Balanced Budget Act on 
which we all voted, and at that time at 
least there was a recognition that peo-
ple who are in these difficult straits 
really ought to be treated in a humane 
manner. Among the provisions of the 
Balanced Budget Act that the ag re-
search bill would apply to food 
stamps—and we have already adopted 
it once before—is a 2-year extension, 
from 5 years to 7 years, of the eligi-
bility for benefits of refugees and 
asylees for the food stamp situation. 

The 1996 welfare law set the exemp-
tion for refugees and asylees at 5 years 
to correspond roughly with the earliest 
date that most refugees and asylees 
can apply. So, Mr. President, we philo-
sophically already have crossed that 
bridge in the Welfare Act quite apart 
from the Balanced Budget Act—refu-
gees, the same people, asylees, 5 years. 
The argument is whether that 5 years 
should become 7 years; it is not wheth-
er we should be paying these refugees 
and asylees support in a humane way. 

Most refugees and asylees cannot 
apply to naturalize until they have 
been in our country for 4 years and 9 
months. That limit soon proved unreal-
istic because of long, long backlogs in 
Immigration Service processing and 
adjudication of applications to natu-
ralize and in swearing in successful ap-
plicants—no fault of the refugees and 
the asylees, Mr. President, an adminis-
trative hassle at INS. In a number of 
INS offices, the backlog exceeds 2 
years. If a refugee’s and asylee’s eligi-
bility ended after only 5 years in our 
country, they could be left without re-
course while their applications to natu-
ralize are in the INS pipeline. 

The extension of their eligibility for 
SSI and Medicaid to allow them to re-
ceive benefits during their first 7 years 
in the country was not controversial 
last year. It was included in all major 
Republican and Democratic proposals 
for legal immigrants. I repeat that—all 
Democratic and Republican proposals. 
The change was not made applicable to 
food stamps technically, because the 
money for restoring benefits to immi-
grants was allocated to the Finance 
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Committee and the Agriculture Com-
mittee has jurisdiction over food 
stamps, and on that basis a change 
that clearly would have automatically 
flowed did not occur. 

Finally, Mr. President, it should be 
noted that this provision does not as-
sure refugees and asylees of receiving 7 
years of benefits; it only exempts them 
from the new restrictions on legal im-
migrants’ eligibility during their first 7 
years. Refugees and asylees will still 
have to meet all the criteria for every-
one else in America to qualify for the 
benefits. Even refugees and asylees who 
are self-sufficient for much of their 
first 7 years in the country will lose 
the benefit of that exemption after 7 
years. They cannot carry it over in 
terms of months of eligibility beyond 
the 7-year time. By conforming food 
stamp rules to those already adopted 
for Medicaid last summer, the ag re-
search bill will avoid imposing mul-
tiple inconsistent eligibility rules on 
State and local agencies that finally 
have the responsibility to administer 
all of this. 

The number of refugees entering the 
country is controlled primarily by ceil-
ings—ceilings, Mr. President—adopted 
by the President each year in consulta-
tion with the Judiciary Committees 
prior to the beginning of each fiscal 
year. These ceilings have been declin-
ing and are expected to decline to re-
flect generally improved world condi-
tions since the collapse of the former 
Soviet Union. For example, in fiscal 
year 1992, some 114,000 refugees were 
admitted under the quotas. But by 1996, 
this number had declined to just under 
75,000. 

In fiscal year 2000 and thereafter, 
CBO now estimates the annual quota 
will be 65,000; approximately 15,000 ad-
ditional people are granted asylum 
each year. So, Mr. President, this is a 
total of 80,000 persons—or 90,000, as of 
1996. 

Each year, many more people apply 
for admission as refugees than can be 
accommodated under the quotas. Thus, 
an increase of immigrants seeking ad-
mission as refugees would not increase 
the number admitted; it would merely 
swell the backlog and the waiting lists. 
The only significant exception to these 
quotas is Cubans escaping Castro’s re-
gime and admitted under the Cuban 
Entrant Program. That number has 
fluctuated in recent years from a low 
of 3,000 in 1991 to a high of 19,000 in 
1996. 

The number of refugees and asylees 
coming to the United States is con-
trolled by Congress and the adminis-
tration. The major current example of 
this, as I pointed out, an exception, is 
the Lautenberg amendment, which al-
lows the southeast Asians, Jews, and 
Evangelical Christians to gain admis-
sion as refugees under more lenient 
rules than those applied to other appli-
cants. CBO has concluded enactment 
and repeated extension of this provi-
sion has prompted the administration 
to increase the quota on the number of 

refugees admitted, and a further exten-
sion is likely to cause the administra-
tion to raise the refugee quotas by 
about 18,000 per year. 

The number of refugees admitted in 
the early 1990s as described above in-
cludes refugees admitted under the 
Lautenberg amendment. CBO esti-
mates the increased number admitted 
will increase Federal costs for means- 
tested programs, but three-quarters of 
the cost will come in the Medicaid and 
SSI Program. 

Let me point out, Mr. President, and 
there is no way that Members would 
know this without the research of our 
committee, but it is unlikely that the 
modest amounts of money available in 
the food stamp benefits would make, 
under any circumstances, coming to 
America more appealing for prospec-
tive refugees. The average monthly 
food stamp benefit for these persons 
will be under $72 per month, less than 
one-fifth of the SSI benefit, which is 
now estimated by CBO as roughly $411 
per month. It is estimated the fiscal 
cost of the refugee situation will be $50 
million a year. 

I conclude this part of the argument 
by saying the distinguished occupant 
of the Chair, as chair of the House Ag-
riculture Committee, and I, worked to-
gether on a farm bill which, in conjunc-
tion with welfare reform, cut food 
stamp costs by roughly $24 billion. 
There are many in the Finance Com-
mittee who deserve great credit for re-
arranging the circumstances of wel-
fare. But when it comes to significant 
changes in the cost of welfare in this 
country, significant reform of food 
stamps, there are no persons, in my 
judgment, better able to address this 
problem than the distinguished occu-
pant of the Chair and myself. We were 
there. That was the bill that created 
the entire framework for savings under 
welfare reform, created the entire 
framework for fairness, for oversight. 

I think that simply needs to be said, 
at a time when we are talking about, 
at most, 80,000 persons escaping perse-
cution, and as to whether they should 
be given an extension of 2 more years 
due to INS hassles and administration, 
to become citizens. I think that is a 
very serious point. 

Finally, some have raised the ques-
tion that this is an entitlement pro-
gram. I point out that the proposals we 
are making do not entitle anyone to 
anything. Essentially, we have several 
multiyear proposals in the farm bill of 
1996. They include the Conservation 
Reserve Program. They include pay-
ments, annually, to farmers who are 
now leaving various crops, or maybe 
farming altogether, as the case may be, 
but without regard to planting. In es-
sence, for years we have adopted 
multiyear programs in farm bills be-
cause it was the preference of the Con-
gress not to return to agricultural leg-
islation annually. We are, in this bill, 
mandating that for 5 years we should 
do something very important, at the 
rate of $120 million per year, and that 

is try to find out, if we can, how to tri-
ple our food supply so our acres are 
more productive, our farmers are more 
productive, and so the rest of the world 
will not starve. 

I believe that is a very important un-
dertaking. I hope all Senators will see 
the wisdom of this and support this hu-
mane and farsighted measure. 

I yield the floor and reserve the re-
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
Texas, Mr. GRAMM, is recognized to 
speak for up to 10 minutes. 

The Senator is recognized. 
Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I rise 

today in opposition to the pending con-
ference report. At 2:15, I will be recog-
nized to offer a motion to recommit. 
What I would like to do in my limited 
time today is sort of outline how a 
good bill goes bad through the legisla-
tive process. 

We passed, in the Senate, a bill fund-
ing ag research. The House passed a 
bill funding ag research. These were 
not controversial matters, although 
the method of funding the Senate bill 
was to some degree controversial. But 
what happened is when the two Houses 
met, a simple bill to fund ag research 
for $517 million suddenly became a $1.9 
billion program. Three brand new man-
datory, or entitlement, programs—de-
pending on which term you prefer— 
were created, and suddenly we are vot-
ing in a conference report which is 
technically unamendable on provisions 
that were never voted in either House 
of Congress. 

One of my predecessors, Lyndon 
Johnson, used to say, ‘‘I deeply resent 
a deal that I’m not part of.’’ And I un-
derstand how these things happen, but 
I simply want to talk about the prob-
lems with this bill and focus on the big 
problem with the bill, which is related 
to overturning welfare reform. 

Going back to where we started, we 
had an ag research bill in the House, 
we had an ag research bill in the Sen-
ate. We went to conference, and we 
ended up with a bill that funds crop in-
surance, which was in neither original 
bill, and not only funds it but, for the 
first time ever, makes it a mandatory 
program which Congress will not vote 
on again, funding will be automatic 
over the next 5 years as a result of this 
program. 

The original bill had no hint of food 
stamps in it. The issue was never de-
bated. I do not believe that a similar 
provision, if brought to the floor of the 
Senate under our rules for full debate, 
could have possibly passed. And, yet, in 
a simple bill on ag research, we now 
have $818 million of funding for food 
stamps. All of these food stamps go to 
immigrants who have come to the 
country and who now have legal status. 
We had, through the welfare reform 
bill, eliminated these benefits in a bill 
which passed both Houses of Congress 
overwhelmingly and, by the way, is, in 
terms of the public’s mind, the most 
popular bill that we have passed in the 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 00:44 Oct 31, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00015 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1998SENATE\S12MY8.REC S12MY8m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES4654 May 12, 1998 
last 3 years. This bill, in a provision 
that was voted on in neither House of 
Congress, overturns a substantial por-
tion of our welfare reform bill and 
gives $818 million of food stamps to im-
migrants. 

The bill also sets up a brand new 
funding mechanism for the Fund for 
Rural America and provides a $100 mil-
lion entitlement, which spends out 
very slowly, but it ultimately spends 
out every penny of $100 million. So we 
now have four entitlement programs in 
a simple bill that set out to fund ag re-
search. And every program that be-
comes an entitlement, since we are 
under a spending cap on discretionary 
spending—every penny that would have 
been spent on these programs is now 
free to spend on other programs. So, in 
addition to creating four new entitle-
ment programs, we have, in this bill, 
broken our commitment to limit the 
growth of discretionary spending, be-
cause we have taken discretionary pro-
grams and funded them as entitle-
ments, so that now new spending can 
occur in the discretionary area. 

The biggest problem with the bill is 
it puts a great big neon sign on the bor-
der of the United States of America, 
and the neon sign says: ‘‘Come to 
America and get welfare. We have a 
welfare office on every corner.’’ That is 
the biggest problem with this bill. 

I remind my colleagues that when a 
Member of the minority tried to reduce 
the level of immigration, I helped lead 
the effort to kill limiting legal immi-
gration. I believe in legal immigration. 
I do not believe America is full. I don’t 
want to tear down the Statue of Lib-
erty. The story of the immigrant is the 
story of America, and I don’t think 
that story is finished telling. I believe 
that we need to let people with a new 
vision and new energy come to Amer-
ica as long as they don’t violate our 
laws and they come legally, but I want 
them to come with their sleeves rolled 
up ready to go to work, rather than 
with their hands held out going on wel-
fare. 

I will offer a motion to recommit 
with instructions at 2:15 p.m. That is a 
very simple motion. All it says is one 
little provision in this bill, which I 
think is a relatively minor cost, be-
cause we are scoring the bill over 5 
years, but it is clearly the most de-
structive element in this bill, and that 
is we have an element in this bill that 
says that no matter how far in the fu-
ture you come to America, if you come 
75 or 100 years from now, under the pro-
visions of this bill, if you come as a ref-
ugee, you can get food stamps for 7 
years. That is a new provision of law in 
place in this conference report. 

It is a provision where we are moving 
in exactly the opposite direction of the 
welfare reform bill, and we now make 
it permanent law that anyone who 
comes to America in the future as a 
refugee can be guaranteed they are 
going to be able to apply for and get al-
most immediately 7 years of food 
stamps. 

Now, look, my concern is adverse se-
lection. My concern is that we are 
going to be attracting people to come 
to America to go on welfare. I think it 
is a destructive policy to have active 
enticements to draw people to America 
for the purpose of going on welfare 
rather than for the purpose of going to 
work. 

I don’t have any doubt that this pro-
vision will affect the decision of people 
to come to America to try to live off 
the fruits of someone else’s labor. 
There are millions of people who go to 
bed every night dreaming the Amer-
ican dream. They want to come to 
America. They want to share what we 
have shared. Many Members of the 
Senate are Members whose grand-
fathers and grandmothers or great 
grandfathers and great grandmothers 
came to America looking for oppor-
tunity. I don’t believe that process 
should end. But I think it is suicidal 
for a nation to set up procedures that 
attract people to come to its shores, 
not with a dream of opportunity, not 
with a dream of achievement, but with 
a dream of benefiting from the fruits of 
someone else’s labor. 

My wife’s grandfather came to this 
country from Korea. He didn’t know 
the language. He didn’t know a single 
soul here. He certainly did not come 
here looking for welfare or food 
stamps. He came here looking for op-
portunity and freedom, and he found 
both. 

From the period of the Civil War to 
the turn of the century, we had 20 mil-
lion people come to America, most of 
them desperately poor. But they came 
here with willing hands and willing 
hearts, they rolled up their sleeves, and 
they built a great nation in the proc-
ess. 

My strong objection to the provisions 
in this bill really boils down to a series 
of things: Should we be creating four 
new permanent, mandatory entitle-
ment programs? I say no. And sec-
ondly, should we be changing the law 
to say to people all over the world, 
‘‘Come to America and we will give you 
7 years of food stamps″? I want people 
to come to America, but I want them 
to come to work. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
LUGAR). The time of the Senator from 
Texas has expired. 

The Senator from Iowa is recognized 
for 10 minutes under the previous 
order. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I was 
trying to listen to the remarks of the 
Senator from Texas. It is hard to know 
where to begin to correct the mistakes 
that he made in his statements because 
there were so many. 

First of all, I say to the Senator from 
Texas that this was not a $500 million 
bill when it started. As a matter of 
fact, when it passed the Senate, it was 
a $1.3 billion bill and, in fact, it passed 
unanimously, so the Senator from 
Texas obviously voted for it. 

Secondly, I also point out that crop 
insurance has always been a manda-

tory program—always. In 1996, a small 
portion of it was made discretionary, 
but the basis of crop insurance has al-
ways been mandatory. So this is not 
some change in that program. 

Thirdly, I tell the Senator from 
Texas that food stamps has always 
been a part of this bill. It was a part of 
this bill when it passed our committee, 
and it was a part of the bill when it 
passed the Senate. Food stamps was 
used as an offset to pay for the re-
search portion of the bill. So it was a 
part of the bill as an offset. The admin-
istration said if we are going to use it 
as an offset, we had to replace some of 
the nutrition programs, which I will 
get to. 

I also point out that the Senate- 
passed bill had nutrition provisions in 
it. It was not just a research bill, as the 
Senator from Texas has said. It had a 
provision in there to expand some child 
nutrition programs with an expanded 
breakfast grant program. That was 
taken out in conference, but it was in 
the Senate-passed bill. 

Lastly, I point out that in terms of 
the mandatory programs the Senator is 
talking about, the Fund for Rural 
America was part of the bill as passed 
in October, for which the Senator 
voted. It was in the bill at $300 million. 
Now it is only $100 million. So if the 
Senator from Texas supported it at $300 
million, he shouldn’t be too upset that 
it is now at $100 million. I wanted to 
make those corrections in the RECORD. 

I made my opening statement yester-
day on the bill itself in terms of the 
important research and crop insurance 
provisions that are in it. Again, I com-
mend my chairman, Senator LUGAR, 
for all of his hard work in getting the 
whole research program revamped and 
restructured to meet the needs of the 
next century. Senator LUGAR has been 
a leader in this effort. I was pleased to 
join him, and, again, I thank Senator 
LUGAR for his close cooperation and for 
working together to get a really good 
research bill passed. 

I also commend Senator LUGAR for 
his leadership in getting the necessary 
wherewithal to extend our Crop Insur-
ance Program for the next 5 years. I 
daresay, without his strong leadership, 
we would not have the provisions that 
our farmers could rely on for their crop 
insurance this year. 

Again, if, in fact, this motion to re-
commit is successful, that is the end of 
this bill. Make no mistake about it, 
this is not just some motion to recom-
mit to change a little bit. This is a mo-
tion to recommit to kill this bill. If 
this goes back to conference, I don’t 
know that the votes are there to take 
out the food stamp provisions. Even if 
they are, it will never pass the House 
of Representatives, and certainly the 
Senator from Texas knows that. This is 
a careful compromise, a careful bal-
ance that was worked out in this bill. 

Let me get to the issue of the food 
stamps themselves. The Senator says it 
is like putting a big neon sign out 
there, ‘‘Come to America.’’ Well, let us 
take a look at that. 
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What are we doing in this bill? What 

we are saying is that for refugees and 
asylees from religious persecution and 
political persecution, who cannot exist 
in their homelands because they are 
going to be tortured or killed, we say 
to them that if you come to America 
under a quota—we have a quota every 
year; not every refugee gets into this 
country; we have a quota—but if you 
get in under that quota, right now as a 
refugee you are eligible for food stamps 
and Medicaid and SSI. You are eligible 
for food stamps for the first 5 years, 
but you are not after that. And so what 
it says is that you can come in, you 
can get Medicaid, you can get SSI for 
up to 7 years, but you cannot get food 
stamps after 5 years. As a refugee, it 
takes 4 years and 9 months to be able 
to apply for citizenship. We know that, 
because of the backlog at INS, it takes 
at least 2 more years, maybe 3 years to 
get full citizenship. 

Let me also point out something else. 
These food stamps are not automatic. 
It does not mean because you are a ref-
ugee and you are here that you get 
food stamps. No. You still have to meet 
the requirements, the work require-
ments and the income requirements, to 
be able to qualify for food stamps like 
anyone else. So we are not talking 
about automatic food stamps. 

The 5-year period, the Senator is cor-
rect, was set in the welfare reform bill. 
But it did provide an exception for ref-
ugees and persons granted asylum. 
They would be able to receive food 
stamps for 5 years. 

In the Balanced Budget Act that we 
passed last year, we extended that for 
the elderly, the disabled, and the chil-
dren of legal immigrants who were here 
in 1996. And then we looked at what we 
did. We looked at the 5-year period and 
said, this is unrealistic because a ref-
ugee who is here, as I said, has to be 
here 4 years and 9 months—and it takes 
3, sometimes 4 more years to become a 
citizen. And it is impossible for a ref-
ugee to complete the citizenship proc-
ess in less than 7 years. 

As I said, the Balanced Budget Act 
last year provided that in the case of 
Medicaid and SSI, refugees and asylees 
would be eligible to receive benefits for 
up to 7 years if they qualify. Not auto-
matic. There is no neon sign. It says, if 
you qualify. 

There was bipartisan agreement on 
this point. Food stamps were not in-
cluded because that bill came out of 
the Finance Committee, and food 
stamps is not under the jurisdiction of 
the Finance Committee. They are 
under the jurisdiction of the Agri-
culture Committee. And that is why we 
had to fix it here. 

Let me read from a letter from the 
Council of Jewish Federations that 
came to our office just today asking 
that we oppose Senator GRAMM’s mo-
tion. Let me just read one paragraph. 
It says: 

The welfare law provided a 5 year exemp-
tion from the bar on food stamps for refugees 
and asylees because Congress acknowledged 

that these individuals typically come to the 
U.S. with few, if any, resources. They have 
no sponsors to rely on and may have dif-
ficulty working because of disabilities. 
Those that can work may find that the train-
ing and skills they gained in their home 
countries are inadequate for most jobs here. 
As a result, many start in low paying jobs 
[so] they need food stamps to get an ade-
quate diet. 

That is just it. These are refugees 
and asylees. They do not have spon-
sors. A lot of them come with a shirt 
on their back. Let me give you one ex-
ample. Mr. Wang Dan, the young Chi-
nese man who we have all been reading 
about, who has now come to this coun-
try, came with a shirt on his back. We 
know how he was persecuted and im-
prisoned in China. What this amend-
ment says to Wang Dan is, OK, up to 5 
years, if you fall on hard times—you 
have to otherwise qualify; you do not 
automatically get food stamps—but 
otherwise if you fall on hard times, 
yes, you can get some food stamps. But 
after 5 years—you have worked here; 
you have worked hard; you have ap-
plied for citizenship; it is in the bill; 
you are going to become a citizen in 2 
or 3 years—all of a sudden you lose 
your job, you get sick, you fall on some 
hard times, sorry, no food stamps. Is 
that a neon sign? Not in any way. Not 
in any way. 

That is why, Mr. President, we have 
this letter from the Council of Jewish 
Federations, which I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD, 
and also a letter from John Cardinal 
O’Connor, Archbishop of New York, 
also asking us to support the restora-
tion of food stamp eligibility in this 
bill. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

COUNCIL OF JEWISH FEDERATIONS, 
New York, NY, May 12, 1998. 

DEAR SENATOR: This morning, Senator Phil 
Gramm (R–TX) is expected to offer a motion 
to recommit the Conference Report on the Ag-
riculture Research, Extension, and Education 
Reform Act, S. 1150, with instructions to limit 
the provision extending food stamps for 
asylees and refugees from 5 to 7 years to only 
those individuals who were in the country 
prior to August 22, 1996. On behalf of the 
Council of Jewish Federations, I am asking 
that you oppose Senator Gramm’s motion. 

Senator Gramm’s motion would impose 
undue hardship on people who have been 
forced to flee persecution in their home-
lands. These are people who were persecuted, 
and in some cases tortured, for their polit-
ical or religious beliefs. In their homelands, 
they were subjected to persecution ranging 
from harassment to beatings and job loss to 
having their homes burnt down. The U.S. has 
a long history of providing a ‘‘safe haven’’ to 
refugees and asylees and Congress has re-
peatedly stood up in support of this tradi-
tion. 

The welfare law provided a 5 year exemp-
tion from the bar on food stamps for refugees 
and asylees because Congress acknowledged 
that these individuals typically come to the 
U.S. with few, if any, resources. They have 
no sponsors to rely on and may have dif-
ficulty working because of disabilities. 
Those that can work may find that the train-
ing and skills they gained in their home 
countries are inadequate for most jobs here. 

As a result, many start in low paying jobs 
where they need food stamps to get an ade-
quate diet. 

Congress set the exemption at 5 years to 
correspond roughly with the earliest date 
that most refugees and asylees can apply to 
become a U.S. citizen. This time-line has 
proven to be unrealistic because of the back-
log in processing naturalization applica-
tions. In many INS offices, it may take over 
2 years from the date of application to a per-
son’s naturalization ceremony. If refugees 
and asylees are left without access to food 
stamps after 5 years, they would be punished 
and left without any nutritional support be-
cause of government inefficiency. 

For these reasons, I again urge you to op-
pose Senator Gramm’s motion to recommit 
the S. 1150 to the conference committee. 

Thank you. 
Sincerely, 

DIANA AVIV, 
Associate Executive Vice President 

for Public Policy. 

OFFICE OF THE CARDINAL, 
New York, NY, April 29, 1998. 

Hon. ALFONSE M. D’AMATO, 
U.S. Senate, Hart Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR D’AMATO: I write to request 
your support for making legal immigrants 
once again eligible for food stamps and re-
storing $818 million in Food Stamp benefits. 
This would permit 250,000 children, elderly 
and disabled persons and refugees to seek 
Food Stamp assistance if they are in need. I 
am told that the provisions to do this are 
contained in the conference Report on 
S. 1150/H.R. 2534, the Agriculture Research, 
Extension and Education Reauthorization 
Act of 1997. 

Since 1984, as Archbishop of New York, I 
have been privileged to assist immigrants 
from almost every country in the world. 
These many immigrants have enriched the 
Catholic Church of New York and other 
churches, just as they have enriched the New 
York metropolitan area. (In our Catholic 
churches alone, every Sunday our Divine 
Services are held in 30 different languages.) 
From my own experience I know those who 
migrate to the United States today are es-
sentially no different from our parents and 
grandparents who came to America fifty or a 
hundred years ago. The vast majority of im-
migrants are individuals who come to this 
country seeking opportunity for themselves 
and their families. Unfortunately some im-
migrants—just as those born in this coun-
try—fall on hard times. 

Under the 1996 Personal Responsibility and 
Work Act, legal immigrants needing assist-
ance to feed themselves are ineligible for 
support from the very program their tax dol-
lars help fund. Many are now forced to find 
emergency and unstable ways to feed them-
selves and their families. Catholic Charities 
has been supporting an emergency ecumeni-
cal food pantry in the Washington Heights 
section of New York City—the home and 
hope of so many newly arriving Dominican 
immigrants. During the past year, the num-
ber of those served at this pantry has dou-
bled—at least in part due to the changes in 
the 1996 laws. While we try to treat those 
who come to the pantry with dignity, the 
availability of food stamps to tide people 
over the rough times is much more dignified 
than having mothers and children line up in 
the street at food pantries and soup kitch-
ens. 

I urge you to take this opportunity to ame-
liorate some of the more severe impacts of 
that 1996 legislation by supporting the res-
toration of food stamp eligibility for legal 
immigrants. 
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With gratitude for your consideration, and 

Faithfully in Christ, 
JOHN CARDINAL O’CONNOR, 

Archbishop of New York. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. HARKIN. It is the fair and decent 
thing to do. Let us not kill this bill be-
cause of doing the fair and decent 
thing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas is now recognized, 
under previous order, for 10 minutes. 

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I rise 
today in strong support of the con-
ference report to the Agricultural Re-
search, Extension, and Education Act 
of 1998. I would like to associate myself 
with the remarks of the distinguished 
chairman. This is going to be the most 
important bill to be passed in the 105th 
Congress in relation to agriculture. I 
commend the chairman, the ranking 
member, and the members of the con-
ference for their efforts in reaching 
what I consider to be a good and a very 
bipartisan bill. 

This bill has been in the making for 
2 years. Due to time constraints and 
the need to more thoroughly evaluate 
the future direction of agricultural re-
search, these programs, the research 
programs, were not dealt with in the 
new farm bill back in 1996. But we 
promised our farmers and our ranchers, 
all of us involved in agriculture, all of 
the land grant universities and con-
sumers, that Congress would move to 
complete this important piece of the ag 
policy puzzle as soon as possible. 

After 2 long years, we will soon vote 
to ‘‘reform’’ our agriculture research 
programs. We will not only vote to ex-
tend these programs and commit funds 
to feed America, and a very troubled 
and hungry world, but to reform them 
as well to make them more competi-
tive. We are also going to provide im-
portant funding for crop insurance and 
rural development and, yes, limited 
food stamp benefits to a specified 
group of legal immigrants. 

The distinguished chairman, the dis-
tinguished ranking minority member, 
and the distinguished Senator from 
Texas have talked about that at 
length. I am going to try to briefly ad-
dress the importance of funding in each 
of these areas. 

First of all, this bill provides $600 
million in new funding for agriculture 
research. Why is that important? Mr. 
President, in the last several decades 
we have seen the population double in 
this world, and yet we continue to feed 
this country and, as I have said before, 
a troubled and hungry world on the 
same amount of ground. That is a mod-
ern miracle. People used to get peace 
prizes for that. And the main reason is 
agriculture research. When we passed 
that new farm bill, producers were 
promised that funding would be pro-
vided to help develop new crops, higher 
yields and stronger resistance to dis-
ease and pests. 

In recent weeks, we have heard our 
colleagues from the northern plains 

discuss the problems caused by wheat 
scab. This bill provides funding for re-
search on fighting this disease that has 
ravaged the wheat crop in many areas 
of the northern plains. 

Let us talk about food safety. We 
have heard an awful lot of comment in 
the press and concern—understandable 
concern—about E. coli. This bill pro-
vides funding for research on the im-
plementation of the Hazard Analysis 
and Critical Control Point Systems 
(HACCP). It addresses the problem of 
E. coli. 

The bill provides funding for impor-
tant research into discovering and ana-
lyzing trade barriers that prohibit the 
movement of U.S. ag products on the 
world market. With the Asian flu 
today, and our markets declining, 
nothing could be more important. This 
research will provide important infor-
mation to help us move toward these 
goals in regard to becoming much more 
market oriented and competitive. 

Let me talk about the environment. 
The one thing that agriculture can do 
through precision agriculture is to con-
tribute to being more and better stew-
ards of the soil and the environment. 
Precision agriculture will become one 
of the most important tools available 
to producers in the future. It allows 
them to protect the environment by 
using satellite technology to determine 
the proper rates of pesticide and fer-
tilizer applications to the square foot. 
This has implications all over the 
world. 

I am pleased also that this bill will 
provide important funding for the Fed-
eral Crop Insurance Program. The Crop 
Insurance Program is currently facing 
a $200 million funding shortfall in each 
of the coming 5 years. 

Let me just say that this lack of 
funding is a ‘‘train wreck’’ waiting to 
happen for American agriculture. With-
out full funding of this program, farm-
ers could face cancellation of hundreds 
of thousands of crop insurance policies. 
Let me repeat that. Hundreds of thou-
sands of farmers, this spring, are facing 
the cancellation of their crop insur-
ance. That would be devastating. 

Obviously, many farmers are re-
quired to maintain their crop insur-
ance coverage in order to obtain loans 
from their rural banks. Without crop 
insurance policies backing these loans, 
many loans would be recalled, and it 
could send agriculture into a credit and 
financing crisis. Farmers and ranchers 
were also promised increased access to 
viable risk management tools with the 
passage of the 1996 farm bill. Crop in-
surance ranks at the top of the list of 
these important and necessary tools. 

This bill provides approximately $500 
million in new funding for crop insur-
ance over the next 5 years. It also 
makes internal changes in the pro-
gram. This $1 billion in combined fund-
ing changes solves the funding short-
fall in the program and ensures pro-
ducers access to adequate crop insur-
ance. 

Are all the changes made that we 
need to make in regard to crop insur-

ance? No. There are changes and re-
forms that are still needed in the pro-
gram. With the most important issue 
facing us—the funding shortfall—now 
solved, the chairman and I, Senator 
KERREY, and others, in a bipartisan 
way, will confront this, and we will 
work to achieve the needed crop insur-
ance reform in the next session of Con-
gress. 

Rather than going into the food 
stamp issue, which the chairman has 
addressed, Senator GRAMM expressed 
his concern, and the distinguished 
ranking member, Senator HARKIN, has 
addressed, I will go on and point out 
several other important facts in regard 
to this bill. 

Well, let me say this in regard to 
food stamps. The very first thing we 
did in the House Agriculture Com-
mittee 3 years ago, when we started to 
address the farm bill, was take up the 
issue of food stamps. That is the first 
hearing we had. Billions and billions of 
dollars were being spent on food 
stamps—a program out of control and 
obviously in need of reform. Working 
with the distinguished chairman of the 
Senate Agriculture Committee, and 
others, we had hearings. We exposed $3 
billion to $5 billion in fraud and abuse 
and organized crime in the program. 
We instilled reforms, and we saved $23 
billion to $24 billion, plus $10 billion in 
regard to savings with the farm com-
modity programs. There isn’t any 
other segment of Government that has 
gone through that kind of savings. No 
member of any committee of this Sen-
ate or of the House previously has ever 
achieved those kinds of significant cuts 
and reform in the Food Stamp Program 
or any other program. So the chairman 
is right. We would like to think we 
know a little bit about it. 

The 1996 welfare reforms eliminated 
benefits from 800,000 to 950,000 to illegal 
immigrants. I know that. This bill ex-
tends the benefits back to children, el-
derly, and the disabled who were in the 
country before August 22 of 1996. It also 
extends benefits to refugees and 
asylees who may have entered after the 
August 22 date. Benefits will be re-
turned to approximately 250,000 peo-
ple—not 900,000, but 250,000 people. The 
trend line is down in regard to refu-
gees. 

I point out that a refugee is defined 
as ‘‘a person who is fleeing because of 
persecution or a well-founded fear of 
persecution on account of race, reli-
gion, nationality, membership in a par-
ticular social group, or political opin-
ion, and who is of special humanitarian 
concern to the United States.’’ 

With all due respect, I don’t think 
that is a beacon. I think they are flee-
ing, and I think it is certainly within 
the boundaries of the United States 
and what the Statue of Liberty is all 
about that we consider that. There is a 
cap. Most of the European numbers are 
used largely for Soviet, religious mi-
norities, and Bosnians. The East Asian 
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numbers are for former Vietnamese re-
education camp detainees, and Lao-
tians. As I have indicated, these num-
bers are down. It has gone from 100,000 
in 1980 to 75,000 in 1998. 

In closing, let me say this. This agri-
culture research bill and this crop in-
surance bill will likely be the most im-
portant piece of legislation we pass for 
our farmers and ranchers during the 
105th Congress. 

During the debate on the 1996 farm 
bill, we promised our farmers, ranch-
ers, and researchers, who depend on the 
markets, a more market-oriented agri-
culture. We promised to get the Gov-
ernment out of our decisionmaking, no 
longer do you put the seed in the 
ground as dictated by Washington. In 
return for less government support, we 
said we would provide the research and 
the risk management tools. That was a 
promise. We will endanger the signifi-
cant reforms that we made in the new 
farm bill if this bill is not passed. 

Let me make one other observation. 
The amendment by the distinguished 
Senator from Texas to recommit is, in 
fact, a killer amendment; $1.7 billion in 
regards to the way that States are ad-
ministering the program, based on the 
reform we passed, will disappear. We do 
not have the money in the appropria-
tions bill to pay for the research or the 
crop insurance, and we will face an ag-
riculture crisis. 

Mr. President, during the debate on 
the 1996 Farm bill, we promised our 
farmers, ranchers, and researchers that 
we would pass this bill and provide the 
tools needed to feed a troubled and 
hungry world. It is unconscionable that 
at a time when producers are facing 
low commodity prices, reduced inter-
national markets due to the Asian Cri-
sis, and new crop diseases, this bill has 
languished. The tools included in this 
bill allow producers and researchers to 
directly address these issues. 

I applaud and thank the Chairman, 
ranking member, and the greater ma-
jority of the members of the Agri-
culture Committee for their work on 
this bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SES-
SIONS). The time of the Senator has ex-
pired. 

Mr. ROBERTS. I urge my colleagues 
to oppose the motion to recommit and 
support the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi has 5 minutes. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join the distinguished chair-
man of the Agriculture Committee, 
Senator LUGAR from Indiana, and my 
good friend from Kansas, the distin-
guished Senator who was formerly 
chairman of the House Agriculture 
Committee, in asking the Senate today 
to support this conference report. 

Senators may remember that when 
the 1996 farm bill was written, it reau-
thorized agriculture research programs 
for only 1 year. There was included in 
the committee report a suggestion that 
there be a thorough reevaluation made 
by the committees of jurisdiction of 

the way the Department of Agriculture 
awarded grants to colleges and univer-
sities around the country and funded 
research programs at Agricultural Re-
search Service facilities. That study 
was undertaken throughout 1997. I 
think it began in March of last year. 
The committee held a series of hear-
ings and reviewed suggestions and op-
tions for improving these programs. 
This conference report is the product of 
that study and that carefully developed 
improvement to the Agricultural Re-
search Service programs that are fund-
ed by the Department of Agriculture. 

I am convinced that we will do a bet-
ter job under this conference report of 
identifying the priorities in production 
agriculture, in food production, and in 
management of our resources in agri-
culture than we ever have before under 
the way we were handling the funding 
of these programs. 

That is the driving force behind this 
conference report. The reason it is so 
important for the Senate to approve 
this conference report is that it puts 
this in place now. 

Mr. President, if that were all this 
legislation accomplished, some may 
say that this legislation is unneces-
sary, but it does more. It also provides 
$600 million over the next five years for 
new competitive agricultural research 
grants at federal laboratories and col-
leges and universities. 

Our appropriations process is begin-
ning at this point. We have the job of 
allocating, under the discretionary 
funding allocations that our appropria-
tions subcommittee will receive, funds 
for these agriculture research pro-
grams. With the guidance of this legis-
lation, it will be a much more coherent 
process and an orderly process, and I 
can’t contemplate what a mess we 
would be in if this conference report 
were not agreed to. 

Under current law, about $200 million 
of the delivery expenses for cata-
strophic crop insurance must be pro-
vided annually in the agriculture ap-
propriations bill. This legislation 
would provide full mandatory funding 
for those expenses over the next five 
years. This conversion from discre-
tionary to mandatory spending will en-
sure that farmers will not have to be 
concerned with the uncertainty of an-
nual funding bills and whether cata-
strophic crop insurance protection will 
be available in the coming growing sea-
son. 

In addition to the support this bill 
has from the agriculture community, it 
also enjoys support from those inter-
ested in the provisions which will bring 
parity between the Food Stamp Pro-
gram and the Supplemental Security 
Income Program for those immigrants 
legally residing in the United States. 
This was an important component of 
the compromise we reached with the 
House of Representatives. 

This bill has received support from 
almost every sector of agriculture. I 
ask unanimous consent that a letter I 
received from over 100 organizations, 

colleges and universities in support of 
the conference agreement be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

MAY 4, 1998. 
Hon. THAD COCHRAN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR COCHRAN: We are writing to 
ask you to vote ‘‘yes’’ on the conference re-
port for S. 1150, the Agricultural Research, 
Extension, and Education Reform Act of 
1998, when it is considered on the floor. This 
legislation has succeeded in balancing sev-
eral competing interests and will help pre-
pare the agriculture and food industries for 
the challenges in the next Century. 

This conference report addresses a number 
of issues that are vitally important to pro-
ducers, processors, and consumers of food 
and fiber. The bill provides funding for agri-
cultural research and rural development pro-
grams. It provides funding for crop insurance 
that otherwise will create a severe strain on 
discretionary budget accounts. Finally, the 
legislation restores food stamp benefits for 
some legal immigrants. These funds are fully 
offset, and the bill is budget neutral. 

The House and Senate Committees on Ag-
riculture have worked long and diligently 
developing this much needed legislation. We 
believe they have done a remarkable job, and 
we thank them for their accomplishments. 

We respectfully request your assistance in 
passage of this important legislation, Its im-
pact on the future of our nation will be sig-
nificant. 

Sincerely, 
Alabama Farmers Federation. 
American Farm Bureau Federation. 
American Beekeeping Federation. 
American Honey Producers Association. 
American Sheep Industry Association. 
American Soybean Association. 
Grocery Manufacturers of America. 
National Association of Wheat Growers. 
National Barley Growers Association. 
National Broiler Council. 
National Cattlemen’s Beef Association. 
National Corn Growers Association. 
National Cotton Council. 
National Council of Farmer Cooperatives. 
National Farmers Union. 
National Food Processors Association. 
National Grain Sorghum Producers. 
National Milk Producers Federation. 
National Peanut Growers Group. 
National Pork Producers Council. 
USA Rice Federation. 
American Association of Crop Insurers. 
American Bankers Association. 
American Society of Farm Managers and 

Rural Appraisers. 
Crop Insurance Agents of America. 
Farm Credit Council. 
Independent Bankers Association of Amer-

ica. 
Norwest Corporation. 
Norwest Ag Credit. 
Rural Community Insurance Services. 
Agicultural Research Institute. 
American Association of Veterinary Med-

ical Colleges. 
American Phytopathological Society. 
American Society of Agronomy. 
American Society of Animal Science. 
American Society of Plant Physiologists. 
American Veterinary Medical Association. 
Coalition on Funding Agricultural Re-

search Missions. 
Council of Scientific Society Presidents. 
Council on Food, Agricultural, and Re-

source Economics. 
Entomological Society of America. 
Crop Science Society of America. 
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Federaltion of American Societies of Food 

Animal Sciences. 
Illinois Council for Food & Agricultures 

Research. 
Society of Nematologists. 
Soil Science Society of America. 
Weed Science Society of America. 
Alabama A&M University, School of Agri-

culture & Home Economics. 
University of Alaska, Fairbanks, College of 

Natural Resource Development & Manage-
ment. 

Alcorn State University, School of Agri-
culture. 

University of Arizona, College of Agri-
culture. 

University of Arkansas, Dale Bumpers Col-
lege of Agricultural, Food & Life Sciences. 

University of Arkansas, Pine Bluff, College 
of Agriculture and Home Economics. 

Auburn University, College of Agriculture. 
University of California Systemwide, Divi-

sion of Agriculture & Natural Resources. 
Clemsom University, Public Service & Ag-

riculture. 
Colorado State University, College of Agri-

cultural Sciences. 
University of Connecticut, College of Agri-

culture & Natural Resources. 
Cornell University, College of Agriculture 

& Life Sciences. 
Delaware State University, School of Agri-

culture, Natural Resources, Family & Con-
sumer Sciences. 

University of Delaware, College of Agri-
culture & Natural Resources. 

Florida A&M University, College of Engi-
neering Sciences, Technology & Agriculture. 

University of Florida Agriculture & Nat-
ural Resources. 

Fort Valley State University, School of 
Agriculture. 

University of Georgia, College of Agricul-
tural & Environmental Sciences. 

University of Guam, College of Agriculture 
& Life Sciences. 

University of Hawaii at Manoa, College of 
Tropical Agriculture & Human Resources. 

University of Idaho, College of Agriculture. 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Cham-

paign, College of Agricultural, Consumer & 
Environmental Sciences. 

Iowa State University, College of Agri-
culture. 

Kentucky State University, Land-Grant 
Programs. 

University of Kentucky, College of Agri-
culture. 

Langston University, Research and Exten-
sion. 

Lincoln University, College of Agriculture, 
Applied Sciences & Technology. 

Louisiana State University Agricultural 
Center. 

University of Maine, College of Natural Re-
sources, Forestry & Agriculture. 

University of Maryland, College Park, Col-
lege of Agriculture & Natural Resources. 

University of Maryland, Eastern Shore, 
School of Agricultural & Natural Science. 

University of Massachusetts—Amherst, 
College of Food & Natural Resources. 

Michigan State University, College of Ag-
riculture & Natural Resources. 

University of Minnesota, College of Agri-
cultural, Food & Environmental Sciences. 

Mississippi State University, Division of 
Agriculture, Forestry & Veterinary Medi-
cine. 

University of Missouri—Columbia, College 
of Agriculture, Food & Natural Resources. 

Montana State University, College of Agri-
culture. 

University of Nebraska, Agriculture & Nat-
ural Resources. 

University of Nevada, College of Agri-
culture. 

University of New Hampshire, College of 
Life Sciences & Agriculture. 

New Mexico State University, College of 
Agriculture & Home Economics. 

North Carolina A&T State University, 
School of Agriculture. 

North Carolina State University, College 
of Agriculture & Life Sciences. 

North Dakota State University, College of 
Agriculture. 

Oklahoma State University, Division of 
Agricultural Sciences & Natural Resources. 

The Ohio State University, College of 
Food, Agricultural & Environmental 
Sciences. 

Oregon State University, College of Agri-
cultural Sciences. 

Pennsylvania State University, College of 
Agricultural Sciences. 

Prairie View A&M University, Department 
of Agriculture. 

Purdue University, School of Agriculture. 
University of Rhode Island, College of Re-

source Development. 
Rutgers—The State University of New Jer-

sey, College of Agriculture & Natural Re-
sources. 

South Carolina State University, 1890 Re-
search & Extension Programs. 

South Dakota State University, College of 
Agriculture & Biological Sciences. 

Southern University A&M College, College 
of Agriculture and Home Economics. 

Tennessee State University, School of Ag-
riculture & Home Economics. 

University of Tennessee—Knoxville, Col-
lege of Agriculture. 

Texas A&M University, College of Agri-
culture & Life Sciences. 

Tuskegee University, School of Agri-
culture & Home Economics. 

Utah State University, College of Agri-
culture. 

University of Vermont, Division of Agri-
culture, Natural Resources & Extension. 

Virginia Polytechnic Institute & State 
University, College of Agriculture & Life 
Sciences. 

Virginia State University, School of Agri-
culture Science & Technology. 

Washington State University, College of 
Agriculture & Home Economics. 

West Virginia University, College of Agri-
culture, Forestry & Consumer Sciences. 

University of Wisconsin-Madison, College 
of Agricultural & Life Sciences. 

University of Wyoming, College of Agri-
culture. 

Mr. COCHRAN. So, Mr. President, 
Senators should know it’s very impor-
tant that the conference report be 
adopted. It is a good compromise be-
tween the Senate and the House. It in-
volves other provisions that have been 
discussed eloquently and forcefully by 
my friends who have spoken before me. 
I urge the Senate to approve this con-
ference report. 

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, when Con-
gress passed the Personal Responsi-
bility and Work Responsibility Rec-
onciliation Act of 1996, it ended public 
welfare for most aliens who had not 
worked to earn their benefits. 

The 1997 Balanced Budget Act re-
versed some of the provisions of that 
bill by reinstating eligibility for the 
Supplemental Security Income (SSI) 
program for disabled and elderly immi-
grants who were in the country before 
August 22, 1996, the day the omnibus 
welfare reform package passed into 
law. But the act also reinstated SSI for 
immigrants who were in the country as 
of August 22, 1996 and become disabled 
in the future. The SSI program is 

fraught with fraud. According to the 
General Accounting Office (GAO), the 
Social Security Administration sends 
out $27 billion in SSI checks annually. 
Approximately $4 billion in checks are 
sent out erroneously. Immigrants, who 
make up just 6 percent of the popu-
lation, currently receive over half the 
cash benefits from the SSI program. 

The agriculture research bill we are 
debating today restores food stamp eli-
gibility for the elderly and the dis-
abled, and for children, as long as they 
were in the United States before Au-
gust 22, 1996. But, the agriculture re-
search bill also includes the restora-
tion of food stamp benefits for all im-
migrants who were in the country as of 
August 22, 1996, but who become dis-
abled in the future. The Congress is 
going to spend approximately $800 mil-
lion to restore all of these benefits. The 
food stamp program, like the SSI pro-
gram, does not require that an indi-
vidual have contributed to the Social 
Security base. And, the food stamp pro-
gram is also susceptible to fraud and 
abuse—in a just released GAO report, it 
is estimated that recipients were over-
paid an estimated $1.5 billion, or 7 per-
cent of the approximately $22 billion 
food stamps program. And, that is only 
the fraud that is quantifiable by the 
government. The GAO believes there 
are other forms of fraud in the food 
stamp program that are too difficult to 
quantify. 

As a result of the 1997 Budget and 
this bill, those individuals who were in 
the country and disabled on August 22, 
1996 will continue to be eligible for SSI 
and for food stamps. But, the Congress 
has to draw the line somewhere. The 
sponsors of currently healthy immi-
grants who entered the country before 
August 22, 1996 should be responsible 
for those immigrants’ care should they 
fall on hard times. That has always 
been the law. In fact, since the early 
part of the century any immigrant who 
becomes a public charge can actually 
be removed from the United States. 

For those individuals who do become 
disabled and for whom there is no spon-
sor support, the Immigration and Nat-
uralization Service already has the au-
thority to waive the normal require-
ments of becoming a citizen. By be-
coming a citizen, such individuals 
would automatically be eligible for SSI 
and for food stamps should they qual-
ify. 

Mr. President, now is not the time to 
reverse our course on welfare reform, 
as such reform applies both to our U.S. 
citizens and to our immigrants. Amer-
ica is a land of immigrants, yes. But, 
we must not perpetuate dependence on 
public benefits. Our nation must be one 
of opportunity for our immigrants, not 
one that skirts the law by providing a 
loophole for some immigrants to be-
come dependent on public assistance in 
the future. The Senate should remove 
the provisions of the conference report 
that continue food stamp benefits for 
immigrants in the future. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, later 
today, we are voting on a motion by 
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Senator GRAMM to recommit the con-
ference report on the Agricultural Re-
search bill. I strongly oppose Senator 
GRAMM’S motion. 

The 1996 welfare law allows refugees 
to receive federal benefits, including 
SSI, Medicaid and food stamps, for 
their first five years in the United 
States. It made this exception because 
refugees and asylum-seekers generally 
come to the United States with little 
more than the shirts on their backs 
after escaping persecution abroad. 
They have no sponsors. The may have 
disabilities which make it difficult to 
work. They need time to get on their 
feet, and begin to recover from the per-
secution they fled in their former coun-
try. 

After five years in the United States, 
refugees can apply for citizenship. Un-
fortunately, there are serious backlogs 
of naturalization applications at INS. 
In many parts of the country, it takes 
two years to complete the naturaliza-
tion process and obtain citizenship— 
and these backlogs are not expected to 
go down in the near future. Often, the 
earliest a refugee will gain citizenship 
is after seven years in the United 
States. 

As we did last year with SSI and 
Medicaid, the Agricultural Research 
bill extends the time that a refugee can 
receive food stamps from five to seven 
years. Senator GRAMM wants to deny 
this extension to refugees who entered 
the United States after the welfare law 
was enacted. 

If we do not extend this time limit 
from five to seven years, thousands of 
refugees who have applied for citizen-
ship could lose food stamps as they 
wait in the naturalization backlog for 
their applications to be processed. 

This group includes refugees like 
Dien Nwin, who fled Vietnam in 1992 
with his wife and children. Dien fought 
on the side of the United States during 
the Vietnam War and was imprisoned 
in a Communist re-education camp for 
9 and-a-half years. He was worked hard 
and supported his family for over five 
years. He applied for citizenship, but 
he’s stuck in the backlog. 

Now, Dien and his family have fallen 
on hard times. In the past two years, 
Dien has developed nasal cancer and 
lung cancer. He has been unable to 
work since then, and his family has 
had to use food stamps to survive. Dien 
is lucky. He entered the United States 
before the passage of the welfare bill. 
Under Senator GRAMM’s motion to re-
commit, Dien would be cut off from re-
ceiving food stamps after his initial 
five years in the United States. 

Last year, over 25,000 refugees came 
to the United States fleeing religious 
persecution in the Former Soviet 
Union. These refugees included Jews, 
Evangelical Christians, Mormons and 
other religious minorities fleeing the 
restriction of their religious liberties. 
Under Senator GRAMM’s amendment, 
these refugees will only be eligible for 
food stamps for their first five years in 
the United States. Since refugees can-

not apply for naturalization until they 
have lived in the United States for five 
years, there will be a gap in their food 
stamp eligibility, depending on how 
long the naturalization backlog is at 
the time they apply. 

The naturalization backlog is ex-
pected to increase without an increase 
in INS funding. Record numbers of 
legal immigrants are applying for 
citzenship—more than a million per 
year. This number is not expected to 
decrease. 

Few actions are a more important 
part of our time-honored commitment 
to freedom around the world than 
opening America’s doors to those who 
are denied freedom and face persecu-
tion in their own lands. 

Whether it is Vietnamese fleeing 
communism, Bosnians exiled by ethnic 
cleansing, Jews from the former Soviet 
Union fleeing anti-semitism, Burmese 
seeking safe haven from oppression, or 
Africans escaping political retribution 
and genocide, our refugee program 
stands ready to aid, protect, and reset-
tle those who need our help. Part of 
such help is ensuring that these refu-
gees’ needs are met in their new home 
in this country. Those needs will not be 
met if their eligibility for food stamps 
is not extended to seven years. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose Sen-
ator GRAMM’s motion. 

Mr. LUGAR addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Indiana. 
Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I want to 

summarize our debate—which has been 
a good one this morning—by saying 
that it is very important that we act 
today to pass the conference report. As 
the distinguished Senator from Mis-
sissippi stated eloquently and cor-
rectly, failure to do that will throw 
into chaos farmers who are now plant-
ing and who count upon crop insur-
ance, reformed albeit as we have re-
formed it, as an underlying safety net 
in the year of El Nino, remarkable 
weather circumstances, it is unthink-
able simply to kick away that safety 
net through our indifference. 

Secondly, Mr. President, the agri-
culture research, which has been char-
acterized as an entitlement, along with 
crop insurance and other provisions, of 
course, is a 5-year program, as is our 
farm bill program. 

We have payments to farmers and 
Conservation Reserve Program pay-
ments for the environment. We have 
designated $120 million for vital re-
search which we believe is necessary 
simply to fight back the pest diseases 
that are now jeopardizing our growth. 

Mr. President, the yield of wheat in 
our country has been flat in yield per 
acre over the last 15 years of time. The 
breakers are not occurring, and we 
must triple and not have a zero gain. 

Finally, let me simply say that there 
will not be people lined up all over the 
world trying to get into America to 
ruin our welfare reform. As a matter of 
fact, welfare reform has brought about 
a better America. This bill will help 

preserve that in a humane way. Provi-
sions that were made under SSI for in-
come for the very persons who are 
being talked about today—the elderly, 
the children, the disabled, and those 
who have come with a well found sense 
of persecution to escape torture—will, 
in fact, be aided in a humane way that 
I believe all Senators would want to 
support. 

I thank the Chair. 

f 

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 
AUTHORIZATION ACT OF 1997 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will now be 10 
minutes of debate equally divided on S. 
1046, which the clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (S. 1046) to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal years 1998 and 1999 for the National 
Science Foundation, and for other purposes. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill. 

Mr. JEFFORDS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Vermont. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2386 

(Purpose: To authorize appropriations for fis-
cal years 1998, 1999, and 2000 for the Na-
tional Science Foundation, and for other 
purposes) 

Mr. JEFFORDS. I understand there 
is a substitute amendment at the desk. 
I ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Vermont (Mr. JEF-
FORDS), for Mr. MCCAIN, Mr. HOLLINGS, Mr. 
JEFFORDS, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. FRIST, Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER, and Ms. COLLINS, proposes an 
amendment numbered 2386. 

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’) 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I rise to 
offer an amendment to the S.1046, the 
National Science Foundation Author-
ization Act of 1998. This amendment 
authorizes the National Science Foun-
dation for a period of three fiscal years, 
1998, 1999 and 2000. 

I am very pleased to see that this 
amendment represents a bi-partisan ef-
fort by both the Commerce and the 
Labor Committees. These two Commit-
tees share jurisdiction of the National 
Science Foundation. I would also like 
to thank the co-sponsors of this 
amendment, Senators JEFFORDS, HOL-
LINGS, KENNEDY, FRIST and ROCKE-
FELLER, for their support of this 
amendment. 

The National Science Foundation 
(NSF) plays a critical role in the devel-
opment of much of this country’s 
science and technology infrastructure. 
Its efforts cover a variety of issues 
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