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had anyone come forward who wishes
to speak at this point. But since we
have reached the magic hour of 2
o’clock, it is best we proceed under the
unanimous consent agreement.

————

AGRICULTURE EXPORT RELIEF
ACT OF 1998

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The hour
of 2 o’clock having arrived, the clerk
will report S. 2282.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (S. 2282) to amend the Arms Export
Control Act, and for other purposes.

The Senate proceeded to consider the
bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky is recognized for 1
hour under the previous agreement.

Mr. McCONNELL addressed
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
rise today to offer the Agriculture Ex-
port Relief Act. First, I thank the
members of the sanctions task force for
their critical contributions to this bill.
The staff has met several times, and I
think the concerns which were raised
in each meeting have been incor-
porated in this legislation.

Before I describe the bill, I would
like to mention a few Members for
their unique role in bringing this bill
to the floor and energizing all of the in-
terest that has developed around this
particular issue.

Senator ROBERTS of Kansas deserves
special recognition for his leadership in
resolving this pressing issue. It was
two bills first introduced by Senator
ROBERTS—one dealing with the specific
issue of lost markets for U.S. farmers
and another more important bill deal-
ing with the broader issue of ensuring
that the executive branch has the flexi-
bility it needs to conduct foreign pol-
icy in south Asia—that provided the
initial impetus for today’s action on
this important legislation.

Senator ROBERTS quickly recognized
the need to provide additional flexi-
bility in dealing with the troublesome
relationship between India and Paki-
stan. His legislation to provide that
flexibility prompted the majority lead-
er to create the sanctions task force 2
weeks ago. And today, in the task
force’s action, the U.S. Senate is pre-
paring to act on the legislation origi-
nally sponsored by Senator ROBERTS.

I am very pleased to associate myself
with the work of the Senator from
Kansas. While his efforts to protect and
defend America’s farmers and ranchers
are widely appreciated, I am particu-
larly pleased to recognize his strong
leadership in the area of U.S. foreign
policy and in protecting the national
security interests of the American peo-
ple.

I also want to take a moment to rec-
ognize the work of Senator CONRAD
BURNS, Senator CHUCK HAGEL, and Sen-
ator LUGAR. Each have been vocal, ef-
fective advocates for their agriculture
communities’ interests, which I am
convinced is why the Senate is acting

the
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so quickly today. And, in addition to
that, Senator GRAMS of Minnesota and
Senator ALLARD of Colorado have been
particularly active and involved in this
issue.

Let me outline briefly what I think
this bill accomplishes, since we oper-
ated on a tight deadline and there may
be some Members who have not had a
chance to review the details. Frankly,
it is short and it is simple.

As many Members know, current law
imposes sanctions on nations which
transfer nuclear technology or deto-
nate a nuclear weapon. The law ex-
empts from these sanctions intel-
ligence activities and humanitarian as-
sistance. This legislation adds one ad-
ditional category. We have perma-
nently exempted financing and credits
extended by the Department of Agri-
culture to support the sales of agricul-
tural commodities. We have also clari-
fied that current law exemptions on
commercial financing extend not only
to agricultural commodities but also to
fertilizer.

The reasoning behind this exemption
is simple: Sanctions are supposed to
squeeze the targeted country, not the
American farmer or producer. Cutting
off our sales will not alter or reverse
the decision to detonate. Cutting off
American export financing will not
change any government’s judgment or,
for that matter, change its behavior
about its nuclear program. There is no
leverage in curtailing or cutting off our
sales; there is only loss of income for
our farmers, our ranchers, our pro-
ducers.

As we discuss this bill, the U.S. agri-
culture community faces the possi-
bility of not being able to bid on a ten-
der of 350,000 tons of wheat recently
proffered by the Pakistani Govern-
ment. At a time when Asian markets
and sales are depressed, this tender is
unusually important. Whether the
Pakistanis buy U.S. wheat, Canadian
wheat, or some other country’s wheat
isn’t going to make a difference on a
dinner table in Islamabad—but it sure
will in Topeka. We should not sacrifice
the American farmer in our effort to
put the nuclear genie back in the bot-
tle.

This bill is a good first step. But I
would like to let my colleagues know it
is not as far as most of the members of
the task force wanted us to go. I think
many shared the view that we should
exempt from the sanctions law all offi-
cial export promotion support to all
American businesses, especially in
view of the enormous pressure many
are under because of the Asian melt-
down. In the search for substitute mar-
kets, it would have made a real dif-
ference to allow the Export-Import
Bank and OPIC support for a wide
range of businesses from aircraft to
home computers. However, given Sen-
ator FEINSTEIN’s and Senator GLENN’S
objections, we were not able to proceed
with export support.

We also could not proceed with lan-
guage which would give the President a
margin of flexibility to facilitate a re-
duction of tensions in the region. We
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did not plan to offer a permanent waiv-
er or suspension of sanctions. We were
simply going to give the President au-
thority to waive any restrictions until
March 1 if doing so would produce some
progress.

I think many of us are concerned
about the possibility of additional
tests, the prospect of deployment of
nuclear weapons, and the transfer of
fissile material to third parties. I am
convinced that there was some merit in
providing the President a short period
of time to waive a restriction on eco-
nomic assistance if he could produce
meaningful results in enhancing our se-
curity interests.

Again, objections on the other side of
the aisle have prevented us from offer-
ing that option today. We may not
have reached as far as most of the
members of the task force wanted, but
we have taken a first, constructive step
in defining when sanctions are and
when sanctions are not in American in-
terests and changing the law to better
reflect those interests. This bill will
advance and protect American eco-
nomic security interests.

I have been pleased by the coopera-
tive spirit which has characterized this
first round in the task force’s efforts
and the fact that we had a very tough
deadline set by the leadership which we
were able to meet a week early. We
would not have been able to move so
quickly without Senator BIDEN’s active
and thoughtful effort. I thank him for
that. We have had a lot of explaining to
do, and my colleague has taken on that
challenge with expertise and enthu-
siasm.

Mr. President, I do not see Senator
BIDEN here yet. There are a variety of
Senators on this side of the aisle who
have been heavily involved in this,
many of whom I see on the floor today.
Senator CRAIG has been very, very ac-
tive and concerned about this issue,
and I believe he was first on the floor.
I would be happy to yield to Senator
CRAIG b minutes.

Mr. CRAIG addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President let me
thank my colleague and chairman,
Senator MCCONNELL, for working so
closely with so many of us to bring S.
2282 to the floor. It is important that
we act now and that we act decisively
to send a very clear message to our
producers and to our markets, both na-
tionally and around the world, that we
recognize, although sometimes the ac-
tion of Government does not appear to,
that the American economy and Amer-
ican farmers live in a global economy,
and that we have to be a good deal
more sensitive to our actions as it re-
lates to that and the impact that those
actions can have on our producers. Cut-
ting ourselves off through unilateral
sanctions seldom benefits us as a na-
tion and almost always hurts the pro-
ducer. In this instance today, we are
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speaking of that producer being the
American farmer.

Many of us have recognized that for a
long time and have tried to say in a
clear way through different pieces of
legislation that food should never be
used as a tool of foreign policy. But we
stumble into that on a regular basis.
As a result of that, we damage signifi-
cantly the producer, because in the
business of trade, one of the things
that American agriculture has been
able to establish over the years is two
very important items. First of all, they
are able to let the world know they can
deliver a quality product. The world
knows that and appreciates it. But it is
also important that the world knows
we are a reliable supplier. We search
and we allow our producers to find
markets and work to build those mar-
kets, only to be snuffed out by a piece
of legislation that may or may not
have impact upon another nation. That
is exactly what has happened in this
instance and why it is so important we
act today and in a timely way.

Food should never be used as a tool
of foreign policy for all the reasons
that have been spoken to by myself and
Senator MCCONNELL and I am sure will
be referenced here today. It is poor pol-
icy to require the farmer to bear the
burden of a faulty foreign policy or
undeterminable goals, faulty goals.

In the bill we passed a year and a half
ago, a new farm bill, we made a variety
of promises to American agriculture
producers. We promised, as we elimi-
nated most price supports and ushered
in a greater freedom to produce, that
we would help open up world markets
and that we would assure their open-
ness and access to those markets, and
that would become an important part
of the marketplace. We promised less
government intervention, and we
promised to improve risk management
options. The tragedy is, while we prom-
ised it, the action that was necessary
to be taken under the Arms Export
Control Act was a denial of that prom-
ise.

Today, we are here on the floor rein-
stating that promise very clearly. I
hope the task force that Senator
MCcCONNELL and others are involved in,
while they have looked at this and
while Senator ROBERTS has been a lead-
er in helping us focus on this issue,
that we go well beyond this in this fu-
ture, that we examine all of the things
we are doing in the area of sanctions to
see whether they really make sense or
not. Maybe they would have in a world
economy if we were the sole provider, if
we had something nobody else had, if
we had something that everybody else
needed; maybe then we could force pol-
icy that was otherwise unpopular with
some. That is not the case, certainly
not the case with agricultural com-
modities. We must be a supplier of
quality, and we must be a reliable sup-
plier. Government needs to stay out of
the way, only to help facilitate access
to those markets, not in any way to
deter them.
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This amendment today moves us
again to deal with this issue in a forth-
right manner. I think it will go a long
way toward sending the right signal to
our markets. I thank Senator McCON-
NELL and others who have been in-
volved.

He mentioned a good number who
have been involved with us on a regular
basis over the last several months,
both Democrat and Republican, in fo-
cusing on this issue. I am happy to
have played some role in it but, most
importantly, to help get this to the
floor on a timely basis so we can im-
pact markets and production and price
in this country. I am convinced this ac-
tion today will do so.

I yield back any remaining time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I am
very pleased today to join my col-
leagues, Senator BIDEN, Senator ROB-
ERTS, and numerous other sponsors of
this amendment, in moving forward
this important piece of legislation
today.

I ask unanimous consent Senator
KERREY be added as a cosponsor as
well.

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

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, it is
imperative that we preserve Pakistan
as an export market for our wheat.
Washington State wheat growers need
this bill. Our wheat prices right now
are beneath the cost of production. Our
growers and the rural communities
they support are, frankly, losing the
shirts off their backs.

There are now 3,500 wheat farms in
eastern Washington; that is 3,500 wheat
families. These families are the back-
bone of our rural economy. In Douglas,
Lincoln, and Adams Counties, in
Ritzville and Garfield, our growers
need export markets like Pakistan so
they can keep going. Every day we are
losing family farms, and it is impera-
tive that we do something about it.

This bill doesn’t just affect farmers,
it affects our truckers, it affects our
ports, it affects our barge operators,
and all of their families as well.

Given the evolving market forces in
south Asia, it is really critical that we
pass this bill today to give wheat grow-
ers in Washington State, the North-
west, and the Nation the chance to
compete with other suppliers who are
just waiting to take our customers.

No one condones the actions of either
Pakistan or India earlier this year. The
proliferation of nuclear weapons must
not be allowed. The Arms Export Con-
trol Act of 1994, passed overwhelmingly
by Congress, and requires that sanc-
tions be imposed on these nations.

But the original act excluded food
and humanitarian assistance. Unfortu-
nately, the export credit guarantee
programs of USDA essential to sale of
food to poorer nations like Pakistan
were not excluded.

Last month, during committee con-
sideration of the Agriculture appro-
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priations bill, I passed an amendment
to explicitly exclude these export cred-
it guarantees, most notably the GSM-
102 program, from the sanctions.

Unfortunately, because of recent de-
velopments here on the floor, this
amendment on agriculture will not be
enacted into law soon enough to pre-
vent the loss of this important export
market.

Pakistan recently announced that
they will tender for 350,000 metric tons
of white wheat on July 15 for an Au-
gust shipment. Without access to the
GSM-102 credit guarantees, United
States wheat producers will not sell a
single kernel of wheat to Pakistan.

In recent years, Washington state
wheat producers, in fact, Pacific North-
west growers, have sold more than one-
third of their wheat to Pakistan. Wash-
ington state and other Pacific North-
west states produce almost exclusively
white wheat, making Pakistan out
number one export market.

Washington wheat needs this export
market. This is a $300 million market
for Washington wheat.

If we do not enact this legislation by
July 15, we will lose not only the abil-
ity to bid on this tender, but poten-
tially the entire Pakistan market, as
other nations step in to fill the void.

That is why we are bringing this
amendment as a stand-alone piece of
legislation this afternoon.

If we do not pass this bill and pre-
serve this important wheat market,
the United States reputation as a reli-
able supplier of high quality wheat will
be weakened and our competitive ad-
vantage in the global marketplace un-
dermined.

That is why this Congress must act
now.

Mr. President, I have a number of
items that I ask unanimous consent to
have printed in the RECORD: A letter
from Sandy Berger, Assistant to the
President for National Security Af-
fairs, in support of my amendment; re-
marks of the President in a radio state-
ment on wheat exports in support of
the legislation; a statement by the Sec-
retary of Agriculture, Dan Glickman,
in support of the legislation; a letter
from the National Association of
Wheat Growers in support of this legis-
lation; and a letter from the National
Association of State Departments of
Agriculture in support of this legisla-
tion.

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

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, DC., June 11, 1998.
Hon. PATTY MURRAY,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR MURRAY: Thank you for
your leadership in addressing the question of
Agriculture Department export credit pro-
grams that may be affected by the imposi-
tion of sanctions on Pakistan and India
under section 102 of the Arms Export Control
Act. As you know, in implementing the sanc-
tions we are endeavoring, whenever possible,
to minimize the humanitarian impact on the
people of India and Pakistan.
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With this purpose in mind, the Administra-
tion supports the legislative language in the
bill, introduced today by you and Senator
Roberts, which would amend the Arms Ex-
port Control Act to create an exception for
“‘credit, credit guarantees, or other financial
assistance provided by the Department of
Agriculture for the purchase or other provi-
sion of food or other agricultural commod-
ities.”” We further support your efforts to
move such legislative language as expedi-
tiously as possible.

Sincerely,
SAMUEL R. BERGER,
Assistant to the President for
National Security Affairs.
THE WHITE HOUSE,
OFFICE OF THE PRESS SECRETARY,
June 11, 1998.
For Immediate Release:
REMARKS OF THE PRESIDENT IN A RADIO
STATEMENT ON WHEAT EXPORTS

“Today, I announced my support for Sen-
ator Murray’s legislation to ensure that
American farmers can continue to export
wheat to Pakistan and India under the De-
partment of Agriculture’s export credit pro-
gram.

In implementing sanctions against India
and Pakistan, we are trying, wherever pos-
sible, to minimize the humanitarian impact
on the people of those countries. We have
long believed that food should not be used as
a weapon to influence other nations.

Farmers in the United States provide a sig-
nificant percentage of Pakistan’s wheat im-
ports. Cutting off that supply would only
hurt the citizens of Pakistan and American
farmers without furthering our important
goals of nonproliferation of atomic weapons.
We hope this amendment is passed as quick-
ly as possible.”

CONTINUING AGRICULTURAL EXPORT CREDITS

TO INDIA AND PAKISTAN
[From Radio Address of Agriculture
Secretary Dan Glickman, June 12, 1998]

When India and Pakistan recently con-
ducted underground tests of their nuclear
weapons, they crossed a line with the United
States that requires a firm, no-nonsense re-
sponse. This Administration has imposed
tough sanctions that we support and that are
required by law.

But the law also has called into question
the fate of U.S. agricultural export credits.
Export credits promote the sale of U.S. farm
products to buyers in countries facing eco-
nomic difficulties. These credits, which come
at no cost to U.S. taxpayers, have enabled
our farmers and ranchers to sell several bil-
lion dollars worth of food and fiber around
the world. Without these credits, our exports
would decline, as would our farm income,
and areas in Asia and other parts of the
world would be more unstable because eco-
nomically troubled countries would have a
harder time buying food.

While India makes only nominal use of
these export credit programs, Pakistan is an-
other story. They are the third largest mar-
ket for U.S. wheat, and the top market for
white wheat. Last year, Pakistan purchased
81 million bushels of U.S. wheat, almost all
through export credit guarantees. And, so far
this year, these credits have made possible
$162 million in U.S. wheat sales to buyers in
Pakistan.

Unfortunately, as Congress wrote the arms
control act, these sales may soon be in jeop-
ardy. By law, this Administration could be
forced to suspend these credits.

For humanitarian reasons, we should not
use food as a weapon to influence other na-
tions. From an economic perspective, it’s
important to show that the U.S. is com-
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mitted to being a reliable supplier of agricul-
tural products. And, for all practical pur-
poses, the ones who will be punished most by
this action would be U.S. wheat farmers who
already have been beaten up by low prices.

This Administration will resist any action
that would lead to a de facto grain embargo,
and I do not believe the arms control act was
written with that end in mind. We need to
act quickly to protect these export credits.
Fortunately, legislation now before the Con-
gress—authored by Senator Patty Murray, of
Washington, and Senator Pat Roberts, of
Kansas—would do just that. This Adminis-
tration strongly supports this bill which
would separate agricultural trade from
American’s non-proliferation efforts.

For our world to be stable and secure in
the next century, we need strong inter-
national arms control efforts, but we also
need a strong agricultural trading system
that is capable of getting enough food to peo-
ple around the world. Both are essential in-
gredients to peace and stability, and neither
should be sacrificed to the other.

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
WHEAT GROWERS
Washington, DC, June 11, 1998.
Hon. PATTY MURRAY,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR MURRAY: We are writing in
strong support of the ‘‘India-Pakistan Agri-
cultural Credit Sanction Exemption Bill”’. It
is our understanding that this bill will pro-
vide a narrow exemption for food and food
credit programs from any possible sanctions
resulting from Section 102(b) of the Arms Ex-
port Control Act against the nations of India
and Pakistan. Further, this limited exemp-
tion is consistent with the existing statutory
exemption for commercial agricultural
loans.

Pakistan is the third largest wheat export
market for the United States. In 1997-98,
Pakistan imported 2.2 million metric tons.
Wheat is the major staple of the Pakistani
diet and inadequate inventories could cause
social unrest. In 1997, wheat shortages led to
the collapse of the political system. Such un-
rest could lead to the ouster of the current
government or worse, a military strike at
India. We see food as a means to protect the
political stability of Pakistan.

Indian is subject to the same sanctions as
a result of its nuclear tests, however, it does
not participate in the USDA export credit
guarantee program nor is it currently a
major importer of U.S. wheat. Nevertheless
the narrow exemption expressed in the
‘“‘India-Pakistan Agricultural Credit Sanc-
tion Exemption Bill”” should be applied
equally.

Thank you for your leadership in advanc-
ing the view that food should not be used as
a weapon of foreign policy. We would also
like to express our appreciation for your
brave effort to reverse the tide of unilateral
economic sanctions. Currently, eleven per-
cent of the world wheat market is off limits
to U.S. producers due to the imposition of
unilateral economic sanctions. The addition
of Pakistan and India to the sanctions list
would further disadvantage U.S. wheat farm-
ers and drive down already low wheat prices.
It is our experience that most sanctions
serve no one but our competitors and do lit-
tle, if anything, to improve the behavior of
the offending government. We pledge to work
with you and the bill’s co-sponsors to reform
our unilateral sanctions policy and exempt
food and other humanitarian assistance from
the U.S. sanctions arsenal.

Sincerely,
BILL FLORY,
President.
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NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE
DEPARTMENTS OF AGRICULTURE,
Washington, DC, June 11, 1998.
Hon. PATTY MURRAY,
U.S. Senate, Russell Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR MURRAY: On behalf of the
nation’s commissioners, secretaries and di-
rectors of the state departments of agri-
culture, I am writing to express our strong
support for your amendments to exempt cer-
tain Department of Agriculture programs
from sanctions under the Arms Export Con-
trol Act. Prohibitions against U.S. agricul-
tural exports will only serve to hurt U.S.
farmers.

As you know, the GSM-102 credit program
is extremely important to U.S. agricultural
exporters. It serves as a safety net for reluc-
tant exporters by guaranteeing financing for
the sale of U.S. agricultural commodities to
certain foreign markets. The recently im-
posed sanctions against Pakistan do not ex-
empt such programs as the GSM-102 pro-
gram, virtually cutting off that market to
U.S. agricultural products. Many of our na-
tion’s farmers rely upon Pakistan as a mar-
ket for their products under the GSM-102
program.

Given the recent crisis in Asia, which has
had a substantial impact on U.S. agricul-
tural exports, now is not the time to cut off
another key market for U.S. farm products.
Senator Murray, we appreciate your efforts
on behalf of U.S. agriculture. NASDA does
not believe that foreign policy should serve
to ban the export of U.S. agricultural prod-
ucts.

Sincerely,
RICHARD W. KIRCHHOFF,
Executive Vice President and CEO.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, agri-
culture is in crisis. The bottom has
fallen out of the agriculture economy.
Many of our growers are on the verge
of bankruptcy. In fact, many have al-
ready gone over the edge.

We are losing family farms and we
are losing the rural way of life.

Many in this chamber argue that
trade is the answer. Trade is impor-
tant, critically important. Pacific
Northwest agriculture depends upon
vigorous trade promotion.

I am a strong proponent of trade. But
trade is not enough.

The 1996 farm bill took away the
safety net for our growers. The old
farm bill needed to be changed. And
Freedom to Farm made some impor-
tant changes. But it went too far and
now growers are suffering.

While a market-based approach cre-
ates freedoms and opportunities in a
competitive global market, some sem-
blance of a safety net is necessary to
ensure our growers survive the ups and
downs of a volatile market. Congress
needs to take action to protect agri-
culture and preserve rural commu-
nities before it is too late.

And this bill is an important step.
Maintaining our export markets is es-
sential to our long-term success. I urge
the Senate to approve this legislation.

I retain the balance of our time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. McCONNELL. I yield 5 minutes
to the distinguished Senator from Mon-
tana.

Mr. BURNS. I thank my friend from
Kentucky. I also want to thank the
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Senator in a couple of other areas, be-
cause responding to what we have in
the Northwest is, in my regard, an
emergency.

Let’s back up a little bit and talk
about what has happened to farm ex-
port, and especially to the Northwest.
Last January, we sat down with offi-
cials, including the Prime Minister of
Australia, and talked about what has
been commonly referred to as the
Asian flu, the financial crisis in the Pa-
cific rim—the complete, or almost
complete collapse of financial condi-
tions in four countries: Indonesia, Ma-
laysia, Thailand and South Korea. And
then we talked a little bit about the fi-
nancial situation that Japan finds her-
self in, not being able to ride to the
rescue of her neighbors in the rim. At
that time, there was a consensus that
maybe those countries that found
themselves in financial difficulty
would not impact the GDP of Aus-
tralia, and little was regarded here in
this country. I thought at the time
that you cannot let the economies in
four major importing countries of agri-
cultural products cave in and it not af-
fect this country. Sadly, I was correct.

So our exports to that part of the
world have gone to zero. Now we come
along with sanctions. Let me tell you a
little bit about sanctions. I have never
been convinced that sanctions on food
really work. I will tell you in an in-
stant that if we unilaterally sanction a
country on American agricultural ex-
ports, here is what happens: That coun-
try is still capable of buying a supply
from somebody else in the world. But
the market knows of these sanctions;
therefore, the rest of the world maybe
puts 1 or 2 cents a bushel on wheat.
Now, 1 or 2 cents doesn’t sound like a
lot for a bushel of wheat that weighs 60
pounds. That is in a short ton anyway.
But when you are buying 300,000 metric
tons, it is a lot of money. Even to a
farmer, it is the difference between
making the land payment this year and
not making the land payment—that 2
cents a bushel.

Once that sale is made to the country
that we have had sanctions on, then
the country that did the selling pours
the rest of their crop on the world mar-
ket. So what do we do and what do our
farmers do? They compete at a lower
level. That is not right. It hasn’t
worked, as far as denying the country
that had the sanctions on it. It didn’t
deny them of food supply for the people
who live there. But it has denied our
farmers entry into the marketplace, a
place to compete.

To give you an idea, in the last 4
years the United States has imposed 61
unilateral economic sanctions on 35
countries containing 40 percent of the
world’s population. Now, what does
that country do when that sanction is
placed? It retaliates: I am not going to
buy American products at any price. I
am not going to do that.

So, in essence, we have denied our
grain producers access to that market
to even be considered to compete. I re-
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alize that we are talking about food
here. I realize that to some folks that
is not very important—until it comes
suppertime. But to a farmer who only
gets one or two paychecks a year, that
is how he makes his payment on his op-
eration, his fertilizer, his machinery,
his land payment. It contributes to his
schools, his community, his church.
But under the conditions right now,
they cannot do this.

So I ask my colleagues to strongly
support this amendment. Yes, I know
there are far-reaching implications of
sanctions and, yes, there are folks who
really understand that maybe national
security may be at stake.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s 5 minutes have expired.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Montana an additional
minute.

Mr. BURNS. Thank you. Mr. Presi-
dent, you tell me where they have
worked when it comes to the supply of
food. That is the very basic of all of our
necessities every day. The Senator
from Idaho is exactly right. We have
developed export markets by using two
methods—it is quality, it is quantity,
and it is reliability. We are a reliable
customer, and to deny our producers—
and you can go all over the world. Our
producers compete on an individual
basis. We don’t pool our wheat like
Canada. We don’t sell wheat on the
international market by a decision
made by Government. We do it by indi-
vidual producers who want to sell their
crop at a given time. Given the proper
tools of risk management, they could
take advantage of the international
market.

I urge support of this amendment. I
thank my friend from Kentucky for
championing it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I yield 8
minutes to the Senator from Oregon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon is recognized.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, before I
begin, I want to express my apprecia-
tion to the Senator from Delaware,
who spent about 2% hours with a group
of us this morning, working to make
sure that this legislation got to the
floor today. I also want to thank our
colleague from Kentucky, Senator
MCcCONNELL, who was equally helpful in
our effort to make sure that this bipar-
tisan legislative effort didn’t blow up
at the last minute. I want to assure my
colleagues that it was very close to
going by the boards this morning.

Mr. President, the wheat farmers of
the Pacific Northwest are 6 days away
from a disaster. On July 15, Pakistan is
going to initiate a process to purchase
350,000 metric tons of white wheat for
August 1 to 20 shipment. Without ac-
cess to the Government credit guaran-
tees that we are talking about here,
U.S. producers are not going to sell a
kernel of wheat to Pakistan. The
USDA estimates that Pakistan is going
to import just under a million metric
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tons this year. Now, our prices are at a
low. This year’s crop is going to be one
of the best ever. But the fact is, farm-
ers across this country are staring an
economic train wreck in the eye. We
have a storage and transportation bot-
tleneck with the imminent wheat har-
vest. We have a fair amount of the old
crop still in the bins. We are facing the
prospect of storing a great deal of
wheat on the ground this year. Making
a sale to Pakistan in the key August
shipping period would be an enormous
help in dealing with these logistical
challenges. A sale might mean the dif-
ference between two or three turns of a
river barge fleet versus only one turn
in August.

Let me touch briefly on what it
means to just one county, Umatilla,
which I am very pleased that my col-
league, Senator SMITH, who has worked
so effectively with all of us on a bipar-
tisan basis, calls home, and wheat
growers there produce nearly one-third
of all the wheat produced in our State.
The economy of that county depends
on both the direct sales of wheat and
on all of the related jobs through sup-
pliers, equipment, fertilizers,
warehousing, shipping, and all of the
economic base of our regional econ-
omy.

The fact is, Mr. President, and col-
leagues, unilateral sanctions simply do
not work. They end up inflicting harm
on U.S. producers and shippers. They
don’t target those specific leaders who
are engaged in the most reprehensible
activity. They hand market share to
our competitors and then put the typ-
ical citizen in these countries in a posi-
tion where they will not be able to se-
cure the humanitarian help they need
to survive. Each of these outcomes is
not, obviously, a growth of U.S. foreign
policy.

I am of the view that we do a lot of
things well in our country. But I think
what we do best is we grow things, and,
at a critical time when we are seeing
the United States in a position to play
this leadership role in the global econ-
omy, it would be a tragedy to make the
mistake of not passing this legislation,
which, as far as I can tell, has kept
about 156 Members of the U.S. Senate on
the floor simply to speak for how im-
portant this legislation is.

We are, in the Pacific Northwest, 6
days away from a disaster. So it is crit-
ical now at the 11th hour that this leg-
islation pass.

I am pleased to have been a part of
this bipartisan group that has worked
on this legislation over the last few
weeks.

Again, I want to express my thanks
to Senator MCcCONNELL of Kentucky,
and Senator BIDEN, for their patience
through that 2%-hour exercise this
morning that had Sandy Berger of the
White House and others involved, be-
cause had not Senator MCCONNELL and
Senator BIDEN been so patient this
morning, we might not have this bipar-
tisan legislation on the floor this after-
noon, and our wheat farmers would not
have had the help they need.



July 9, 1998

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

Mr. McCONNELL addressed
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished
Senator from Nebraska.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. HAGEL. Mr. President, thank
you.

I wish to first congratulate the bipar-
tisan leadership in this body, the lead-
ership of our two leaders, Senator LOTT
and Senator DASCHLE, for addressing
this issue and addressing the more en-
compassing issue of sanctions in total.

I want to also thank my friends and
colleagues, Senators BIDEN and McCON-
NELL, for their active leadership on
this issue.

This is a strong first step. We need a
comprehensive trade package, a com-
prehensive package we will talk about
and address. Yes, sanctions; sanction
reviews—a number of my colleagues
and I have worked on this issue for the
last year. We have legislation pending.
Senator LUGAR has been a leader in
this area. We need to address the IMF
issue as a Congress. We will be address-
ing MFN status with China and fast
track. But a complete package.

This is a strong first step. This is the
beginning of the larger debate that this
Congress will have and must have
about the role of the United States in
the world and how we intend to engage
the world, and trade is a very impor-
tant part of that.

Our relationships with other nations
must not be held captive to one issue.
But our relationships with other na-
tions are complicated. They include
trade, of course, commerce. They in-
clude U.S. interests abroad, national
defense, and human rights. But we
must not allow one dynamic of our re-
lationship with all our other nations
on this globe to be held captive to just
one issue.

History has shown, Mr. President,
that trade and commerce engagement
in reaching out does more to change
attitudes and alter behavior than any
one thing. Why? It improves diets; it
improves standards of living; it opens
society; it exposes people who have
lived under totalitarian rule, who have
had limited exposure to freedom, to
liberty, to economic freedom, products,
choice, consumerism. That is what
trade does. Not one among us believes
that just trade alone is all we need.
But it is an important, integral part of
our relationships around the world.

We live in a very dynamic time. The
light of change today in the world is
unprecedented in modern history, and
maybe all of history. That change is
spherical. It is moving. It touches
every life in every way. Food, fiber,
housing, and trade are common de-
nominators of mutual interests of all
the peoples of the world.

We must not isolate ourselves. Uni-
lateral sanctions isolate those who im-
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pose unilateral sanctions. We need dy-
namic policies for dynamic times. The
world is not static.

This is a good beginning. This is a
significant beginning. Our leadership
in this body has seized the moment at
a critical time as we have witnessed
our President in China for 9 days deal-
ing with many of these issues. We
know we have far to go in all dynamics
with respect to our relationships with
China, Pakistan, with India, all na-
tions. But trade and commerce will
play a vital role in building those rela-
tionships, enhancing the freedoms and
liberties of people throughout the
globe. We in the United States must
play a full, dynamic leadership role in
that process.

Mr. President, I am very proud to
join my friends and colleagues who
have worked on this diligently, who
will continue to provide leadership, not
just to this body but to the country, to
the world, and to our farmers and our
ranchers, our producers, and our citi-
zens. We are all interconnected. We do
live in a global village underpinned by
a global economy.

I encourage all of my colleagues to
vote for this very important amend-
ment. Again, I say to my colleagues
that this is an engagement we must all
be part of.

I yield the floor.

Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. BIDEN. I yield myself 2 minutes.

Mr. President, I have not spoken. I
am not going to take much time be-
cause Senators whose States which
have very, very important interests in
passage of this bill should be given
time.

I would like to begin by thanking
Senator MURRAY. She has been the
spearhead of this effort. I, quite frank-
ly, wish we had done something broad-
er. The Senator from Kentucky and I
thought we had worked out something
more along the lines that my friend
from Nebraska was just talking about,
a broader approach to dealing with not
just merely agriculture, which is obvi-
ously very important, but I just say to
my colleagues, hopefully the Senator
from Kentucky and I will be back on
the floor in the not-too-distant future
with a proposal for a more rational pol-
icy relating to sanctions generally, not
just as they relate to Pakistan and not
just as they relate to agriculture.

Mr. President, I am pleased to join
the Senator from Kentucky in pre-
senting this legislation.

As our colleagues know, just before
the Fourth of July recess, the majority
and minority leaders formed a bipar-
tisan Task Force on Sanctions Policy.
The Senator from Kentucky was named
the chairman, the Senator from Dela-
ware the co-chairman.

The task force was given two tasks;
first, to make recommendations to the
Senate leadership, by July 15, related
to the existing sanctions against India
and Pakistan. And second, to make
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recommendations, by September 1, on
sanctions policy generally.

These are tight deadlines, but with
the support of the leadership, the
chairman and I are determined to try
to meet them.

The situation with regard to Paki-
stan and India is our first challenge.

Two months ago, the security situa-
tion in South Asia changed, and
changed utterly, to borrow a phrase
from Yeats. The explosion of nuclear
devices, first by India, then by Paki-
stan, brought two nations into the so-
called club of countries which acknowl-
edge that the possess nuclear weapons.

The testing by both countries was
promptly—and properly—condemned
by the United States and the inter-
national community. But the United
States went further than most coun-
tries, because under the Glenn amend-
ment, enacted in 1994, the President
was required to impose sanctions on
both governments.

The sanctions imposed by the Glenn
amendment are as severe as they are
sweeping.

They require the termination of all
assistance under the Foreign Assist-
ance Act—with certain exceptions such
as narcotics assistance and humani-
tarian aid—the termination of all mili-
tary sales and financing, the termi-
nation of all licenses for the exports of
items on the U.S. Munitions List, and
the termination of all credits or credit
guarantees provided by the U.S. gov-
ernment.

Additionally, the law requires the
United States to oppose the extension
of loans by international financial in-
stitutions like the World Bank, and re-
quires the U.S. government to prohibit
private U.S. banks from making loans
or credits for the purpose of purchasing
food or other agricultural commod-
ities.

The Glenn amendment provides little
flexibility. Once imposed, there is no
authority for the President to waive
the law. His hands are completely tied.

I voted for the Glenn amendment in
1994, which was part of the State De-
partment Authorization Act that year.
But when viewed in the context of
Pakistan’s and India’s decision to test,
I have to conclude that while our ap-
proach worked for many years, it is no
longer working. It didn’t stop them
from testing, and the lack of flexibility
in the law provides little incentive for
India and Pakistan to take positive
steps now.

All this is not to suggest that sanc-
tions should never be applied. I have
voted for many sanctions laws in the
past, and even authored a few. In this
instance, sanctions were clearly appro-
priate, both as a strong condemnation
of the governments in Delhi and
Islamabad and to deter other countries
which might seek a nuclear weapon.

What I am second-guessing is the de-
cision of Congress not to provide more
flexibility to the President.

I am a strong defender of congres-
sional power, and I believe Congress is
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well within its constitutional author-
ity to impose sanctions for foreign pol-
icy reasons. But the President is
charged with the conduct of diplomacy.
And any statute which provides little
or no discretion for the President nec-
essarily interferes with his ability to
perform that task.

The task in this case is already dif-
ficult enough: the President faces the
considerable challenge of convincing
the two governments to constrain their
nuclear weapons programs and avoid
further escalation of tensions in the re-
gion. The inflexibility in the Glenn
amendment deprives the President of
tools that he might use to advance
these objectives.

In imposing sanctions, we must also
pause before applying sanctions unilat-
erally.

The weight of the historical evidence
suggests that we are more likely to ad-
vance our objectives if we can gain the
cooperation of our major allies. More-
over, unilateral sanctions may impose
a greater cost on our economic inter-
ests than they do on the targeted coun-
try.

In the case of India and Pakistan, we
are therefore faced with two questions:
should we reconsider some of the uni-
lateral sanctions set forth in the Glenn
amendment?

And should we give the President
some flexibility in order to advance his
diplomatic objectives in the region?

I answer both questions in the af-
firmative and, I believe, so does the
chairman.

However, the bill we are now consid-
ering is limited only to removing one
unilateral sanction:

The bill before us would provide a
permanent exemption under the Glenn
amendment for U.S. government cred-
its to support the purchase of food or
other agriculture commodities.

This provision is identical to the pro-
vision sponsored by Senators MURRAY
and GORTON which was added to the
Agriculture appropriations bill during
its consideration by the Committee on
Appropriations.

The exemption for Commodity Credit
Corporation—or CCC credits—is con-
sistent with the approach of the Glenn
amendment, which permits loans by
private banks for the purchase of food
and other agricultural commodities.

This matter is of some urgency, be-
cause there is an important sale offer
to be made by Pakistan in the coming
days.

Wheat farmers in the Pacific North-
west provide a significant portion of
Parkistan’s wheat market, and they
rightly fear that they could lose that
market if the CCC credits are not
available.

I have long believed that we should
not force U.S. farmers to bear the bur-
den of foreign policy sanctions, so I am
pleased to support this measure.

But I remain hopeful that in the
coming weeks, we can devise a means
to provide the President flexibility
with the remaining sanctions now in
place against india and Pakistan.
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I do not mean to suggest that we
should repeal these sanctions.

At this stage, just a few weeks after
the nuclear tests in the region, and
with the President’s diplomatic efforts
still at an early stage, it is premature
to contemplate a complete repeal or
blanket waiver of the provisions in the
Glenn amendment.

But we should attempt, before we ad-
journ for the year, to give the Presi-
dent some latitude in order to assist
his efforts to negotiate with the two
countries.

We should not underestimate the
enormity of the task before the Presi-
dent.

Helping to construct a new security
framework in South Asia may take
considerable time, given the com-
plexity of the situation and the deep-
seated antagonism between the coun-
tries of the region. I hope that our col-
leagues will give the administration
the support that it needs in the months
ahead.

In closing, I would like to thank the
chairman of the task force, Senator
McConnell, for his gracious acceptance
of the job and for helping point us in
this direction. I would also like to
thank the majority and minority lead-
ers for their confidence in selecting us
to lead the task force, and for their
support for this initial legislation.

I urge my colleagues to support it.

Mr. President, with the permission of
my friend, may I yield now, even
though it will be two Democrats in a
row, to my friend from North Dakota,
Mr. DORGAN, for 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized
for 10 minutes.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I thank
the Senator from Delaware. I am
pleased to speak in support of this leg-
islation. I will ask unanimous consent
to be added as a cosponsor.

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

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I was
pleased to be a cosponsor of this par-
ticular proposal when it was offered by
Senator MURRAY in the Senate Appro-
priations Committee. I know that Sen-
ator MURRAY offered it on behalf of
herself and Senator ROBERTS from Kan-
sas, and I was pleased then to cospon-
sor it. It is the right thing to do. I
must say, however, it is inching along
in the right direction. This is not tak-
ing giant steps today. It is inching
along in the right direction.

The question of sanctions, especially
sanctions in international trade that
say to the American farmer, you bear
the entire cost of sanctions that we im-
pose for foreign policy reasons; we are
upset with Cuba so let’s cut Cuba off so
they can’t get any grain. We are upset
with Iran, Iraq, Libya, let’s cut them
off so they can’t buy grain—10 percent
of the world’s wheat market is off lim-
its to American farmers because, for
foreign policy purposes, this country
has decided that is what ought to be
done. I fundamentally disagree with
that.
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Hubert Humphrey used to say send
them anything they can’t shoot back.
Translated, he meant we ought not cut
off food shipments around the world. I
don’t think we ought to cut off food
shipments. All that does is hurt the
poor people and hungry people around
the world. But the fact is we do have
sanctions in place, and I think in addi-
tion to a piece of legislation today that
says with respect to the sanctions now
dealing with Pakistan and India, that
it will not include GSM credits, which
therefore would then facilitate the flow
of grain from the Northwest in this
case. That is a step in the right direc-
tion, albeit a small one.

We don’t ship grain to Pakistan.
They are going to make these pur-
chases largely from the Northwest. But
farmers are farmers, and the wheat
market is the wheat market.

The fact is the Senator from Wash-
ington, Mrs. MURRAY, described very
well the crisis that exists in farm coun-
try today. Wheat farmers in this coun-
try have seen wheat prices on the
international marketplace, on the na-
tional markets collapse, just drop to
the cellar.

In my State, we not only have just
rock-bottom wheat prices, we have the
worst crop disease in a full century. It
is called fusarium head blight. We call
it scab. It has devastated the crops. So
a farmer takes all the risks. They plant
the seed, hope it will grow, hope in-
sects don’t come, hope it doesn’t get
destroyed by hail, hope it doesn’t rain
too much, hope it rains enough. Fi-
nally, all of those things are OK. They
hope they raise a crop, and when they
raise a crop they hope it isn’t dev-
astated by disease. They take the grain
to the elevator in their 2-ton truck and
discover they get $2 a bushel less than
it cost them to raise it. And they go
out of business hand over fist. We have
s0 many auction sales right now they
are calling auctioneers out of retire-
ment to handle them.

We have a huge problem. We have to
deal with the underlying farm bill. I
know some people think it is working
just fine. Gee, this is just great. It is
not just great. It is not working just
fine. We are pulling the rug out from
family farmers in price support and
calling it freedom to farm. It is like
taking the minimum wage to a dollar
an hour and calling it freedom to work.
It doesn’t make any sense.

We need to deal with the underlying
problem. We need to deal with the larg-
er trade problems. We can’t get wheat
to China. Japan isn’t buying enough
beef. We have had a flood of unfairly
subsidized imports come in in durum
and spring wheat and barley from Can-
ada. We have a whole range of prob-
lems.

This bill deals with one small issue
that is urgent and must be dealt with
now. It deals with, in GSM, credit
issues that will allow us to ship wheat
to Pakistan and India. I support that.
But we have a lot more to do. We ought
to decide as a Congress right now that
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sanctions will not include food ship-
ments, period. Let’s get that 10 percent
of the world wheat market back for
American farmers.

Second, we ought to decide if there
are those who insist that sanctions in-
clude food shipments from American
farmers to overseas markets, then
farmers ought to be reimbursed for the
cost and the loss. Why should farmers
be told, here is our new foreign policy
and you pay the price. You bear the
cost. Why should farmers be sent that
bill and told to pay up. If it is our be-
lief that the best foreign policy is to
shut off food shipments through sanc-
tions to some part of the world, why
not as a part of our foreign policy
through the State Department or part
of our defense policy through the De-
fense Department, why not reimburse
family farmers who are told now they
bear the entire cost of those sanctions.

So I stand today to say again I appre-
ciate this legislation. Senator MURRAY
and Senator ROBERTS initiated it, at
least on the Senate side, and I was
pleased the day that Senator MURRAY
introduced it on behalf of her and Sen-
ator ROBERTS. I am pleased to be a co-
sponsor. It is the right thing to do
right now. But there is much, much,
much more to do if we are going to ad-
dress in a real and significant way the
farm crisis.

This is as tough as I have ever seen it
in rural America. I am not going to go
further talking about the farm problem
and the trade problem because they are
abiding and tough and difficult, and we
must get about the business of dealing
with it. And I expect that in the com-
ing couple of weeks we are going to
have a big discussion. I know some peo-
ple don’t have farmers in their areas;
they don’t have to deal with farm prob-
lems every day. I think it is an oppor-
tunity to deal with farm problems.
Family farmers are the roots of our so-
ciety. Family values originate on the
family farm and they nurture small
towns and big cities in this country
and always have.

I am pleased to represent a State of
family farmers, and I think it is inter-
esting to see people who wouldn’t know
a razorback hog from a pickup truck
tell us here in Washington, DC, all
about the theory of family farming.
The fact is family farmers don’t live on
theory. They risk everything they have
to try to raise a crop and hope when
they have raised a crop to be able to
sell it to make a decent living. Today
the sad answer is this economy doesn’t
produce that because we have a whole
series of problems, one of which, a
small one, is addressed by this bill, and
that is the potential cutoff of a foreign
market for western wheat. This bill ad-
dresses it, and I am pleased to be a co-
sponsor. But I hope in the coming
weeks we will do much, much, much
more to address the crisis faced by
family farmers.

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time.

Mr. McCONNELL
Chair.

addressed the
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I yield 10 minutes
to the distinguished Senator from Kan-
sas.

Mr. ROBERTS. I thank the Senator
for yielding.

Mr. President, first let me pay a sin-
cere thanks to Senator MCCONNELL and
Senator BIDEN, and both Republican
and Democratic leaders, and to all of
my colleagues who have addressed this
most important issue for their help and
support. I do really appreciate the op-
portunity to speak in behalf of what I
consider to be a truly emergency agri-
culture export relief bill.

If we move, if we pass this bill, our
U.S. wheat producers may, and I em-
phasize may, be able to sell Pakistan
almost 14 million bushels of wheat.
Now, that means about $40 million in
the pockets of American wheat farmers
instead of $40 million in the pockets of
our competitors, not to mention the
poor people in Pakistan who are suf-
fering from malnutrition and hunger in
regards to a very needed commodity.

The deadline for the wheat tender or
sale is July 15. That is next week. That
is why this is an emergency. That is
why the decks are cleared. That is why
this legislation is hotlined. Now, if the
Congress delays, in this body or in the
House, it will be a $40 million delay at
the expense of U.S. agriculture. This
bill simply exempts the GSM export
credit program from the mandated
sanctions now imposed upon Pakistan.

Let’s take a look at a list of the posi-
tive things that will happen when and
if the GSM credits are made available.

First, armed with the credits and fac-
ing desperate, desperate economic
straits, Pakistan may well buy the
wheat from these United States as op-
posed to our competitors.

Second, as a result of sale, the wheat
market will gain strength, as will price
recovery, especially in the north-
western part of the United States.

Third, lost U.S. market share due to
the sanctions hopefully will be re-
gained, but most important the pas-
sage of this legislation will send an im-
mediate strong signal to the world
trade community that the U.S. will
compete aggressively, aggressively for
export markets, and that the Congress
is taking steps, finally taking steps, as
the Senator from Nebraska has indi-
cated, to correct the current drift in
our trade policy. And, yes, it has great
implications in regard to farm program
policy. I am not going to go into that
as of this afternoon, but it does have
great implication.

Mr. President, Pakistan is expected
to tender for wheat again in a few
months, not just next week. So, with
our export credit program freed from
sanction chains, why, U.S. producers
may win that sale as well. I might add
again, time is of the essence. Our har-
vest is just concluded or is in the proc-
ess of concluding. Now is the time
when our U.S. wheat is the most com-
petitive. If we don’t sell the wheat now,
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the advantage will fall to our competi-
tors.

I am pleased this legislation basi-
cally encompasses the legislation that
Senator GORTON, Senator MURRAY, my-
self, and others introduced when we
first heard of the sanctions some weeks
ago. I also note the presence of the dis-
tinguished chairman of the Senate Ag-
riculture Committee. He has a very
comprehensive sanctions reform bill
that looks ahead. I see Senator HAGEL
is still on the floor, and Senator BIDEN.
I have joined them in introducing a bill
to take a look back in regard to the 115
sanctions that we have now imposed on
75 percent of the world’s population.
And we have other bills as well. So, I
am very pleased to take part in that ef-
fort.

That is the good news. But I feel
compelled to warn my colleagues, how-
ever, that I believe there is some bad
news, with potentially more to come.
This bill as originally proposed by the
bipartisan task force on sanctions, ably
led by Senators MCCONNELL and BIDEN,
took one important step for agri-
culture, and I think a bigger step to-
wards meaningful sanctions reform as
it pertains to our national security and
our foreign and our trade policy. It rep-
resented, in my view, the first step in
providing the President, any President,
and his national security team and his
foreign policy team, the real-world
flexibility to deal with the prolifera-
tion and testing of nuclear weapons.

The obvious case in point, and the
reason we are here, is the situation in
Pakistan and India. More than a month
ago, Secretary of State Albright told
Members of this body, in a briefing,
that she needed a full arsenal of diplo-
matic tools to help both coerce and
possibly positively influence India and
Pakistan to cease any further testing
and to discuss some kind of mutual
strategy for improved relations be-
tween the two countries. I would add at
this point, my colleague and the senior
Senator from Kansas, Senator BROWN-
BACK, and Senator ROBB from Virginia,
have been to India and Pakistan and
have taken a hard look at that situa-
tion.

As 1 recall Secretary Albright’s
words, she wanted the flexibility to use
carrots and sticks instead of a sledge-
hammer. I think that is pretty graphic.

Let me stress, too, that the actions
of India and Pakistan were most seri-
ous and dangerous. No way did this bill
or the original and more comprehen-
sive bill really condone the aggressive
and dangerous actions of India and
Pakistan. That is not the case. It
should go without saying that our na-
tional and international security is the
foremost concern of everyone in this
body, and the President, and, yes,
farmers and ranchers, and, yes, every-
body in the business community. It is
this Senator’s foremost concern.

The United States cannot coun-
tenance the proliferation and testing of
any weapons of mass destruction. We
must continue to evaluate and improve
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our joint effort with our allies to
achieve these mutual goals. But, in the
doing of this, I say to my friends, there
is a right way and there is a wrong
way.

Unfortunately, the best of policies
years ago may not serve our best inter-
ests as of today. Those who passed leg-
islation 4 years ago could not know—
we cannot know—how the world would
look in 1998 or 4 years down the road.
But as a result of mandatory sanction
legislation passed in 1994, the executive
has little—little, if any—any flexibility
to deal with the extremely sensitive
issue of India and Pakistan.

These sanctions are now in place. We
have stopped all loans from inter-
national lending institutions, all credit
programs. India, which is not depend-
ent on World Bank financing, has
largely been—somewhat—has been un-
affected by the sanctions. But Pakistan
is in serious jeopardy of default. How
can this serve peace and cooperation?

Under the law of unintended effects,
mandatory U.S. sanctions may well in-
crease the suffering in Pakistan, it
may well promote further extremism,
serve no useful purpose—I might add in
farm language, the testing cow is al-
ready out of the nuclear barn—and in-
crease the likelihood of war in south
Asia. And, in the process, since the
United States alone has imposed sanc-
tions, our trade competitors are first in
line to seize our U.S. markets.

In the original bill introduced by
Senators MCCONNELL and BIDEN, and
supported by the great majority of the
Senate, we fixed that problem. Step
two of the bill would have granted the
executive the full authority to impose
none, some, or all of the sanctions in
the Arms Control Act. It also gave the
President authority to lift some or all
of the sanctions when appropriate. In
other words, the original bill provided
an ‘‘as you were, 9-month cooling off
period,” and gave to Secretary
Albright the tools she requested to see
if we could not achieve some progress
in south Asia.

However, due to the concerns of sev-
eral Senators—and I do not question
their intent, their concern—it will not
be possible to enact this more com-
prehensive bill. But as I said, in terms
of the warning I said earlier—here is
the warning: My friends, we are passing
a very narrow and limited sanctions re-
form bill that applies to agriculture
only, due to the Pakistani wheat ten-
der and problems in farm country and
our trade policy and our export policy.
But I must warn you, when you deal
with sanctions, they become overall
embargoes. We saw that in 1980, with
the infamous embargo imposed by
President Carter. It ended up for 10
years like shattered glass and we had a
terrible time putting it back together
in regard to contract sanctity for U.S.
agriculture.

If our competitors offer the same
credit arrangements, and Pakistan has
a choice, who do you think they are
going to buy from as long as we con-
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tinue the overall sanctions? In farm
country language, you sanction a coun-
try and they get their nose out of joint.

The danger is this: Without section 3,
which we originally had in the bill, we
are also endangering the agricultural
segment. It could happen. I hope it
doesn’t, but it could happen. As a mat-
ter of fact, I think a policy of ‘“‘we will
continue to sanction a whole lot of this
but we will sell you some of that only
if it suits us” does not do anything for
a comprehensive and a clear trade pol-
icy.

I have already pointed out that in na-
tional security terms the current pol-
icy is counterproductive. Let me spell
out some economic consequences in
striking section 3.

Prior to the imposition of sanctions,
the United States accounted for 25 per-
cent of India’s international trade.
That is remarkable, considering all the
miles in between our country and
theirs. Also, I say, Senator BROWNBACK
just went all the way over and all the
way back to try to get an update on
this. It has been truly extraordinary.
The sanctions are now, however, esti-
mated to cost India and Pakistan $4
billion in international bank loans.
The Boeing aircraft company stands to
lose up to $6 billion over several years
in business with 30 airplanes that can-
not now be delivered. Enron is building
a huge power plant in western India,
essential to raise the standard of living
of India’s near billion population. A
foreign competitor could, in fact, actu-
ally take over that project. And $21
million in economic development and
housing assistance and $6 million to
combat greenhouse gases in India have
been terminated.

Now, if there was any evidence, some
evidence, a shred of evidence, that
stopping this business activity or as-
sistance would somehow result in Paki-
stan and India agreeing on a test plan
and resolving their differences, I would
gladly support sanctions. I would glad-
ly do that. If there is any evidence that
trade and foreign policy dominated by
trade sanctions would have any prac-
tical or positive effect, I would support
sanctions. In some rare cases they may
be effective. In this case, I think they
are making things much worse.

I think we have made a mistake in
striking section 3 of this bill. In doing
s0, we have put grain sale to Pakistan
at risk. I hope that is not the case. I
am still optimistic. We continue to
send signals that out of date and coun-
terproductive sanctions are still the
order of the day.

I full well realize, and I respect, the
concerns in regard to authorship, juris-
diction, and the agreed-upon goal of a
sanctions task force and the commit-
tees of jurisdiction achieving meaning-
ful and comprehensive sanction reform.
I understand that. I am part of the
sanctions task force. That is going to
take a considerable amount of time. It
probably should, in terms of com-
prehensive reform. And, as a member of
the task force, I look forward to work-
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ing with my colleagues. But, Mr. Presi-
dent, in the doing of this, and in strik-
ing section 3, if we limp to the meet-
ings it will be because, by delay in
striking section 3 from this bill, we
will have continued to shoot ourselves
in the foot.

I yield the floor.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the Senator from South Da-
kota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SMITH of Oregon). The Senator from
South Dakota.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, first, I
thank the Senator from Delaware, Sen-
ator BIDEN, and the Senator from Ken-
tucky, Senator MCCONNELL, for their
work in helping expedite consideration
of this very urgent legislation; also, a
special commendation to my colleague,
Senator PATTY MURRAY of Washington
State, for her extraordinary leadership
on this legislation, as well as to Sen-
ator ROBERTS from Kansas.

Over 10 percent of the world’s wheat
market is currently boxed out to our
country’s wheat farmers due to the
current economic sanctions. The situa-
tion of wheat becomes all the more ur-
gent as we consider sanctions against
Pakistan and India, Pakistan being our
third largest importer of wheat, at a
time when wheat prices have fallen to
less than $3 a bushel.

I have to say, however, that our ef-
fort to address this issue today needs
to be regarded, I think, as part of a
much larger effort to revisit the entire
matter of sanctions imposed by the
United States, as well as taking a look
at other protrade mechanisms avail-
able to us.

In my view, it is inexcusable that the
105th Congress has not moved full fund-
ing of the International Monetary
Fund, the IMF, and fast track con-
tinues to languish. I look forward to
working with Senator LUGAR and oth-
ers who are looking at comprehensive
reform of our entire sanctions regime.

The fact is, Mr. President, that the
United States has slapped economic
sanctions on other countries about 120
times in the past 80 years, but over half
of those instances have been since the
Clinton administration came to power.
This month, it is India and Pakistan,
but no other country on Earth opts for
sanctions as often as has the United
States. Currently, our sanctions im-
posed by our Government affect more
than 70 nations in one form or another,
home to two-thirds of the world’s popu-
lation. What is worse is that this 105th
Congress is considering, as we speak
today, an additional 30 sanctions in
other pieces of legislation.

Frankly, it is often an emotional and
short-term political calculation which
drives these sanctions, rather than a
longer term, reasoned, logical expla-
nation of what kind of cost benefit
would derive and what kind of diplo-
matic leverage actually is derived from
the sanctions.

It vents more outrage, but more
often than not backfires, particularly
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in the case of food items, particularly
in the case of grain where other na-
tions have an opportunity to grow and
to take our markets.

It is America all too often, rather
than the target nations, that becomes
isolated and that becomes victims of
our own sanctions. When other nations
refuse to join with our sanctions,
American business suffers. In 1995
alone, unilateral sanctions cost the
U.S. economy an estimated $15 billion
to $19 billion and up to 260,000 jobs, ac-
cording to the Institute for Inter-
national Economics. Sanctions beyond
that also give American suppliers a
reputation for unreliability and its ef-
fects can be long lasting.

There are instances where sanctions,
to some degree, have been effective.
South Africa comes to mind. Some as-
pects or sanctions against Iraq come to
mind relative to chemical, biological
and nuclear weapons. But the successes
we have had with sanctions in the
United States, I think, points to a gen-
eral rule, and that is, to be effective,
sanctions must have broad inter-
national support and must target spe-
cific vulnerabilities.

We need to be examining more alter-
natives to sanctions, whether agricul-
tural or otherwise. The engagement
with other nations, rather than isola-
tion, is one that I think is coming upon
this Congress and certainly this admin-
istration as a direction that we need to
pursue.

I am pleased that the Clinton Admin-
istration has organized a special State
Department team installed to rethink
our overall sanctions policy. The
premise, I think, of our policy as we
move in this direction—first with this
bill and then, hopefully, with broader,
more far-reaching sanctions legisla-
tion—is that it is multilateral sanc-
tions, even if they are weaker in na-
ture, that are usually preferable to uni-
lateral sanctions. And secondly, any
sanctions that we do impose should be
subject to a cost-benefit analysis. In-
credibly, in the past, few sanctions
have been evaluated for their con-
sequence on the American economy
relative to what it does to the target
nations.

The focus, I believe, needs to be on a
much more reasoned approach to sanc-
tions in general. This is a good first
step in the right direction. It is urgent
because of the Pakistani offer to pur-
chase 350,000 net tons of wheat as of
July 15, and we have this urgency now.
But I support this legislation, and I ask
unanimous consent to be listed as a co-
sponsor and yield back what time I
may have.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I yield 5 minutes
to the distinguished Senator from Kan-
sas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas is recognized.

Mr. BROWNBACK. Thank you very
much, Mr. President. I thank very
much the Senator from Kentucky. I,
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too, ask that I be added as a cosponsor
of this bill.

I applaud the leadership of Senator
McCCONNELL, and the leadership of the
majority leader, TRENT LOTT, in mov-
ing this forward rapidly.

I think the number of people who
have spoken on the floor about the
issue of food and that it should never,
ever be used as a political weapon or
tool in foreign policy, speaks clearly
with the mind of the Senate that it
doesn’t work. Food being used as a po-
litical tool or as a tool of foreign pol-
icy should never, ever occur.

Hopefully, as we move forward on
some reforms, that will be a point of
agreement, something with which ev-
erybody agrees: Food is never, ever to
be used. It only hurts the people and
hurts our farmers in the United States.
So I congratulate my colleagues.

I particularly recognize my colleague
from Kansas who has been a leading
proponent in agriculture and agricul-
tural trade for many years in the Con-
gress, now in the U.S. Senate. We need
to move this legislation, and we need
to move it now.

Senator ROBB and I just got back 10
days ago—actually less than that, 7
days ago—from a trip to India and
Pakistan. We met with the prime min-
isters of both countries. We met with
the defense and foreign policy leader-
ship in both countries, and we saw
areas that they want to engage with
the United States, feel they have defi-
nite security needs—both India and
Pakistan —that they are responding to
and are having difficulty in under-
standing us throwing the book at
them.

I think we need to work now, obvi-
ously, in lifting this particular sanc-
tion on food. It should not be in place,
period, anyway. It should be lifted rap-
idly, and I am glad to see the leader-
ship doing that.

We next need to work on lifting the
rest of the sanctions. We need to do it,
in my estimation, rapidly. Pakistan is
in crisis. They have less than 2 months
foreign reserves of funds left to meet
their debt loans. They have lost half of
the valuation of their stock market.
We need to do so rapidly.

We need to move forward in a way
that reduces tension in the region, and
this is a key point as well. We went to
the line of control between Pakistan
and India, and tensions are high. At the
time we were there, 11 people were
bombed and killed on the Pakistani
side—just the time we were there. We
met with a number of villagers who
had been wounded at some point in
time in the last 6 to 12 months. They
were showing us the wounds they had.
We have to act in a way that reduces
tension. We have to act in a way that
re-engages the United States in the re-
gion.

I am convinced we can do all of these
things. This is a good first step. We
have to further engage. I think we have
to engage the United States broadly in
the region with India and Pakistan.
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There were a number of concerns
raised by India while we were there at
the same time the President was in
China, saying that they were reacting
to perceived threats from China that
they have stated publicly and they
were saying to Senator ROBB and my-
self as well.

On Monday, Senator ROBB and I will
be hosting a hearing in the Foreign Re-
lations subcommittee that deals with
the Indian subcontinent on the issue of
how can we next move forward with
lifting the remainder of these sanctions
in a way that we can do so rapidly,
that helps the countries involved, that
doesn’t hurt unequally countries like
Pakistan and India, that reduces ten-
sion in the region, and works rapidly to
move this issue forward. We need to do
S0.

I am delighted to see that we are
dealing with this issue of food. We do
need to deal with the rest of the issues,
particularly in the economic areas. We
do need to deal with the areas of reduc-
ing tension in the region. I am con-
vinced we can do all of this. We need to
be back up in front of this body quick-
ly, again, with the steps we need to
take to further engage the United
States in lifting the sanctions in this
region.

I congratulate the leadership on mov-
ing this forward. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

Mr. BIDEN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. BIDEN. I yield 13 minutes to the
Senator from Ohio.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

Mr. GLENN. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.

Mr. President, before I make the rest
of my remarks, I want to say I support
this legislation and will vote for it. I do
want to bring up some points, though,
that have not been brought up here
today. I support this. It is good legisla-
tion that extends the exemption for
food assistance already contained in
the Glenn Amendment sanctions. This
has been worked out with the leader-
ship. And it is basically the language
that Senator MURRAY brought out of
committee, I believe. I think it is iden-
tical language—or close to it. So I
want to congratulate her also on this.
But let me put a different perspective
on sanctions than some of those that
have been expressed here today.

The United States currently has in
effect some 61 sanctions against dif-
ferent nations around the world. They
are not all involved in nuclear non-
proliferation. We have sanctions in-
volved with such things as drugs, as
terrorism, human rights, sanctions
against Cuba.

This legislation today does not ad-
dress those. I do not think in some of
these areas—for instance, on drugs,
even if food was involved—we would be
lifting these sanctions. But the United
States has wanted to prevent nuclear
war. Ever since the case of Hiroshima



S7806

and Nagasaki, most responsible nations
in the world have realized we need to
control the threat of nuclear holocaust
by sometime, somehow, some way re-
ducing nuclear weapons.

While that remained a long-term ob-
jective, it would become even more dif-
ficult if more and more nations devel-
oped a nuclear weapons capability. It
was with that longtime hope that legis-
lation has been passed for more than 20
years—much of it my legislation; that
is the reason I feel a special relation-
ship or a special responsibility here
today—for more than 20 years trying to
stop the spread of nuclear weapons
while at the same time holding out
hope for eventual weapons control and
reduction.

For many years I felt this was a rath-
er futile gesture. I did not feel good
about what we had done at all because
we were not making much progress.
But finally the cold war demise
brought new hope for really gaining
control of nuclear weaponry, and in a
comparatively short period of time
there was real optimism that control
over these weapons could be gained.

With the end of the cold war and
agreement with the Soviet Union, we
saw missiles suddenly being taken out
of silos, weapons being taken down,
cores of fissile material being removed,
and real progress was being made. The
Lugar-Nunn—Nunn-Lugar—whichever
way you want to say it—legislation
gave some help in that direction. That
has been a big mammoth help. And
with U.S. leadership, we have achieved
something we would not have even
thought possible a few years ago, 185
nations signed the NPT, and progress is
being made on the CTBT, the Com-
prehensive Test Ban Treaty, which now
has 149 signatories.

So it was against that backdrop of
really making some progress that the
Glenn amendment was passed in 1994—
which we are altering here today—with
the belief that if we were even a little
tougher than we had been, that this
would really discourage other nations
from moving toward nuclear weapons.
That hope, of course, went down the
drain when India’s extreme Hindu na-
tionalism took precedent over what
most people around the world thought
should have been more rational behav-
ior. It was against that backdrop we
passed the legislation.

The sanctions passed in the 1994 leg-
islation were meant to be tough and
provided no Presidential waiver largely
because of the very spotty performance
in nuclear nonproliferation in past ad-
ministrations. I would remind my col-
leagues today who are here decrying
what has gone on here that this bill
passed unanimously in the U.S. Senate.
Everyone critical today—most of the
people here were here in 1994. And so it
passed unanimously in the U.S. Senate.

Some feel that sanctions are just no
good in any respect. But sanctions or
the threat of sanctions as one of our
diplomatic tools, I believe, has been ef-
fective in the past in helping to turn
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off either actual or incipient nuclear
and missile programs. And we can give
as examples Argentina and Bragzil. Tai-
wan—I made a trip out there some
yvears ago when we knew what Taiwan
was doing in heading toward possible
nuclear capability. South Korea was
also on that list, and South Africa. And
we may even have delayed some of
Pakistan’s access to the bomb which
resulted in nuclear explosions.

What we do today here in the name
of our own U.S. economy—I want ev-
eryone to realize what we are doing—
what we are approving are U.S. loans,
taxpayer dollars, to replace the money
the Pakistanis spent on developing nu-
clear weapons instead of on food for
their own people.

I also say, does this bring them any
closer—with what we are about to do
today, will this result in or do we have
any under-the-table or tacit agreement
that they will go ahead and sign the
NPT, that they will sign the Com-
prehensive Test Ban Treaty? We can
say this is a carrot hanging out there,
but our carrots to Pakistan in the past
have been rebuffed by one falsehood
after another for the last 17 or 18 years
that I have been experiencing person-
ally, including visits to Pakistan to
talk to their top people when they de-
nied having any weapons or any weap-
ons program, clear up until the time
they set off the bombs that they
claimed they did not have all these
years.

So my reaction to this is, yes, for hu-
manitarian reasons, I certainly do not
want the Pakistani people themselves
and little babies going hungry, and so
on. So I am willing to go along with
these humanitarian concerns. But we
do need definitely to rethink sanctions
across the board and what we mean by
them.

As time has gone along, and the na-
tions of the world are no longer being
forced to choose between the United
States and the Soviet Union, the world
really has become more multipolar in
every respect, with business, industry,
banking, economics, and so on. And so
the role of sanctions has changed along
with that.

It has become increasingly evident
through the years that the sanctions
only become really effective if they
have multilateral support, either from
our major allies or preferably at the
United Nations. I believe sanctions
still have a major role to play in non-
proliferation and in our fight against
drugs and terrorism and human rights
abuses and the situation in Cuba, and
so on. I do not think we have to say all
sanctions are bad, but they are only ef-
fective if they have multilateral sup-
port.

Today we have economic arguments
here because sanctions are going to
hurt our own farmers in this country,
and we may have some that will affect
the manufacturing of jeeps out of To-
ledo, for instance, in my home State of
Ohio, as well as farming interests
there.
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So the world situation has changed,
and we need, in each one of these cases,
to consider the case on its own indi-
vidual merits. In that regard, I have
submitted legislation that was put in
just before the last break. The legisla-
tion would alter the way sanctions are
administered, and would be not only
prospective but would be retrospective,
also. And it would be basically this: At
the time of an event or a determina-
tion that triggers a sanction against a
given country, the President could, at
his discretion, place a hold on the im-
position of the sanction for up to 45
calendar days to decide whether to re-
move or impose the sanction or to say,
‘““Here is a part that will work; here is
a part that will not work.” Maybe the
President would want to say, ‘‘None of
it will work,” so he wants to rec-
ommend that we do away with that
whole sanction for that particular
country at that time.

He would be completely flexible in
what he could recommend, but he
would have 45 days to either build the
multilateral support that I spoke about
or come to the Congress and say to the
Congress: Here is what I recommend in
changing this sanction in this par-
ticular situation. And then he would
propose that to the Congress, and Con-
gress would have 15 session days to act
under expedited procedures—15 days.
We would have a limit on what debate
could occur, obviously. It would be
given preferential treatment here, and
we would consider the President’s pur-
pose in this and require him to give us
his reasons why he wants to change
this legislation, alter it, or how he
thinks it could be better administered.
Congress would have 15 days to approve
or disapprove what the President had
done. That gives the President ulti-
mate flexibility, it seems to me, and
would be a great step forward.

For sanctions that are already in
place, the President, on the anniver-
sary of that sanction, would have to
come back and say once again to us
why it is working, why it is not work-
ing, what changes he thinks should be
made in the sanction. And he would do
that at the 2-year anniversary of the
imposition of any sanction, and then
would have to give us a report every
year thereafter on that sanction as to
whether it was working or not working
and recommend any changes to make
it more effective.

I do not see any other way to make
this whole thing work in the
multipolar world in which we live now.
Sanctions 15 or 20 years ago may have
had more of a chance of an effect even
though they were unilateral, but rarely
in the situation we find ourselves in in
the world community today.

So while I am for this legislation
today for humanitarian reasons, I do
not go along with some people who
talk about poor little Pakistan and
how they are in the situation that they
have brought upon themselves because
they have deliberately misled us inten-
tionally—one leader after another for
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about the last 15 or 16 years that I have
been personally dealing with this. But
I do not want to see the Pakistani peo-
ple go hungry or anything like that,
and so I go along with this today.

It was mentioned a moment ago what
a sad situation it was that we did not
include the other parts that were origi-
nally posed in this legislation. If we
had kept those proposals on this legis-
lation, I can guarantee you I would
probably have participated in my first
filibuster in my 24 years in the U.S.
Senate. I feel that strongly about it.

I do think we have played a good role
in stopping the proliferation of nuclear
weapons, and sanctions have helped—
but if we take these off today as far as
food sales go, maybe it will give us a
lever; maybe it will give Pakistan an
incentive to sign the NPT, sign the
comprehensive test ban treaty, and
hopefully that would encourage India.

There is nothing in here for India, so
I don’t know whether we are
unbalancing this situation or not. I
don’t know what the administration
may have planned to sweeten the pie,
sweeten the pot for India in this re-
gard; also, to get them to move toward
NPT and CTBT status.

Make no mistake, these are not just
some international loans we are ap-
proving, these are U.S. loans we are ap-
proving to Pakistan and will pass in
the Senate. It still has to pass the
House, obviously, and we hope this can
get done in time to take place before
the bidding starts on the international
sales, as I understand it, by the 15th.

I repeat, I think we need to rethink
sanctions. The outline of what I have
proposed is in legislation now. It has
been filed. I hope we can move in that
direction, because I think it would give
the President the ultimate flexibility
he needs without dumping congres-
sional responsibility at the same time.
It would mean whatever the President
proposes with regard to sanctions we
would have to consider on an expe-
dited, privileged basis. To me, this is
the way we should be going in the fu-
ture.

I know I am part of the task force
that will indeed be looking at these op-
tions between now and September 1
when we have to have them submitted
for the U.S. Senate.

How much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has used his time.

Mr. GLENN. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. McCONNELL. I yield 5 minutes

to the distinguished Senator from
Washington.
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, the

time has come to pay the piper, and we
don’t much like the price. For years we
have been able to sing the siren song of
sanctions on the cheap. Whenever we
are concerned about human rights—
sanctions. If we are concerned about
nuclear proliferation—sanctions. But I
think almost always the magic of those
sanctions has been that they don’t go
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into effect when we make the speeches
on that subject on the floor; they may
happen sometime later. And now they
have happened.

All of us in this body and our prede-
cessors are guilty of this song. But now
we learn what it really does. At a time
in which farm prices, especially in our
wheat country and the Pacific North-
west, are already declining precipi-
tously because of the financial crisis in
east Asia, we add to our own pain by
creating a situation that will almost
certainly cause us to lose hundreds of
millions of dollars’ worth of sales in
Pakistan to other countries that don’t
share our enthusiasm for sanctions, un-
less we act in a period of time of less
than 1 week.

Yes, this is an urgently needed bill,
urgently needed for the farm sector of
our community, urgently needed for
our own ability to operate in a highly
competitive world of agriculture. For
that purpose, the work of the Senator
from Kentucky and the Senator from
Delaware and everyone else who has
been a part of this is vitally important.

But the Senator from Ohio just said,
gosh, this is unbalanced, it does some-
thing for Pakistan and it doesn’t do
anything for India. It did something for
India this morning, Mr. President. This
morning it did when it also allowed
waivers with respect to the Export-Im-
port Bank, where last year we sold al-
most $400 million worth of aircraft
from my State, with future similar
sales greatly threatened by sanctions
which now remain because the Sen-
ators from California and from Ohio
wouldn’t permit this bill to come up at
all unless that was taken out.

Of course we are going to support the
bill in its present form, and of course
we will support a task force, and what
my seatmate here, the distinguished
Senator from Indiana, has been work-
ing on for months, to bring a more ra-
tional system of sanctions together.
But we are finding that the sanctions
cost us more than they cost the Na-
tions against whom they are imposed,
because you can buy wheat in parts of
the world other than the Pacific North-
west. Unfortunately, you can buy jet
airliners from other sources than Se-
attle, WA. In fact, when you impose
sanctions on one thing on a country,
you give that country an immense in-
centive to buy other things from other
countries, as well as a form of resent-
ment.

In this case, when the India nuclear
tests were largely caused by our poli-
cies with respect to China, and of
course the Pakistani test by what hap-
pened in India, the sanctions are par-
ticularly bizarre.

The sanctions that we are in part re-
moving today should be removed. But
they are an illustration of an even big-
ger fact—that we should have done
what this bill did this morning and
does not do now; we should be doing
even more. So in that respect, the
promise in this bill is dual: First, an
opportunity, if we do get it all the way
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through and to the President, that we
will save a vitally important part of
our wheat sales; and, second, the illus-
tration that we are only at the begin-
ning of deciding that maybe that song
wasn’t worth the price that we are now
paying the piper for. And that may be
every bit as important a part as the
specific sections we are passing this
afternoon, as important as they are.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, I yield my-
self 5 minutes, with the permission of
the Senator from Delaware who
stepped off the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ROBB. Mr. President, let me say
that I think the debate this afternoon
has been instructive, particularly with
respect to the impact of sanctions, be-
cause we are acknowledging, perhaps
for the first time in a forum and debate
like this, the fact that sanctions clear-
ly have limitations and all too often
the target of the sanctions ends up
being less impacted by the sanctions
that are actually put in place than the
country that enacts those particular
sanctions.

Senator BROWNBACK spoke a few mo-
ments ago of a trip that he and I took
to the Asian subcontinent just over a
week ago. We had very good meetings
with Prime Minister Vajpai and his
key officials within his Government,
including Interior Minister Advani, De-
fense Minister Fernandez, and others.
We spent another day in Pakistan with
Prime Minister Sharif, Foreign Min-
ister Khan, and a number of key offi-
cials. We went up to a line of control
and not only observed the positions
there but did observe the fact that the
fighting in the Kashmir area continues
to inflict far more casualties on civil-
ians than it does on actual combatants.

But for a very different reason than
my good friend and colleague from
Ohio, I am pleased that section 3 was
removed because it was less than, I be-
lieve, we need to do in terms of taking
congressional fingers off of the ability
to waive sanctions that we currently
employ. I believe it is important that
we continue to focus on our oversight
role and make the administration not
only responsible for the conduct of for-
eign policy, but for defending foreign
policy choices. But ultimately, if we
prescribe sanctions and act, in effect,
as b3b Secretaries of State in too many
instances, we make it virtually impos-
sible for the administration to carry
out the functions of any administra-
tion—whether it be Democratic or Re-
publican—to carry out the functions
that we expect an administration to
carry out on our behalf. So taking sec-
tion 3 out of this particular legislation,
which would have had a limited waiver
authority, and working to provide the
kind of complete waiver authority and
comprehensive treatment that I be-
lieve this subject deserves, in my judg-
ment, it is the right thing to do. Given
the statement just made a few minutes
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ago by the distinguished Senator from
Ohio, it may be that we will have ex-
tended debate on that particular topic.
But it is important that we do so.

In this particular instance, much like
fast-track authority and others, the
Congress of the United States can play
a role, but frequently its most impor-
tant role is as the ‘‘bad cop’ to provide
an opportunity for the administration
to get concessions and to make
progress in areas that, but for the pos-
sible effect of sanctions or other activi-
ties that the Congress might impose,
the President working directly with
the other country with singular deci-
sionmaking authority can achieve re-
sults that we simply could not obtain if
we were reliant solely upon the actions
of the Congress of the United States.

So I am pleased to be supportive of
this legislation. I think that food is the
right place to draw the line in the near
term. I support the amendment that
will be offered by my distinguished col-
league from Virginia, and I believe the
Senator from Connecticut, with respect
to adding medicine to that list—I think
that is an appropriate addition.

Next week, we will begin to consider,
in a more comprehensive fashion, the
kinds of authority that we ought to
provide to the Chief Executive of the
United States, whatever party he or
she might be in at any given time, the
authority to negotiate directly with
foreign governments and not have the
prospect of having to then bring what-
ever negotiation that took place back
to the Congress, where it might be
amended or changed.

With that, again, I salute those who
were involved. I thank Senator BROWN-
BACK for making a very exhaustive 96-
hour trip to visit those two countries
and to get directly engaged in some of
the problems that confront us. I thank
all of our colleagues for the effort they
have put into trying to find an equi-
table solution to a very serious prob-
lem confronting not only the United
States and the South Asian Continent,
but the international community and
sanctions that we might employ in the
future have the kind of effects that we
may not have intended them to take.

With that, I yield back whatever
time I may have and I yield the floor.

Mr. McCONNELL addressed the
Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

BURNS). The Senator from Kentucky is
recognized.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished
Senator from Oregon.

Mr. SMITH of Oregon. Mr. President,
Senator MCCONNELL and Senator
BIDEN, my friends, who have shown
leadership on this issue, I thank you
publicly for doing that. It’s been a re-
markable afternoon as we’ve debated
this issue. In fact, the debate has been
somewhat limited because I think
there’s a whole lot of unanimity and
that perhaps the Senate may have
acted precipitously in the past.

I appreciated Senator GLENN’s will-
ingness to share with us some of the
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history and motivation that went into
the markup of the Arms Export Con-
trol Act. I don’t think anyone here
doubts his sincerity and the accuracy
of what he said. However, I think all of
us who have risen today to defend
wheat farmers recognize how seriously
we have failed in some regard. We have
not kept a nuclear genie in the bottle
on the Indian Subcontinent, and now
we see the bizarre spectacle of the
American Government poised to wres-
tle American farmers to the ground be-
cause our law does not control arms
half a world away.

I am pleased to rise as a defender of
Oregon farmers. I suppose the motiva-
tion of everyone here is absolutely ap-
propriate. I have additional motivation
in that the farmers that we’re talking
about are my neighbors.

I come from Eastern Oregon, a place
of rolling hills of wheat. And so when I
consider this issue, I see their faces.
And I know how much they’re suffering
as we speak, because last time I
checked, wheat in the Port of Portland
was selling at about $2.75 a bushel. I
don’t know when it has been that low
and to have the threat of sanctions
come on top of it is truly—truly a dou-
ble jeopardy. I am pleased with what
the Senate is doing today and I am
happy to be an original cosponsor of
this amendment. Again, I am thankful
to the Republican and Democratic
leadership for changing at least a small
portion of the Arms Export Control
Act.

Let me indicate how important this
is as a country issue and a city issue.
This year alone about 40 percent of the
U.S. soft white wheat comes from the
Pacific Northwest. Again, this year
alone that crop amounts to about $255
million. Sales of this magnitude for the
rest of the year will simply go to an-
other country if we don’t act as we are
today.

In addition to that, this will have an
effect on the city of Portland. So far
this year, wheat sales in the Pacific
Northwest have resulted in about $10
million. So, this is an issue that brings
country and city together in a very sig-
nificant way.

Now, Mr. President, I am pleased to
tell you that in a recent conversation
with President Clinton, he emphasized
his willingness, even his great desire to
sign this legislation. So we are doing
something here, acting unitedly as
Americans and with our president.

I am also pleased to tell you that a
couple days ago I met with the Foreign
Minister of Pakistan and Special
Envoy of the Government of Pakistan.
We discussed the need for Pakistan to
develop with America a new way of re-
building our relationship. I indicated
to him that I felt it important to keep
the door of commerce open as we acted
in this Congress on sanctions legisla-
tion. I also let him know that they
should also act to reach towards us as
well. He gave me his assurance that
purchasing soft white wheat from the
Pacific Northwest would be a priority
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over similar purchases
countries.

Mr. President, it’s been a pleasure to
stand with so many Senators who care
about our farmers. I count myself chief
among them. I thank them for their
support and ask for their votes in the
Senate and for the state of Oregon. I
yield the remainder of my time.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the Senator from North Da-
kota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. CONRAD. I thank the Senator
from Delaware.

Mr. President, in my home State of
North Dakota, we are facing a disaster
of stunning proportion. We are losing
literally thousands of farm families as
a result of what I call a ‘“‘triple wham-
my”’ of bad prices, bad weather and bad
policy. One part of the bad policy is the
sanctions that we place on foreign
countries that locks us out of their
markets.

Mr. President, I have just spent 9
days in my State going from town to
town. Everywhere I have gone, farmers
have taken me aside, bankers have
taken me aside, Main Street business
people have taken me aside and they
have told me that something is radi-
cally wrong. Farmers are not cash-
flowing. We have the lowest prices in
history, coupled with a dramatic reduc-
tion in production because of the out-
break of massive disease—scab and
other disease—that is reducing yields
dramatically. That combination is ab-
solutely devastating to farmers.

In the midst of this, our Asian mar-
kets, which are critical to us, are
weakening because of a financial col-
lapse there. And on top of it, our own
Government is imposing sanctions on
countries like Pakistan, which is the
third largest buyer of wheat, and we
are locking ourselves out of those mar-
kets, further weakening prices, cre-
ating what is, in effect, a death spiral.

Mr. President, what are the con-
sequences? In my State, there are now
30,000 farm families. We are antici-
pating losing as many as 10 percent—
3,000 farm families—this year. We have
auctions that are being offered daily—
many of them each and every day, as
farm families liquidate, leave the land,
because they can’t possibly make it.
These are some of the very best farm-
ers that North Dakota has.

Mr. President, it is critically impor-
tant that we pass this legislation to ex-
empt agriculture from these sanctions
to give our farmers a fighting chance. I
visit farmsteads frequently in North
Dakota. I wish I could explain to my
colleagues the depth of despair that is
being felt there. I had a farmer say to
me this last week that he believes farm
conditions are worse than the 1930s.

I have had many farmers say to me
that conditions are worse than the

from other
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1980s. That was an incredibly bad pe-
riod in North Dakota and, of course, in
the rest of the farm country as well.

Mr. President, it is time to act. We
can take a first important step today
by passing this sanctions legislation.

I want to especially thank my col-
league, Senator MURRAY of Wash-
ington, for her outstanding leadership
on this legislation; Senator MCCONNELL
from Kentucky, who has taken a strong
interest in getting this legislation
passed—my hat is off to Senator
MCCONNELL as well; Senator BIDEN,
who has played a critical role in ad-
vancing this legislation and keeping it
together in the difficult hours this
morning; and Senator ROBERTS from
Kansas, who has also played a leading
role. My thanks to each and every one
of them.

I can tell you, we face a desperate
situation in my State. It is truly a dis-
aster. I just went through six counties,
and in every one of them they are lit-
erally under water. There are 2 and 3
feet of water on the farm fields. There
won’t be any crops there this year.
Coupled with the very low prices on
crops they had last year, we face a
deepening of the disaster that is al-
ready occurring.

This is an important step. I urge my
colleagues to support it.

I yield the remainder of my time.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished
chairman of the Senate Agriculture
Committee, who really, I think, began
this debate with his comprehensive
sanctions proposal. We are all grateful
that it began to stimulate all Senators
to certainly rethink where we are at
this point with our history of sanc-
tions.

I thank the chairman of the Agri-
culture Committee and yield him 5
minutes.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, my
thanks to the distinguished Senator
from Kentucky. I appreciate his leader-
ship, that of Senator BIDEN, and like-
wise the role of Senator LOTT and Sen-
ator DASCHLE in appointing this impor-
tant task force.

I am eager to speak today as an
original sponsor of the legislation be-
fore the Senate. This bill is appropriate
and a good first step toward com-
prehensive review of economic sanc-
tions that is sorely needed for our Na-
tion’s economic security.

First, the legislation is timely. Exec-
utive agencies have debated whether
the Agriculture Department’s export
credit guarantees for Pakistan should
be included in the Glenn Amendment
prohibitions, or not. The Justice De-
partment concluded the law did pro-
hibit these guarantees.

In fiscal year 1997, Pakistan bought
$347 million worth of U.S. wheat with
USDA’s export credit guarantees. In
fiscal year 1998, Pakistan was allocated
$250 million in export credit guarantees
and has used $162 million of that
amount, all for wheat.

On July 15, Pakistan will hold a ten-
der for 350,000 metric tons of wheat.
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Without export credit guarantees, the
United States will get none of that
business. That will mean the loss of
about $37 million in foreign exchange
earnings.

The Pakistani government will not
draw any lessons from our lack of par-
ticipation, except that the U.S. has
chosen to cede another market to its
competitors. Other grain exporters are
participating in the tender and will
make the sales if we do not. Only our
farmers will suffer. Quick action by the

Congress, however, can resolve the
short-term problem.
Second, the legislation is appro-

priate. Food should not be a weapon in
foreign policy. The history of unilat-
eral agricultural sanctions over several
decades adequately demonstrates their
futility.

When sanctions are unduly rigid and
automatic, they become a roadblock to
prudent diplomacy. This is a much
more serious issue. In fact, sanctions
tend to harm our industries and ham-
per our foreign policy more than they
advance their stated goals.

Mr. President, rarely did we state our
goals when we adopted any of the 61
sanctions that are now on the books;
nor have we established benchmarks
that show whether these sanctions
have been successful. Obviously, our
policy was not successful with regard
to the sanctions we are discussing
today. Unilateral sanctions rarely ac-
complish their objectives in the ab-
sence of multilateral cooperation. In
fact, scholarship on this subject is re-
plete with almost no instance in which
unilateral U.S. sanctions have achieved
their intended goals, even when the
goals were implicit as opposed to being
explicit.

Finally, the legislation is a good first
step. This Senate needs a broad debate
on economic sanctions and their con-
sequences. The majority and minority
leaders have shown strong leadership
in naming a bipartisan task force to
consider sanctions policy.

The fact that we need to pass this
legislation on an emergency basis only
illustrates the need for a more com-
prehensive legislative approach. We
need to think through the con-
sequences of unilateral, inflexible sanc-
tions before they are imposed, not
after.

In the near future, I will offer a
modified version of my bill, S. 1413, for
the Senate’s consideration. That legis-
lation will establish a framework for
the consideration and review of future
sanctions, and will broadly exempt
food and humanitarian assistance.

I look forward to working closely
with the task force headed by Senator
McCONNELL and Senator BIDEN. I ap-
preciate that we must examine not
only prospective views on any legisla-
tion suggested but likewise retrospec-
tive views and those of our Chief Exec-
utive and Secretary of State.

For the moment, we need to pass the
bill before us. I commend those who
brought this important legislation to
the floor today.
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Mr. President, we will also need to
think carefully, as other Senators have
suggested, about the overall agri-
culture situation in our country. As a
general rule we ought to be thinking
about how we make the sale and move
the grain, not about how we store the
grain and dismember the farm bill.

Congress should grant the President
fast track trade negotiating authority.
We must have this in order to success-
fully move our grain to the rest of the
world this year, next year, and for
many years to come. Fast track is es-
sential for the World Trade Organiza-
tion (WTO) negotiations that will be
paramount next year. We must also act
on International Monetary Fund (IMF)
replenishment. This is critical to hav-
ing any chance of regaining Asian de-
mand. Right now, prices are down be-
cause demand is down. It is as clear as
that.

Finally, we must have broad sanc-
tions reform. Sanctions inhibit us and
cost American jobs and American
sales.

For all of these reasons, Mr. Presi-
dent, this is an important moment, an
important bill, and I strongly support
its passage.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the Senator from Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I first
thank my good friend, the Senator
from Delaware.

Mr. President, we are now embarked
on a very significant policy change
with respect to sanctions. Over the
past several years, it was simple for
the U.S. Congress to slap sanctions on
an offensive country. We could also
give the President the authority to
grant sanctions. We could do this be-
cause we believed this power was free.
That is to say, we in Congress freely
used sanctions to express our senti-
ments about issues of particular con-
cern, and we passed several pieces of
legislation giving the President sanc-
tions authority because it didn’t cost
anything. And we made our statements
loud and clear by doing so. Good state-
ments, for example, that tried to curb
proliferation of weapons of mass de-
struction. And at that time, these ef-
forts were necessary in steering certain
countries away from a course contrary
to world public policy.

Unfortunately, despite our best in-
tentions, most of these sanctions bills
have been ineffective. Many have not
accomplished the purpose for which
they were intended. We may ask our-
selves why? I believe one important
reason is the fact that the world has
become so global. In addition, this
global marketplace is not conducive to
the imposition of unilateral sanctions
imposed by the United States. Quite
simply, the sanctioned country can
very easily avoid the purpose and pen-
alty of our sanctions by going to other
countries to get the products that they
would otherwise obtain from the
United States.

So, by and large, unilateral sanctions
have not worked very well. On the
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other hand, multilateral sanctions tend
to work when a majority of countries
in the world join together with the
same purpose and to help accomplish
the same objective. The legislation
that we are considering today, and will
pass today, recognizes that phe-
nomenon.

That being said, I believe that there
is definitely a role for sanctions—uni-
lateral and multilateral. We just have
to work together to determine when
and where each sanction is most appro-
priate and effective.

Over the last couple of weeks, we
have seen a demonstrated interest in
reforming our sanction’s policy. We re-
alize today that it probably makes
more sense to pass something narrowly
crafted than to use a blanket action to
achieve a specific goal. Take for exam-
ple, the fact that we are considering a
waiver with respect to GSM agricul-
tural credits for food shipments to
Pakistan. We now believe—and I think
I am speaking for almost all Members
of Congress—that food shipments
should never be used as a foreign policy
weapon. Barring a country from a nec-
essary food source is wrong. It is anti-
humanitarian. More often it hurts the
very people who need it the most. It
also tends to inadvertently penalize
our producers here in America.

Food as a weapon simply does not
work, and the legislation before us
today essentially provides a release
valve with respect to food shipments
and agriculture products. Today we are
talking about Pakistan, but we should
also rethink our policy toward India
and the rest of the sanctioned coun-
tries after this particular vote. We
must also devise a way to give the
President a little more flexibility when
targeting a specific result. These re-
sults include the reduction of nuclear
tests and weapons of mass destruction
in Asia.

I believe that it is also important to
point out that our agricultural pro-
ducers are currently blocked out of 10
percent of the global market due to
sanctions. This lack of market access
obviously hurts our producers. It is al-
most ironic that in many cases we hurt
ourselves far more than we hurt or in-
fluence an errant country. This is most
often the result when we employ the
use of unilateral sanctions. Our pro-
ducers simply cannot afford to bear the
brunt of our failed foreign policy en-
deavors. We simply must oppose and
remove trade sanctions that unfairly
inhibit market opportunities for our ag
producers.

I might also add that I recently ac-
companied President Clinton on his
trip to China. During this trip, I talked
to several Chinese officials and tried to
encourage them to open up their mar-
kets to American products like Pacific
Northwest wheat. Unfortunately, the
response I received was to the effect
that China would be willing to buy if
America was a reliable supplier. Their
spin on trade was justified by claiming
we in America sanction our food ex-
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ports too often. Why, then should they
depend on us to provide a reliable
source of wheat, or beef or any other
commodity subject to sanctions?

Now I'm not saying the sole reason
China does not take wheat, particu-
larly Pacific Northwest wheat, is due
to sanctions. But I do believe our ran-
dom sanctions policy is a contributing
factor. Again it was obvious that if we
stop using food as a tool of foreign pol-
icy, we will have an easier time in en-
couraging market access.

Mr. President. It took awhile but
sanctions reform is now moving quick-
ly. Many Senators should be recognized
for their efforts in bringing the fore-
front—Senators MCCONNELL, LUGAR,
DoDD, BIDEN, GLENN, MURRAY, FEIN-
STEIN and ROBERTS. There are many
more and I would like to compliment
them for their efforts. I only suggest
that, as we work together on a solu-
tion, we be a little more thoughtful
than we were this morning in rushing
to push legislation throughout without
thoughtful consideration and foresight.

Discretion is the better part of valor.
For that reason, I am pleased that we
in the Senate decided to focus on a nar-
row sanctions reform provision that
would pass on its merits in the imme-
diate future. This is much more reason-
able that trying to enact broader sanc-
tions reform which we should do, but
at a later date in the fall after we have
a sufficient amount of time to work to-
gether to produce a truly dynamic
sanctions package. In the interim, I
urge us to think carefully, think
thoughtfully. Find a proper role for
sanctions and offer a nonpartisan solu-
tion. We need to work together as a
team. We have to, in fact, as the world
becomes more complex with regard to
foreign policy and trade policy build a
strong coalition. As a team of Ameri-
cans representing the Democrats, Re-
publicans and Administration we will
be able to set forth a policy enabling
Americans to be respected as we would
like to be.

With that, Mr. President, I com-
pliment those who are involved in this
legislation. It is a good first step. Let
us continue down this path.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I note
with some concern the support of some
of my colleagues for a weakening of the
sanctions currently in place against
India and Pakistan under the terms of
the Nuclear Proliferation Prevention
Act of 1994. Although I do not oppose
the Farmers Export Relief Act of 1998,
I would encourage members of Con-
gress not to lose sight of the national
security considerations which motivate
our sanctions against India and Paki-
stan, and to tread warily along the
path of haphazardly lifting those sanc-
tions.

In 1994, the United States Senate
voted unanimously in favor of auto-
matic sanctions against any country
which ‘“‘crashed the gates’” of the nu-
clear club. The gravity of counter-pro-
liferation sentiment in the Senate at
the time was clearly expressed by the
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absence of the standard ‘‘national secu-
rity waiver’”’ that sanctions legislation
typically contains. At the time, we be-
lieved that such a tough sanctions re-
quirement would serve as an effective
deterrent to any country which be-
lieved it had more to gain than lose by
developing the ability to detonate a
nuclear device.

The tenor of the debate in the Senate
today indicates that our 1994 sanctions
legislation is viewed as a failure. India
and Pakistan are now nuclear powers,
attesting to the inability of the global
non-proliferation regime to constrain
their national ambitions.

But can we say with any degree of
certainty that our sanctions policy is
as powerless as some suggest? The 1994
legislation was intended not only to
deter countries from developing a nu-
clear weapons capability, but to punish
countries that flouted the global con-
sensus, embodied in the Nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty, against devel-
oping nuclear weapons as a legitimate
instrument of national power. Sanc-
tions against India and Pakistan have
been in place for less than two months.
It has been widely acknowledged that
both countries, particularly Pakistan,
have suffered from the cut-off in U.S.
trade and investment and the cessation
of loan guarantees from the inter-
national financial institutions.

An earlier draft of the Farmers Ex-
port Relief Act of 1998 would have
granted the President the authority to
waive all the sanctions mandated by
Congress by the Nuclear Proliferation
Prevention Act of 1994. I am pleased
that this language was removed, as it
would have been inconsistent with both
the spirit and letter of the 1994 law.

I support American farmer and agri-
businesses who wish to export their
products to South Asian markets. How-
ever, I am not convinced that the cam-
paign to waive U.S. sanctions for agri-
cultural products is driven by concern
for American national security inter-
ests. What is the basis for singling out
agricultural products, rather than any
other category of goods, for a sanctions
waiver? I am not convinced that the
merits of exporting grain, cotton, or
even tobacco—all agricultural goods
that would be exempt from sanctions
should this legislation pass—are such
that agriculture should be singled out
for a sanctions waiver. What national
security logic drives this approach?

Let me stress that I do not oppose
this legislation to exempt agricultural
goods from the sanctions regime in
place against India and Pakistan. I
simply wish to caution my colleagues
against piecemeal efforts to take the
teeth out of sanctions whose credi-
bility and effectiveness hinge on their
capacity to hurt countries which defy
international norms and undermine
American national security. we must
approach sanctions policy with an eye
for overall strategy rather than taking
a more narrow, tactical approach that
obscures the larger objectives of our
foreign policy.
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Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am a
member of the Sanctions Taskforce es-
tablished by the Majority and Minority
Leaders, and I support this bill. I want
to give the President additional flexi-
bility in his efforts to persuade the In-
dian and Pakistani Governments to
walk back from the nuclear precipice. 1
think this bill represents an appro-
priate compromise.

But I also want to emphasize that I
am doing so because the President’s
waiver authority expires on March 1,
1999. I do not favor an open-ended waiv-
er, nor do I want my support for this
bill to be interpreted as a signal that
the President should immediately use
the authority to waive sanctions. I
hope he will think long and hard before
he does, and do so only if he is con-
vinced that it could bring about a sig-
nificant change in behavior of these
countries.

The United States finds itself in a
difficult position. We are, after all, the
only country that has ever used nu-
clear weapons against another country.
We have also conducted thousands of
nuclear tests, and we have an enor-
mous nuclear arsenal. From the per-
spective of the Indians and the Paki-
stanis, our expressions of outrage at
their recent nuclear tests may seem
hypocritical.

I for one believe the United States
could do a great deal more to set an ex-
ample on nuclear disarmament. We do
not need to wait for the Russians be-
fore we take further steps of our own.
Our overwhelming military power
makes it possible for us, indeed I would
say we have a responsibility, to do so.
We can reduce our arsenal further
without risking our own security or
the security of our allies.

But having said that, I also believe
that the actions of the Indian and Pak-
istani Governments were at complete
variance with the trend of history.
Their acts were reckless and unneces-
sary. They contributed nothing to
their defense, and they have only in-
creased tensions and insecurity in
South Asia. They have invited similar
recklessness by other countries.

It is therefore imperative that the
President use whatever diplomatic
means he has to encourage the Indians
and Pakistanis to join the Comprehen-
sive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, to enter
into serious negotiations on a solution
to the Kashmir problem, and to take
whatever steps are necessary to ensure
that they are not drawn into a nuclear
arms race. In that regard, they need
only look to the experience of the
United States and the former Soviet
Union to understand why it is in their
interests to not start down that road.

I want the President’s diplomacy to
succeed, and I support giving him the
tools he needs. But I also support the
sunset provision in this bill because it
gives these countries ample time to
demonstrate whether or not they in-
tend to respond to these concerns. If
they do not, then sanctions should be
reimposed. Any country that detonates
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a nuclear device should expect to suffer
the consequences. On the other hand, if
they do respond positively then I have
no doubt that the Congress will recip-
rocate.

Mr. President, the avoidance of nu-
clear war is our country’s first pri-
ority. Ever since the end of World War
II we have done our utmost to avoid
the use of nuclear weapons, by our-
selves or by others. We have made
headway with Russia on nuclear disar-
mament, but that process has stalled. I
fully support the President’s decision
to go to Moscow to try to revive that
process. The administration has also
made progress in building inter-
national support for the Test Ban Trea-
ty. The Indian and Pakistani tests
have set that process back. This bill
seeks to revive it. If we fail, we can an-
ticipate a future with nuclear weapons
bristling on every continent. That is
not a legacy we want to leave.

I commend Senators MCCONNELL and
BIDEN for their very effective leader-
ship of the Taskforce that produced
this legislation.

Mr. KEMPTHORNE. Mr. President,
times are tough for Idaho’s farmers
right now. No one who has read a com-
modity report in the last few months
would disagree. Wheat and barley
prices are at record lows as are prices
for other important Idaho agricultural
products. Growers all over the state
are on the verge of bankruptcy. This is
an emergency.

In a time when the situation is so
desperate, eliminating a market that
represents almost half of Idaho’s white
wheat exports could permanently crip-
ple the grain industry in my state.

That is why sanctions against coun-
tries such as India and Pakistan, at
least those based on agricultural com-
modities, don’t make sense. In fact, the
only loser—the only group that will
suffer as a result of the sanctions—will
be America’s farmers.

While I completely understand the
reasons behind sanctioning countries
that violate the Arms Export Control
Act, I cannot support punishing Idaho
wheat farmers for the actions of for-
eign governments. This body cannot
stand by while much of the nation’s
wheat crop is sitting in grain elevators.
Closing an existing market to Amer-
ica’s grain producers could have dire
consequences. American wheat pro-
ducers are already shut out of 20 per-
cent of international markets. I believe
that we need to expand new markets,
not close off existing ones.

It is for that reason that I am an
original cosponsor of S. 2282, the Farm-
er Export Relief Act. This bill would
send a strong signal to the inter-
national trade community that the
United States will aggressively com-
pete for commodity markets.

The fact is, food should not be used
as an economic weapon. The people of
these countries, two of the world’s
largest, have to eat. There are 967 mil-
lion mouths to feed in India, 135 mil-
lion in Pakistan. That’s over 4 times
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more mouths than we have here at
home.

Pakistan will soon make a $37 mil-
lion purchase of white wheat. Our pro-
ducers should be able to bid on that
13.5 million bushel sale. If they don’t
get their food from us, that void will
quickly be filled by other nations with
similar surplus problems. Pakistan is
the third largest wheat export market
for the United States. We can’t allow
such a big portion of exports to be
handed over to our competitors.

Bill Flory, an Idahoan, is the presi-
dent of the National Association of
Wheat Growers. As a grain producer
from Northern Idaho, Bill knows first
hand the problems facing growers. Bill
recently told me that the prices he is
getting for his wheat are almost ex-
actly the same as he was getting in the
1970’s—almost thirty years ago.

Mr. President, this is, indeed, an
emergency. Idaho’s grain farmers
should not be punished for the actions
of other nations. It is time for this
body to come to the aid of American
grain producers and lift the sanctions
that don’t hurt the violators, but in-
stead only hurt our own farmers.

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I am
pleased to support this important
measure to keep our agricultural ex-
port markets open.

Beyond the legislation currently
under consideration, I am pleased that
Congress has begun a serious discus-
sion about the general issue of our
sanctions policy. Too often in the past
we have been quick to use the blunt in-
strument of unilateral sanctions with-
out fully evaluating its impact. I be-
lieve that when considering sanctions,
we in the Congress must take into ac-
count not only the likelihood the pol-
icy will meet our objectives, but also
the effects sanctions will have both do-
mestically and abroad. By acknowl-
edging that our farmers should no
longer bear the brunt of our sanctions
policy, this legislation is a small but
important first step.

More importantly, those of us from
rural states know that a crisis is brew-
ing in rural America and I think it is
vitally important that the Senate
begin to act to preserve family based
agriculture. Exports are down, prices
are collapsing, and producer incomes
are decreasing at an alarming rate.
And somehow, this crisis in rural
America is growing at a time when the
rest of the country enjoys an unprece-
dented economic boom.

Without action, we are about to see
another migration from our family
farms. If we don’t act to preserve this
way of life, we are going to alter for-
ever the face of rural America. And I
suspect that the agricultural sector we
end up with will not be one we like.

I believe strongly that this Congress
should act and will act to preserve fam-
ily based agriculture. I am pleased that
we are taking this first step to support
our wheat farmers today and I look for-
ward to the upcoming debate about
how best to act to preserve a healthy
and prosperous rural economy.
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Mr. President, I urge my colleagues
to support this important legislation.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise
in strong support of the legislation be-
fore us today. This bill touches on mat-
ters of great importance to the future
of American farmers as well as the di-
rection of foreign policy for the United
States.

I agree with many of my colleagues
who contend here today that this legis-
lation signals an important first step
in reevaluating our sanctions policy.
Many of us would agree that we have
overused and thereby deadened the
sting of sanctions. In addition, unilat-
eral sanctions only hurt U.S. pro-
ducers, regardless of the sector, and es-
sentially amount to a gift to our for-
eign competitors.

I would also like to express my agree-
ment with those who have suggested
that agricultural sanctions in par-
ticular are an ineffective stick and
cause substantial damage to already
depressed agricultural markets. In a
world market where the prices for agri-
cultural commodities continue to de-
cline and almost every major player
heavily subsidizes its agricultural sec-
tor, curtailing U.S. farmers’ access to
significant portions of the global mar-
ket through sanctions only serves to
make a difficult situation worse.

I would also like to emphasize the
importance of allowing the free market
to dictate agricultural production and
sales. The wealth of nations—and this
is a conscious choice of wording—is not
attained by erecting barriers—either
through tariffs or embargoes—to the
export of our agricultural commod-
ities. Our agricultural surplus must be
allowed into markets where there is a
demand. Pakistan is only one of those
markets.

If left in place, these sanctions will
have a devastating immediate impact
on American farmers. The pending sale
of 15 million tons of wheat to Pakistan
hangs in the balance. Our wheat farm-
ers will shoulder the most immediate
burden of misguided foreign policy un-
less we are willing today to take a
small, but crucial step, in changing
that policy. American farmers des-
perately need the remaining 10% of
global markets that our current sanc-
tions deny them. We already witnessed
the impotence of embargoes in 1980.
How often do we have to repeat our
mistakes to learn?

Between 1993 and 1996, the United
States unilaterally imposed sanctions
61 times against 35 countries. The ef-
fectiveness of these sanctions in at-
taining specific foreign policy objec-
tives would have to be evaluated on a
case by case basis. However, what re-
quires no detailed examination at all is
that we have created a web of walls to
U.S. exports that previously did not
exist. We have erected, in essence, ex-
tensive non-tariff barriers to myriad
U.S. exports. We have systematically
carved out large pieces of the global
market and made them inaccessible to
U.S. producers. The competition should
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be overwhelmed with gratitude. We are
doing more to bolster foreign producers
of agricultural goods than their own
governments could hope to achieve
through subsidies.

The focus of this legislation are the
sanctions invoked in reaction to the
nuclear tests carried out in India and
Pakistan earlier this Spring. The 1994
Glenn amendment not only included
agricultural commodities, it also shut
off agricultural credit programs that
enabled countries like Pakistan to im-
port U.S. wheat and feed its citizens. In
sanctioning Pakistan in this manner,
we run the risk of further destabilizing
the existing regime. I have already
voiced my concern about the danger in-
herent in this approach. Hungry citi-
zens and desperate regimes with nu-
clear weapons capability could be a for-
mula for disaster.

A further disaster must, however, be
noted and has not been adequately em-
phasized in the discussion of this bill.
Allowing international markets to be
regulated by supply and demand for ag-
ricultural products—as well as other
goods, services and capital—is an idea
that dates back to the founding of this
nation. The wealth of this nation can
only be derived from a free market
economy and unimpeded international
trade. These artificial barriers will
spell disaster for U.S. farmers in the
immediate term, and they will eventu-
ally have negative ramifications for
every sector in the U.S. economy.

Mr. President, I am hopeful that this
legislation will initiate further
changes. It is essential to American
farmers that we change the current
policy. This is an important first step
to removing the barriers we have cre-
ated to allowing U.S. producers to com-
pete and profit in global markets. The
economic lessons published by Adam
Smith in 1776 are as pertinent today as
they were at this country’s birth. U.S.
sanctions will serve to crush the invis-
ible hand and hinder our competitive-
ness. I believe we should keep this fore-
most in our mind as we evaluate our
sanctions policies, MFN and fast track
in the coming months.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GOR-
TON). Who yields time?

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I believe I
have 6 minutes remaining under my
control.

The
under 5.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I yield
just over 4 then to the Senator from
Connecticut.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I thank my
colleague.

Let me join in the chorus of praise of
our distinguished colleagues from Ken-
tucky and Delaware, who have worked
out this arrangement to allow for the
adoption of this resolution that will
permit the sale of food shipments to go
forward in the case of both Pakistan
and India.

I also want to take a moment here to
commend our colleague from Indiana,

PRESIDING OFFICER. Just
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who is no longer in the Chamber, but
who went beyond the particular legis-
lation in front of us and suggested that
there are a number of things we need
to be doing on the international level if
we are going to continue to have the
kind of success economically at home
that we have enjoyed over these past
several years.

The critical elements, of ensuring
success at home economically over the
long term are that we have a sound
education policy, an issue which we
have been debating today as part of the
higher education reauthorization legis-
lation, in addition to the obvious sound
monetary and economic policy. An-
other important component is to also
have responsible global economic poli-
cies. Certainly enactment of IMF legis-
lation is a critical element of such a
policy. I am hopeful that the other
body will follow the Senate in passing
the IMF legislation before we adjourn
this Fall.

Sanctions policy is another part of
our global economic policy that cer-
tainly demands our attention in this
Congress and in this session. I think
most Members now have come to the
conclusion that our present sanctions
policy is not only not working very
well, but is actually counter to our
own self-interest.

Someone suggested the other day
that when we adopt unilateral sanc-
tions, what we ought to do is imme-
diately lay off about 5 percent of the
workforce in the affected industries,
because that is the ultimate effect and
we should be honest about it.

Senator HAGEL, Senator PAT ROB-
ERTS, Senator BIDEN, and I, and others
introduced legislation before the July 4
recess would fundamentally change
how unilateral sanctions are dealt with
in this country. I would restore the ap-
propriate balance of power between the
Congress and the Executive in the
sanctions area by giving the President
the authority to delay, suspend, or ter-
minate a particular sanction if he be-
lieves it serves an important national
interest to do so. But we are not going
to debate that today or bring it up, but
I am hopeful that before this session
ends we will find the time to do so.

I am fearful that while there is a
keen interest in the sanctions issue
now because of recent events in Paki-
stan and India, we will soon move on to
other things without fundamentally
addressing the problems with sanctions
that the India/Pakistan highlighted so
vividly. I hope that doesn’t happen.

We currently have in place sanctions
that effect more than 40% of the
world’s population. In one year alone,
existing sanctions has cost the United
States $20 billion in lost export reve-
nues and affected 200,000 jobs in Amer-
ica. And even if you did not pass one
new sanction, that $20 billion turns
into $100 billion over a five year period,
and those 200,000 jobs turn into a mil-
lion.
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So I am hopeful that this interest
being expressed today by both Demo-
crats and Republicans on this par-
ticular issue—and they have gone be-
yond it to suggest we need to fun-
damentally change how we impose uni-
lateral sanctions—will bear fruit in
terms of some broader legislative steps
before this Congress expires.

AMENDMENT NO. 3113
(Purpose: To exempt medicines and medical
equipment from sanctions)

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, Senator
WARNER and I have an amendment, on
which we have been joined by Senator
HAGEL and Senator ROBB, which I am
going to send to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. DODD],
for himself, Mr. WARNER, Mr. HAGEL, and Mr.
ROBB, proposes an amendment numbered
3113.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

On page 1, after line 14, insert:

(c) Section 102(b)(2)(D) of the Arms Export
Control Act is further amended in clause (ii)
by inserting after the word ‘‘to’” the fol-
lowing words: ‘“‘medicines, medical equip-
ment, and,”’

Renumber succeeding subsections accord-
ingly.

Mr. DODD. This amendment has been
cleared by both sides. What it does is,
to exempt the sale of medicines and
medical equipment from sanctions that
would be imposed under this provision
of the Arms Export Control Act. Sen-
ator WARNER, Senator HAGEL, Senator
RoBB, and I feel that just as food
should not be used as a weapon against
other countries, neither should medi-
cine or medical equipment.

I have heard it said now countless
times over the last hour and a half or
2 hours on this floor that food ship-
ments ought never to be used as an in-
strument of sanctions policy. Whatever
else we may choose to do to sanction a
government, we shouldn’t be hurting
the average person in that country be-
cause they aren’t responsible for the
actions of their leaders. We shouldn’t
be victimizing innocent men, women
and children with our sanctions policy.

I guarantee you that the political
leaders who formulate policies of coun-
tries get their flu shots, get their medi-
cine; they get their food. It is the gen-
eral population who are the innocent
victims who suffer. So we wanted to
add medicine and medical equipment
to make a point today, to put them on
the same footing as food shipment are
treated in this bill, so that we would
begin to set the precedent that food
shipments and medicine will no longer
be used as a tool of our sanctions pol-
icy. Our ultimate goal is to lift all
sanctions on the sale of food and medi-
cine that currently are included in ex-
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isting law, and bar the imposition of
any future sanctions of this kind. We
hope we will accomplish this broader
objective before Congress adjourns
later this year. But that goes beyond
the parameters of the legislation that
is being considered today.

Mr. President, I am pleased to join
with my colleagues in correcting what
is clearly an unintended consequence of
Congressional enacted sanctions—
namely preventing American farmers
from being able to export their prod-
ucts abroad. This not only hurts Amer-
ican farm families, but it also ends up
hurting innocent populations who in
many cases are terribly dependent on
American food stuffs in order to stay
alive. Moreover, it is unlikely to alter
the behavior of the sanctioned govern-
ment.

I do not believe that food should ever
be used as a weapon against other gov-
ernments or people. That is not what
the United States should be about. The
American people have an enormous hu-
manitarian spirit always reaching to
help the weak and defenseless. Surely
there are enough weapons in our for-
eign policy arsenal that we can for-
swear the use of food as a sanctions
tool.

Similarly, I believe that we should
also forswear denying life saving medi-
cines and medical equipment to inno-
cent women and children, simply be-
cause we don’t like something their
government officials may have done.
Let’s not kid ourselves into thinking
we are denying any high government
officials access to all the food or medi-
cine they need—they’ll get it even
though there is scarcity with respect
to the general public.

I am pleased that the Managers have
agreed to accept the Dodd/Warner
amendment that amends the Arms Ex-
port Control Act to make it explicitly
clear that medicines and medical sup-
plies will not be withheld under the
sanctions provisions of this act.

When we impose sanctions against
other governments we are at the same
time sending a signal to the rest of the
world about what the United States
stands for and believes in. For that rea-
son I believe we should never be telling
the world that we believe in starving
innocent people or denying them access
to medical care. It is important that
throughout the planet everyone under-
stands that the United States operates
only on the highest moral standards
and will never stoop to the kind of be-
havior that is the hallmark of petty
dictatorships who care nothing for the
well being of their people.

Mr. President, while I support what
we are doing today, I do not believe it
goes far enough. It does not resolve the
problem that currently confronts the
President with respect to sanctions
generally and India and Pakistan most
immediately. We have done nothing
today to give him the flexibility he
needs to bring India and Pakistan back
within the fold of internationally re-
sponsible countries in the realm of nu-
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clear nonproliferation. I would hope
that we could get agreement to deal
with this issue very quickly so that a
bad situation does not become a global
tragedy.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
under the control of the Senator from
Delaware has now expired.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I ask for
an additional 30 seconds.

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

Mr. DODD. I think this proposal is a
step in that direction. It makes sense.
It deserves our broad-based support. I
strongly urge our colleagues to join
with us on the broader efforts to fun-
damentally change sanctions policy.

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? The Senator from Ken-
tucky has 2% minutes.

Mr. McCCONNELL. Mr. President,
there is no objection to the amend-
ment.

THE PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no further debate, the question is on
agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment (No. 1313) was agreed
to.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. BIDEN. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, the
situation is this. We are just about out
of time, but I have one more Senator
on our side of the aisle who would like
a couple of minutes.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that Senator THOMPSON have 2
minutes and Senator HARKIN have 2
minutes, and Senator BIDEN and I have
2 minutes each for a close.

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

Mr. McCONNELL. So I say to our
colleagues, that means the vote will be
about 8 minutes from now.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

Mr. THOMPSON. I thank my col-
leagues from Kentucky and Delaware.

Mr. President, just a couple of brief
points that I think need to be made in
order to put what we are doing in con-
text. I think the legislation is good leg-
islation and it is needed. However, I
think what we are doing here is taking
a step toward Congress intervening in
the sanctions process, as we have some-
times, and I think that is good. But I
think we need to keep in mind that
most of these sanctions have been
passed in times past because of con-
cerns of nuclear proliferation. Pro-
liferation has come about because of
detonation by countries that have been
carried out in their own countries,
such as India and Pakistan. Prolifera-
tion has also come about because of ex-
ports from one country to another, to a
troublesome country, to a rogue nation
or a nation that we feel might pose
some danger to us.
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So, while we are fashioning a par-
ticular remedy for a particular purpose
with regard to these sanctions, we need
to keep in mind that it is in a much
larger context that we are going to
have to address this. Because, while we
want to liberalize the administration’s
discretion with regard to sanctions in
this area, we need to keep in mind that
what is also going on right now is the
situation where Congress, time and
time again, has expressed concern that
the administration has not used the
sanctions that are available to it. We
have a situation right now where we
have imposed sanctions on India be-
cause of detonations, and India’s re-
sponse is that they are doing so in
large part because of our relationship
with China. China, on the other hand,
continues to be the world’s greatest
distributor of weapons of mass destruc-
tion around the world, and as they do
so, the President waives sanctions on
China.

More recently, the administration
has decided to exercise its waiver au-
thority and not to sanction the Rus-
sian company Gazprom for energy in-
vestments in Iran which violate the
Iran-Libya Sanctions Act.

So, while it may be appropriate and
needed for Congress to intervene to lib-
eralize the application of sanctions in
the area that we are dealing with
today, we need to keep in mind that
while we are bashing sanctions—and I
personally believe that they have been
greatly overapplied, are indiscrimi-
nate, there has not been sufficient dis-
tinction with regard to countries that
pose a threat or not——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s 2 minutes have expired.

Mr. THOMPSON. I ask consent for an
additional 30 seconds.

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

Mr. THOMPSON. We have not made
that kind of distinction; we have not
made a distinction between those coun-
tries that pose a threat and countries
that do not. We are going to have to
address all of those issues and mainly
we are going to have to address the
question of whether or not we want to
also intervene, as a Congress, with re-
gard to those instances where the ad-
ministration is not imposing sanctions
when this Congress believes they
should; where this administration is
granting waivers to Russia and China
time and time again with regard to
their activities of proliferation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I want
to make a few comments in favor of
the bill and its swift passage. I just
want to point out again what the bill
accomplishes. What this legislation
will do is to establish that the auto-
matic sanctions under the Nuclear Pro-
liferation Prevention Act of 1994 will
not include a prohibition against cred-
it, credit guarantees or other financial
assistance provided by the Department
of Agriculture to support the purchase
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of food or other ag commodities. Again,
this bill does not deal with the under-
lying purposes and operation of the Nu-
clear Proliferation Prevention Act of
1994. It only deals with the question of
whether the automatic sanctions will
include USDA credit guarantees or
other financial assistance for the pur-
chase of food and ag commodities.

My views in this regard are similar
to what Hubert Humphrey, a former
Member of this body, once said when he
wanted to extend more food sales to
the then-Soviet Union—which, of
course, was our enemy in the cold
war—and someone was taking him to
task for that. Senator Humphrey re-
plied that he was in favor of selling
them anything that they couldn’t fire
back.

That is essentially my perspective,
too. We ought to be willing to sell food
with credit guarantees not only for our
own purposes here in this country but
because a lot of people whose economic
circumstances are marginal in other
countries need this food for their basic
subsistence.

Finally, it is important that the Sen-
ate not have the misimpression that
this legislation is going to solve what
is shaping up to be a very serious crisis
in rural America and on our farms. We
need to pass this legislation. It will
help, but it should not delude us into
thinking that now this is going to cure
our low wheat prices or corn prices or
solve the farm income problem.

With respect to U.S. ag exports, I
would point out the net impact of U.S.
trade sanctions in six markets—Cuba,
Iran, Iraq, North Korea, Libya, and
Sudan—amounts to only 1 percent of
the total U.S. ag exports. Those six
countries purchased only about 2 per-
cent—I ask unanimous consent for 30
seconds.

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

Mr. HARKIN. Those six countries
purchased only about 2 percent of the
total world ag imports in 1996. When
India and Pakistan were added, the re-
sult was only 3.2 percent of the total
world ag trade subject to U.S. sanc-
tions. That is simply not enough to
have caused the tremendous drop we
have recently seen in wheat and other
commodity prices. So, yes, we need to
pass this bill, but we need to come
back in this body and do something to
help solve the low ag prices that are
hurting our farmers all over America.
This bill alone won’t do it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, what we
are doing here today at the urging of
Senator MURRAY and Senator ROBERTS
is necessary and important. But I want
to make it clear we didn’t start this off
as an ag bill. This is about foreign pol-
icy. This is about sanctions. It does af-
fect us. It is important.

My only regret here today is we are
only exempting agriculture. I hear my
colleagues from the agricultural States
stand up and talk about how farmers
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are put at risk. I point out, people who
work in a factory at Boeing are put at
risk. People who work in the Du Pont
Company are put at risk. People who
work in every other industry are put at
the same risk farmers are put at when
we impose these sanctions. So we
should go further than we are going
today.

That is the task that has been as-
signed to the task force that is chaired
by Senator MCCONNELL and myself. I
am hopeful and I am encouraged by the
fact that we have been nonpartisan in
our approach so far, to try to deal with
this. There is going to be a tendency on
the part of Democrats to say, ‘‘Gosh, if
there is a Republican President next,
maybe we should not do this.”” There is
a tendency on the part of Republicans
to say, ‘“We have a Democratic Presi-
dent for the next 2 years, maybe we
should not do this.” I hope we continue
to rise above that and do what needs to
be done and have a rationalized sanc-
tions policy that is fundamentally dif-
ferent than what we have here today.

But that is easier said than done.
That is our task. We will attempt to do
it. I am just sorry we weren’t able to go
forward with what was, even the broad-
er version of this, was a modest version
of what we had to do. We weren’t able
to get that done today, but with the
leadership of the Senator from Ken-
tucky and the help of our colleagues
who have engaged in this, maybe we
can come up with something before
this session is over that rationalizes
our sanctions policy.

I thank my friend from Kentucky.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kentucky.

Mr. McCONNELL. I thank my good
friend from Delaware. I do look forward
to this challenge we have together to
try to move forward on this issue.

I ask unanimous consent that Sen-
ator GRAMS of Minnesota and Senator
BOND of Missouri be added as cospon-
SOrs.

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

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, be-
fore we close for the vote on this India-
Pakistan bill, let me re-examine our
mandate from the leadership.

Senator BIDEN and I and the task
force have been asked to focus on the
following issues: What constitutes a
sanction? Is it a sanction when we
withhold or condition U.S. foreign as-
sistance? Is it a sanction when we ban
investment? Obviously, it is a sanction
to ban commercial activity or invest-
ment, but there are other issues of aid
conditions that are clearly foggy. What
sanctions are in place? What flexibility
has been offered? And how are these
current sanctions being implemented?
Implementation, even after we enact a
sanction, has been somewhat hap-
hazard.

Mr. President, as the task force
moves forward, let me suggest that we
are very likely to have a hearing before
the August recess to give people out in
the country who are affected by what
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we decide an opportunity to have their
say. We know the business community,
for example, seems to be comfortable
with the 301 process, because they
know what to expect and when to ex-
pect it. We look forward to hearing
from them. There are others out in our
country who feel the United States is,
after all, the beacon of freedom in the
world and we should express ourselves
about policies in other countries with
which we disagree, and we want to hear
from them, Mr. President, as well.

It is the intention of Senator BIDEN
and myself to meet the September 1
deadline that the leadership has given
us. I want to say that we welcome the
thoughts and comments of our col-
leagues both on and off the task force.

Mr. President, I understand that
time has expired.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired. The question is on the en-
grossment and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading and was read the
third time.

Mr. MCCONNELL. I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is, Shall the bill, as amended,
pass? On this question, the yeas and
nays have been ordered. The clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from Texas (Mrs. HUTCHISON)
and the Senator from Arizona (Mr.
KYL) are necessarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 98,
nays 0, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 190 Leg.]

YEAS—98
Abraham Faircloth Lugar
Akaka Feingold Mack
Allard Feinstein McCain
Ashcroft Ford McConnell
Baucus Frist Mikulski
Bennett Glenn Moseley-Braun
Biden Gorton Moynihan
Bingaman Graham Murkowski
Bond Gramm Murray
Boxer Grams Nickles
Breaux Grassley Reed
Brownback Gregg Rei
eid
Bryan Hagel
X Robb
Bumpers Harkin
Roberts
Burns Hatch
Rockefeller
Byrd Helms Roth
Campbell Hollings SO b
Chafee Hutchinson Sanbomm
Cleland Inhofe arbanes
Coats Inouye Sessions
Cochran Jeffords Shelby
Collins Johnson Sm}th (NH)
Conrad Kempthorne Smith (OR)
Coverdell Kennedy Snowe
Craig Kerrey Specter
D’Amato Kerry Stevens
Daschle Kohl Thomas
DeWine Landrieu Thompson
Dodd Lautenberg Thurmond
Domenici Leahy Torricelli
Dorgan Levin Warner
Durbin Lieberman Wellstone
Enzi Lott Wyden
NOT VOTING—2
Hutchison Kyl

The bill (S. 2282), as amended, was
passed, as follows:
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S. 2282

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Agriculture
Export Relief Act of 1998”°.

SEC. 2. SANCTIONS EXEMPTIONS.

(a) Section 102(b)(2)(D) of the Arms Export
Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2799aa-1(b)(2)(D)) is
amended as follows:

(1) In clause (ii) by striking the period and
inserting in lieu thereof ‘, or”.

(2) By inserting after clause (ii) the fol-
lowing new clause—

‘(iii) any credit, credit guarantee or finan-
cial assistance provided by the Department
of Agriculture to support the purchase of
food or other agriculture commodity.”.

(b) Section 102(b)(2)(F) is amended by
striking the period at the end and inserting
“which includes fertilizer.”.

(c) Section 102(b)(2)(D) of the Arms Export
Control Act is further amended in clause (ii)
by inserting after the word ‘‘to” the fol-
lowing words: ‘“‘medicines, medical equip-
ment, and,”’.

(d) Amounts which may be made available
by this section 102(b)(2)(D)(iii) are designated
by the Congress as an emergency require-
ment pursuant to section 251(b)(2)(A) of the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985, as amended: Provided,
That such amounts shall be available only to
the extent that an official budget request
that includes designation of the entire
amount of the request as an emergency re-
quirement as defined in the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985,
as amended, is transmitted by the President
to the Congress.

(e) Any sanction imposed under section
102(b)(2)(D) of the Arms Export Control Act
before the date of this Act with respect only
to the activity described in section 2(a)(2) of
this Act shall cease to apply upon the enact-
ment of this Act.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. NICKLES. I move to lay it on the
table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

————

HIGHER EDUCATION AMENDMENTS
OF 1998

The Senate continued with consider-
ation of the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will resume consideration of S.
1882.

The clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

A bill (S. 1882) to reauthorize the Higher
Education Act of 1965.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I appre-
ciate the fact that the Senate took up
this very important issue of agricul-
tural sanctions and has acted on it.

Now, of course, we return to the
Higher Education Act. The managers of
the legislation have been making
progress. We have at least a couple of
amendments that will still take some
more time. I encourage Senators to
speak briefly and just go ahead and get
a vote on the issues that are involved.
The plan is to stay on the Higher Edu-
cation Act until we complete it to-
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night, so we will need cooperation of
all Senators. I understand some Sen-
ators may have other events they
would like to go to, but you can’t say,
“I want to offer amendments, but, by
the way, I have an event I have to go
to.”

Please work with the Senator from
Vermont and the Senator from Massa-
chusetts. This is important legislation
that expired July 1. We need to get it
completed so we can get it in con-
ference and get it done before we go
out at the end of the year. I believe
with a little cooperation, we can com-
plete this very important Higher Edu-
cation Act tonight. It is my intent for
us to stay in until we get it done to-
night.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the pending
Wellstone amendment be set aside for a
period not to exceed 20 minutes.

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

Mr. JEFFORDS. It is my under-
standing that an amendment will be of-
fered by Senator SANTORUM. He be-
lieves he will take 10 minutes or less. I
know of no one that wants to speak on
the other side.

I ask that Senator SANTORUM be rec-
ognized.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania is recognized.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
thank the chairman of the committee
and also the ranking member, Senator
KENNEDY, and other members of the
working group, including Senator
CoATS and Senator DoDD, for working
with me on this amendment. It is a
very important amendment to propri-
etary schools, career schools, who are
doing the real lion’s share of the work
in educating in the poor communities,
with disadvantaged people in our soci-
ety. They are doing a great job in some
of the toughest settings to try to make
up the skills deficit that we have heard
so much talk about in this country for
the working poor and for those, in
many cases, coming off of welfare.

We are moving from welfare to work,
and we are going to have to have edu-
cational institutions in poor commu-
nities, in the cities, to be able to edu-
cate the poor. As a result, I have
worked with the working group. And I
will send the amendment to the desk I
am offering with Senators DEWINE and
COVERDELL.

AMENDMENT NO. 3114
(Purpose: To amend the Higher Education

Act of 1965 to improve accountability and

reform certain programs)

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
send an amendment to the desk and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
SANTORUM], for himself, Mr. DEWINE and Mr.
COVERDELL, proposes an amendment num-
bered 3114.
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