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foundations, and various other commu-
nity service entities in our State, as
well as across this country, that try to
make America and Michigan better
places to live and better places to raise
families.

In any event, Mr. President, Max
Fisher has led a great life, and he has
contributed much during that life to
all of us, and to his nation in particu-
lar. So | wish to pay tribute to him on
the event of his 90th birthday and also
to pay tribute to him for the many
things he has done to advance us,
whether it is in the political arena, the
business arena, the charitable arena, or
a variety of others. Unfortunately, be-
cause of our schedule, | will not be able
to participate in the events this
evening that will commemorate his
birthday. | know that | speak for a
number of our colleagues, who have
friendships with Max, in sending him,
on all of our behalf, warm congratula-
tions on this important event.

Mr. President, | yield the floor and
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
whose time is the quorum call?

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, |
yield it on the basis of the time that
has been yielded under the previous
quorum call.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
objection?

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mr. BUMPERS. Parliamentary in-
quiry: Does the order provide for a
quorum call?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
unanimous consent agreement called
for the time to be counted equally
against each side.

Mr. BUMPERS. | ask unanimous con-
sent, with the permission of the Sen-
ator from Michigan, to divide the time
of the quorum call between the two
parties, the proponents and the oppo-
nents.

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

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 1
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. WELLSTONE. | thank the Chair.

Is there

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP-
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN-

ISTRATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1999

The Senate continued with the con-

sideration of the bill.
PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, |
also ask unanimous consent that Dan
Weiner, who is an intern in my office,
be allowed to be in the Chamber during
the debate on this bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. WELLSTONE. | thank the Chair.
AMENDMENT NO. 3146

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent that a letter from Wally Sparby,
who is the State executive director of
the Minnesota Farm Service Agency be
printed in the RECORD.

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

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AG-
RICULTURE, FARM SERVICE AGEN-
CY, MINNESOTA STATE OFFICE,
St. Paul, MN, June 30, 1998.
DAN GLICKMAN,
Secretary, U.S. Department of Agriculture,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SECRETARY GLICKMAN: Please find at-
tached copies of letters received from several
County Committees requesting that CCC
commodity loans be extended. The Min-
nesota State FSA Committee is also request-
ing your assistance and support. Minnesota
producers are facing an economic crisis and
conditions will continue to deteriorate with-
out assistance.

Market rates have dropped drastically. The
last week of June 1995 producers were receiv-
ing an average market price of $2.50 for corn.
In the last week of June 1996 corn markets
were averaging $4.50 and in 1998 the corn
price has dropped to an average $1.92 per
bushel. The same is true of wheat. The last
week of June 1995 the average market price
was $4.50 per bushel; in 1996 the average was
$5.60 per bushel and in 1998 the price has
dropped to an average of $3.25 per bushel.
Producers have no control over market
prices and the Federal Agriculture Improve-
ment and Reform Act of 1996 and limited the
marketing tool provided by the CCC com-
modity loan program.

Due in part to Minnesota’s geographic lo-
cation, transportation can be a major prob-
lem. Elevators are indicating there will be a
shortage of transportation and storage this
fall. As of June 29 there were 13.4 million
bushels of wheat, 153.9 million bushels of
corn, 31.3 million bushels of soybeans, and 3
million bushels of barely under CCC loan.
There are also oats, flaxeed, sunflowers and
canola under CCC loan in Minnesota. Of that
total 191.2 million bushels and cwt. will ma-
ture between July 31, 1998 and December 31,
1998. CCC is already taking delivery of barley
and we believe other grains will follow when
loans mature. Elevators have indicated that
they will be unable to take delivery of grain
when the 1998 harvest begins. Harvest will
coincide with loan maturity dates creating a
major storage problem.

The CCC Commodity Loan Program is a
marketing tool. Historically CCC commodity
loans have provided producers with a chance
to market their grain while obtaining cap-
ital at a reasonable interest rate. Prior to
two years ago loans could be extended during
periods of market downturns thus providing
producers the flexibility to store their grain
until the markets improve. Programs also
provided for interest forgiveness and storage
payments during market downturns.

Extension of CCC loans will only help pro-
ducers if storage is available, if interest does
not continue to accrue of the loans and if
there is some type of income to sustain pro-
ducers until the markets improve. We are
proposing and asking for support of a farm
storage facility loan program and the exten-
sion of CCC commodity loans. To provide a
safety net we propose that when market
rates reach a certain low that producers be
paid storage and that interest stop accruing
on CCC commodity loans. A summary of our
proposal is attached.

We are also asking for full support of the
proposal to remove the ‘“‘cap” on corn and
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wheat loans. The Federal Agriculture Im-
provement and Reform Act of 1996 which
“‘capped’’ the loan rate has resulted in loan
rates below the five year average (dropping
the high and low years). Historically local
market have followed the CCC loan rate. It
has only been in the past couple of years
that has not been true. Higher loan rates
would influence an improved market price
for commodities.

We believe that in many cases these
changes could mean the difference between
the continuation of the family farm and lig-
uidation.

We appreciate your consideration.

Sincerely,
WALLY SPARBY,
State Executive Director,
Minnesota Farm Service Agency.

Mr. WELLSTONE. | thank the Chair.

Mr. President, | speak in favor of this
amendment introduced by Senator
HARKIN and ask unanimous consent
that if | am not already, | be included
as an original cosponsor.

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

Mr. WELLSTONE. This amendment
will lift the cap on the farmer’s mar-
keting loan rate and extend the loan
repayment period from 9 months to 15
months. That sounds very impersonal,
to lift the cap on the loan rate and ex-
tend the repayment period, but | say to
my colleagues—and | know my col-
league from North Dakota, Senator
DoRGAN, will speak about this as well—
this proposal goes to the heart of what
we must do this week if we are to re-
spond to the economic pain, and for
that matter, the personal pain, of
many farm families in our country.

I will be going to another farm crisis
meeting in Granite Falls, MN, in west-
ern Minnesota, this Saturday. | am
hoping and praying | can come back
with a report that we have been able to
take some action that will give farmers
some hope—it is really a desperate sit-
uation.

Wally Sparby, who is the director of
the Farm Service Agency in Min-
nesota, is predicting that on the cur-
rent course—and we have to change the
course—we could see about 20 percent
of the farmers in serious trouble. That
is a lot of farmers in the State of Min-
nesota. Agriculture is very important
to my State. From 1996 to 1997, we saw
about a 38-percent drop in farm in-
come.

When | talk to farmers at gatherings,
or when | am in cafes in Minnesota, |
think the one thing they talk about
more than anything else—and | imag-
ine you hear the same thing in Arkan-
sas—is price. That is really the key
thing—a fair price in the marketplace.
That is what farmers are asking for.
They are saying, give us a fair shake.

Now, unfortunately, that is not what
is happening, and | believe that one of
the mistakes that was made in the 1996
Freedom to Farm Act, which | called
then the ““Freedom to Fail Act”—and |
wish | could be proven wrong, but un-
fortunately | think the evidence which
is staring us in the face proves me
right—while we gave farmers the flexi-
bility in planting, which | am all for,
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the problem is that the loan rate which
sets the floor price is set at such a low
level. Right now, the 1996 farm bill caps
the price at an extremely low level ar-
tificially. The rate is $1.89 per bushel of
corn and $2.58 for wheat. No one can
cash-flow or stay in business at these
prices.

Since market prices are now, in fact,
nearly down to those levels for corn
and for wheat, that is exactly why we
have this crisis which we are calling an
emergency. So far in Minnesota this
year the average price for corn has
been under $2 a bushel and it has been
about $3.25 for wheat. In the wheat-pro-
ducing parts of Minnesota, those low
prices have combined with the bad
weather and scab disease to create
truly dire economic conditions.

What | want to say to colleagues, and
what | want to say to people in our
country is that right now $2 a bushel
for corn and $3.25 for a bushel of wheat
is way below the cost of production.
Farmers cannot make it—nobody can
make it—at these prices, unless you
are a huge conglomerate that can
weather low prices while family-sized
farms get driven out, and then you can
buy up that land. But for the Midwest
and for other parts of the country as
well—this is not just a regional issue—
for all of us who value the family farm
structure of agriculture where the peo-
ple who farm the land live there and
live in the community, this is a crisis
all to be spelled out in capital letters.

What our farm policy used to be was
that when the prices were good, you let
the market pay the farmers. When the
market wasn’t so good, you would help
stabilize income by holding the market
price up. Freedom to Farm changed
that. In other words, the loan rates
gave the farmers some leverage vis-a-
vis the huge grain companies because,
if the prices were down, farmers just
held on because they knew at least
they would get this loan at this price.
But, of course, the grain companies
needed the grain so they would have to
pay more. That set the price for the
farmers.

Now, what we have done with this
cap is we have set the loan rate at such
a low level, the prices are plummeting,
people cannot make it at these prices
and therefore they are going under.
This is a matter of elementary justice.

This amendment that | speak in be-
half of lifts the cap on the loan rate.
That means that the loan rate would
rise to $2.25 for corn and $3.22 for
wheat. This is still too low a price.

I see my colleague from North Da-
kota in the Chamber. If we at least do
that, combined with extending the pe-
riod that the farmers can hold on for
another 6 months, extend the loan rate
period, then | think we can begin to lift
the market prices.

Now, | would like to raise the loan
rate further, and Senator DORGAN and |
may be back in the Chamber to talk
about this later or to take action on
this later. | think it should be some-
thing like at least $3 for corn and $4 for
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wheat, at least for a targeted level of
production, which would be a family
farm level of production.

But | want to make it crystal clear
that at the very minimum what we
have to do this week—this is very rea-
sonable; this is a 1-year emergency—is
take the cap off the loan rate to begin
to get the prices going up, extending
the period for the loan rate, making
sure that there is some indemnity pay-
ment, some disaster relief for farmers
that have been hit by this disaster of
low prices, bad weather, scab disease.
This is all targeted, all focused on a
disaster in rural America, in agricul-
tural America, and this for us, for
those of us who come from the farm
States, is a matter of huge importance.
There is no more important amend-
ment that we could be speaking for
than this amendment.

Mr. President, | just want to speak to
one argument that has been made on
the floor, and that is the argument
that trade is the answer. I am for
trade. In fact, I wish we had fairer
trade for agriculture. But | find it sur-
prising that some so-called advocates
for farmers are in a big hurry to grant
fast track negotiating authority.

My question is, For what? If we ex-
port more bushels of corn, or more
bushels of wheat, at a loss, how does
that do the farmer any good? | say to
my colleague from North Dakota, it is
sort of confusing to me. If, in fact, the
prices are so low that the farmers in
our States are losing on every bushel of
corn or every bushel of wheat they
produce, how does it help them to
produce more bushels of corn or more
bushels of wheat? It makes no sense at
all.

Mr. DORGAN. Will the Senator from
Minnesota yield for a question?

Mr. WELLSTONE. | will be pleased
to yield for a question.

Mr. DORGAN. | wonder if the Sen-
ator from Minnesota remembers a cou-
ple of years ago this Congress—or a
Congress passed a new farm bill, one
that | voted against and one he voted
against. Do you remember, following
the passage of the new farm bill, some
of the large corporate agricultural in-
terests were celebrating? They said,
“We won.”” The big corporate agricul-
tural interests said they won. So they
were having a big celebration.

It is not surprising, then, back when
they were trying to push this kind of
farm bill through, that those of us who
voted against this farm bill said, “You
are pulling the safety net out from
under family farmers.”’

You have minimum wages for folks
who work at the bottom of the eco-
nomic scale in town. What they were
trying to do 2 years ago, with the farm
bill, is the same as saying to the mini-
mum wage earners: Let’s cut the mini-
mum wage to a buck an hour and call
it “freedom to work.”” It would be the
same thing on minimum wage: Let’s
cut it to a dollar an hour and call it
““freedom to work.”’

What they said to farmers was: Let’s
pull your safety net out from under
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you and call it Freedom to Farm. What
a bunch of baloney. Then prices col-
lapsed, we have crop disease, we have
disaster, we have family farmers going
broke in record numbers, so many that
we don’t have enough auctioneers to
handle the sales in North Dakota, and
now we are back here a couple of years
later and folks say, ‘‘Gee, the farm bill
is working just fine.”” It is not working
just fine. This is not an accident. We
don’t have price supports that are suf-
ficient.

I would say the amendment before
us, offered by the minority leader, is
the most modest of amendments. We
ought to go, at a minimum, to $3.75 or
$4 on a marketing loan, triggered to
the first 20,000 bushels of wheat pro-
duced, so that you target some reason-
able support to family farms and say,
with that, that family farms matter,
they have merit and worth and value in
our society.

Does the Senator recall, a couple of
years ago, the celebration by the cor-
porate interests in agriculture over the
passage of that farm bill?

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, in
reply to my colleague from North Da-
kota, | also want to ask my colleague
to focus his attention for a moment on
the original United States-Canadian
trade agreement superseded by NAFTA
and ask him how well our wheat grow-
ers have fared by that agreement.

Those who are talking fast track
without a fair trade agreement for
farmers—I want to raise a question
about that in a moment. But let me
say to my colleague, the thing | find
maddening right now—and | hope | am
wrong—is that, yes, obviously, if the
farmers don’t have the leverage and
they can’t get the price, it is great for
the grain companies; they get to buy
from the farmers at record low prices.
The problem is that | think a lot of col-
leagues are not willing to revisit this
question. In other words, we voted for
what was called Freedom to Farm. We
set the loan rate at such a low level,
the prices have plummeted, and what |
worry about is that somehow this
amendment becomes a referendum on
Freedom to Farm. It is not.

For those colleagues, Democrats and
Republicans alike, who supported the
Freedom to Farm bill—fine; we can
continue to agree or disagree. But for
right now, given the fact that prices
are way down, all we are saying in this
amendment is, for 1 year, as an emer-
gency measure, take the cap off so we
can get the loan rate up, so we can get
prices up. Combine that with indem-
nity payments and a couple of other
measures, but in particular these two
measures, and we can help get farm in-
come up and enable people to stay on
the land and not be driven off their
land. That is what it is all about. In
other words, time is not neutral. We
are confronted with the fierce urgency
of now.

I would say to colleagues, | am will-
ing to debate trade policy. Personally,
I don’t think the United States-Cana-
dian agreement has worked well at all
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for our wheat farmers. Nor has
NAFTA—it has been a terrible agree-
ment, a terrible agreement. You can
ask the farmers about that.

But above and beyond any debate
about trade policy today, above and be-
yond the overall debate about the Free-
dom to Farm bill, let me just simply
make this appeal to everybody who is
out here. For right now, can't we at
least reach some common agreement
on some emergency measures that we
can take? The fact of the matter is,
you can export more bushels of corn
and more bushels of wheat, but if the
price is so low it is costing the farmers
more to produce that bushel of corn
than the farmer is getting for that
bushel of corn or bushel of wheat, they
go further and further in debt.

At least let’s get the floor up. At
least let’s get the price up. At least
let’s get the disaster payments out
there. If we do that, then we will have
taken some action that will be con-
crete, will be real, and can make a dif-
ference. There is a lot more | would
like to say about what | call the “‘free-
dom to fail”’ bill. I am a critic of it. |
think it is a terrible piece of legisla-
tion. | said it then; I will say it now. It
was great for the grain companies; it
was terrible for the family farmers. It
looked great when prices were up and
transition payments were out there,
but what goes up goes down, and now
we have no way of stabilizing the situa-
tion for family farmers in this country.

This amendment goes a significant
way toward stabilizing the situation,
getting the prices up, enabling our
farmers to get back on their feet to be
able to cash-flow. Combine it with the
disaster relief payments and we will
have done something good.

I hope we will have support for this
amendment.

| yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, | appre-
ciate the thoughts expressed by the
Senator from Minnesota. | want to fol-
low on, just briefly, on the question of
trade. It relates to this entire issue of
how farmers are doing, because farmers
are told by some: You go ahead and
compete in the free marketplace. We
will set you loose. Go ahead and com-
pete in the free market.

Then farmers discover there is no
free market. When they market up, the
large grain trade firms have their fists
around the neck of the body of a few
firms that control all that. Four firms
control most of the flour milling; four
firms control most of the meat pack-
ing—you name it. | have shown the list
out here. In every area where farmers
market, there are four firms that con-
trol the majority of the processing.

With respect to trade—the Senator
from Minnesota mentioned trade—
farmers are told: You compete in the
free market system.

Let me tell you just about the United
States-Canadian situation. The vote on
the United States-Canada Free Trade
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Agreement, when | was in the House of
Representatives and on the Ways and
Means Committee, was 34 to 1; 34 to 1.
Guess who the ‘1 ”” was. Yes, that’s me.
It probably says one of a couple of
things. It probably says | have no influ-
ence at all with the other 34 members.
It may say that. They said to me, ““You
are going to be the only one who votes
against this. Gee, this must be a unani-
mous vote. We must have your vote.
Everybody else in this committee is
going to vote for this.”

I said, “This is a terrible piece of leg-
islation for this country. You are sell-
ing out American farmers with this
trade agreement, and you know it. And
I wouldn’t vote for this in 100 years.”
And | didn’t.

Let me tell you what has happened.
We have a woman from North Dakota
who marries a Canadian, and they go
back to southwestern North Dakota for
Thanksgiving. She decides, “‘I am going
to take some of that good hard red
spring wheat that they produce in
North Dakota—we produce in North
Dakota, back to Canada, because I am
going to crush it a little bit back there
and bake some whole wheat bread.”
She loves to bake bread.

So they go back to Canada after their
Thanksgiving break. She has a couple
of grocery bags full of hard red spring
wheat from North Dakota, so that
when she gets back home she can bake
a little bread. She gets to the Canadian
border and she is told, ‘“Oh, we are
sorry, you can’t take that wheat into
Canada. You can’t take a couple of gro-
cery sacks full of wheat into Canada.”
All the way to the border she meets
semi-truckload after semi-truckload
after semi-truckload of Canadian
wheat coming south.

Or a man with a pickup truck, and
just kernels of wheat in the back, is
told you must sweep out the back of
the pickup truck before you can enter
Canada with kernels of wheat. So he
sweeps the pickup truck box out. All
the time he is sweeping, Canadian 18-
wheel semi-truckloads of wheat are
coming into this country. In fact, we
even had an agreement with Canada at
one point to provide some sort of rea-
sonable limit, and they exceeded the
limit last year by 25,000 semi-truck-
loads—25,000 semi-truckloads.

I went up to the border—I told my
colleagues this many times before—
with Earl Jensen, and we had a 10-year-
old, orange, 2-ton truck with a few
bushels of wheat on it. We almost had
to use our windshield wipers to wipe
away the grain splattering against our
windshield on a windy day from Cana-
dian 18-wheelers hauling all that flood
of Canadian grain into our country.

Guess what? When Earl and | pulled
up to the border, we were told, ““We’re
sorry, you can’t get that American
grain into Canada.”

Free trade? Who negotiated that kind
of soft-headed, weak-kneed trade
agreement do we have that refuse to
stand up for this country’s interest,
that say to other countries, ‘“Yeah, you
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can close your borders to us and we
will open our borders to you, and we
will call it fair, and we will call it
square”’—what kind of a deal is that?

In this town, everybody talks about
free trade, never wanting to talk about
the details. The fact is, every one of
our farmers in North Dakota and every
one of the farmers in Minnesota, rep-
resented by Senator WELLSTONE, con-
front that problem every day, and it is
unfair.

That grain comes flooding across our
border, 1 am convinced unfairly sub-
sidized, and we sent the Government
Accounting Office up to the Canadian
Wheat Board to audit their books and
records, because we think they are
dumping illegally in this country.
Guess what they said? ‘“We are sorry,
we have no intention of opening our
books and records to you; scram, get
out of here.”” So here we are.

Prices collapsed because of unfair
trade and, yes, Canada is a major part
of that. Prices collapsed for a dozen
other reasons. Rampant crop disease
devastates the quality of the crop, and
then we have farm families who for 30
years have been turning that yard light
off and on every morning as they get
up to do chores, gas their tractor, go
out and plant their seeds and hope they
can raise a crop. And now they are
told, ““Well, gee, we are sorry; we have
free trade and a free market and if you
can’t make it in either, tough luck.”

The plain fact is, there is no free
trade and there is no free market, and
anybody who thinks about the details
and the specifics knows it. We owe it to
the farmers of this country in a range
of areas, whether it is international
trade or price supports or other areas
to say we want to stand for the interest
of family farmers.

Let me also say the Freedom to
Farm bill was a bill that had a couple
of propositions, one of which makes
eminent good sense, and | support it,
and that is, farmers ought to be able to
choose to plant what they want to
plant when they want to plant it. That
makes sense to me, and | support that.
But the other is to say we will now es-
sentially withdraw price supports and
tell farmers you operate in the free
market, despite the fact the free mar-
ket doesn’t exist. That doesn’t make
any sense. If ever an example of throw-
ing the baby out with the bathwater is
appropriate, it is here.

We didn’t need, in order to give farm-
ers planning flexibility, to decide that
price supports don’t matter. Eighteen
years ago, the target price for wheat
was $4.38 a bushel, and the loan rate
was $3.65 a bushel. In every other area,
prices have gone up for input costs; in
every other area dealing with other
earners, minimum wages have been in-
creased some. But the compensation
for farmers has been substantially di-
minished in terms of support prices. It
is as if to say the economic all-stars in
this country don’t matter. They work
hard, they produce well, they produce
the best quality food for the lowest
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percent of disposable income anywhere
on the face of the Earth, and they are
told, “By the way, the value of what
you produce does not have worth.”’

| said yesterday, and | say it again,
because at least to me personally it is
so perplexing and seems so Byzantine,
this morning, as | speak, halfway
around the globe, we are told there are
old women climbing trees in Sudan to
forage for leaves to eat because they
are near starvation. A million, a mil-
lion and a quarter people are on the
abyss of starvation. And then halfway
around the globe, again, we are told
those family farmers, who raise food in
such abundant quantity and such good
food, that what they produce doesn’t
have value and doesn’t have worth.

The marketplace says to them—
whatever this marketplace is—choked
down on the top, choked from the bot-
tom, choked on the sides by unfair
trade by monopolies from railroads, to
grain processors, to millers, you name
it; they are telling the farmer in this
distorted marketplace that what you
produce doesn’t have value. It costs
you 5 bucks per bushel to produce; we
will give you $3 for it. Want to lose $2
a bushel? That is fine. Lose your herit-
age, lose what your dad produced, lose
what your grandad produced. And you
go to these meetings and you find these
folks who stand up at a meeting, as
they have for me, and one sticks out in
my mind—I have had many of them in
recent weeks—a big, burly, husky kind
of guy with a beard and with friendly
eyes who said, ‘“You know, | have been
a farmer all my life. | love farming. My
grandad farmed. My dad farmed, and |
have farmed for 23 years.”” He got tears
in his eyes and his chin began to quiver
as he said, ““But | have to quit. | can’t
make it. I can’t raise grain at $5 a
bushel or $4.50 a bushel and sell it at
$3.50 a bushel and my lender says |
can’t get enough money to put in the
next crop.”

When you see people like that begin
to tear up and talk about what family
farming means to them, then you un-
derstand this is not dollars and cents,
this is not just some macroeconomic
theory, this is something much more in
this country.

Family farming has always meant
much more than just dollars and cents.
Thomas Jefferson described it, as | said
yesterday, as the most important en-
terprise in America. His words were
more eloquent than that, but that is
what he said. What he meant was these
people who dot the landscape in Amer-
ica, the broad-based economic owner-
ship that comes with family farming
contributes immensely to our country.
I have said before, it contributes to the
family values of our country. Family
values have always originated on fam-
ily farms and rolled through to our
small towns, nourishing our small
towns and our big cities.

There is much more here than just
dollars and cents. | hope that as we
begin these discussions we can remem-
ber this. At least the first amendment
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that we adopted yesterday says, yes,
this Congress recognizes there is a cri-
sis. In my State, family farmers have
seen a 98-percent decrease in net in-
come. Name anybody living anywhere,
except the wealthiest among us, who
could, at the end of a period where they
have lost 98 percent of their income,
stand and say, ‘“Well, I am doing just
fine.”” Most everybody on every block
in every community in every facet of
life would be flat on their back losing
98 percent of their income, and we
know that.

It is not different for family farmers.
They are now flat on their backs facing
collapsed prices, rampant crop disease
and fundamentally unfair trade in
every direction, markets that are cap-
tured and cornered and collapsed by a
few companies, a few companies that
control those markets.

It is one thing to say to farmers, ““It
is a free market and free trade, and
God bless you, and what happens.”
That is not, in my judgment, what this
country ought to offer family farmers
in terms of domestic policy.

(Mr. BURNS assumed the Chair.)

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, may I
direct a question to the Senator from
North Dakota?

Mr. DORGAN. | will be happy to re-
spond.

Mr. JOHNSON. As | understand the
immediate amendment before the Sen-
ate having to do with marketing loans,
it strikes me, and | wonder if the Sen-
ator shares this view, that we need to
put this in some perspective. There are
some who view this as a debate on
Freedom to Farm, and certainly there
are those of us who have widely and
varied opinions on that underlying leg-
islation. But the amendment that is
pending, does the Senator agree, does
not unravel or turn inside out or other-
wise dispose of the Freedom to Farm
legislation?

The amendment, as | see it before
me, builds on what is already in the ex-
isting farm bill; that is, a marketing
loan provision that is already there, at
an inadequate level, but it is there, and
the amendment that is pending simply
gives the President of the United
States the authority in a state of emer-
gency for 1 year to remove the current
loan caps and raise the cap on wheat
from $2.58 a bushel to $3.22, on corn
from $1.89 to $2.25, on soybeans from
$5.26 to $5.33 and extend the loan period
from 9 months to 15 months?

Would the Senator agree that this is
not a radical amendment? This is not
an amendment that somehow sweeps
away the previous legislation—and we
have different opinions about what
ought to happen—but this amendment,
it would seem to me, is a very modest,
in fact, very narrowly crafted and a
very modest change in what is already
existing law. Would the Senator agree
with that point on this issue?

Mr. DORGAN. The Senator from
South Dakota, Senator JOHNSON, states
it exactly as it is. | have said before,
this particular amendment gives mod-
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esty an understated reputation, in my
judgment. It is too modest for my
taste. | certainly am going to support
it. | certainly will support it because it
does increase the loan rate, albeit to a
level that is far too low. It does in-
crease the loan rate some. It does ex-
tend the time in which a farmer can
use that marketing loan to better mar-
ket their grain; and certainly we ought
to do that.

If we say, as a consistent philosophy,
farmers should go to the marketplace
for their price, then you must give
farmers the time to access the market-
place when the price might be better
than it is just after harvest. Normally,
just after harvest they truck that grain
to the elevator and—guess what—they
find prices that are not very high. It
would be better for them to hold it and
wait until it is in their advantage to
market it.

The Senator from South Dakota de-
scribes it as it exactly is. This does
not, in any way, unravel the tenets of
the current farm program. Would | like
to unravel it? You bet your life |
would. I do not support it. | never did.
I think it is a terrible farm program.
Does the planning flexibility make
sense? Yes, it does. | support that fully.
But the notion that somehow we ought
to decide that in every other area we
will provide some basic support be-
cause that area has merit and worth
and value, but in family farming we
will pull the support out because some-
how that is of lesser value to this coun-
try—as | said earlier, this is a lot more
than dollars and cents.

That is what the farm bill debate
missed a couple of years ago. The spe-
cific amendment which | intend to vote
for but which is so incredibly modest—
it really ought to be replaced by an
amendment that says for a certain
amount of production, 20,000 bushels of
wheat, for example, we will provide a
$3.75 or $4 loan rate, marketing loan
rate—not the kind of loan where the
Federal Government takes control of
the grain but, in effect, it becomes a
marketing loan where we pay the dif-
ference between what the farmer gets
on the open market and what the sup-
port price is. That is what we ought to
be doing. But this amendment is cer-
tainly worth supporting because, as the
Senator says, it does not fray, under-
mine or unravel the tenets of the cur-
rent farm program.

Mr. JOHNSON. Well, may | ask the
Senator from North Dakota—I applaud
his work on this amendment. | have
long supported his concept of targeted
assistance for family producers in this
context and various others. We have
discussed this over the years. But when
we expand the loan period from 9 to 15
months, if the producers are required
to sell their product within a shorter
window of time, does that depress the
price further? And who gains by pro-
ducers having to sell their grain within
a shorter window of time than over a
longer window of time? Who are the
winners and who are the losers when
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all of the farmers are required, within
a relatively short window, to dispose of
their grain at one time? Who wins and
who loses by that policy?

Mr. DORGAN. The answer to that is
clear. The bigger interests win, the lit-
tler interests lose. That is why it
seems to me that if you follow the phi-
losophy of the current farm policy, you
have to give them the flexibility of
going to the marketplace when it is in
their interest. And they do not have
that capability now because most of
them are forced to haul that to the
market and sell it as soon as they get
it off the ground because they have to
pay back the operating loans.

Anybody who says this isn’t about
big versus little is just flat wrong.
Look, if somebody wants to farm an
entire county, they have every right to
do that. They can farm the entire
county. They can buy 50,000 acres of
land. They can plow as far as they can
plow in 24 hours, camp overnight, and
plow back as far as they can. They
have a right to do that in this country.
But they ought to join with the good
Lord and their banker and figure out
how they make ends meet. | am not
terribly interested if they want to try
to farm the whole county, how we offer
price supports for them.

But the family out there farming a
family-size operation, they are turning
on the yardlight, they are doing
chores, they are taking enormous
risks—do | want to provide some type
of continuity and help for them? Of
course | do. It seems to me, we ought
to construct an approach that says to
those folks, “You really do matter.”
We have in North Dakota—you prob-
ably have the same in South Dakota,
and | assume other States—we have 53
counties. Ten of them are growing and
43 of them are shrinking. My home
county was 5,000 people; it is now 3,000
people. All that has to do with family
farmers leaving the farm. And they are
now leaving at an accelerated pace.

I do not know that there is a magic
answer to all of this. It is just that this
particular amendment is an amend-
ment that says, let us try to find a way
to give farmers some flexibility to ac-
cess the marketplace when it is more
in their interest to do so rather than be
forced to haul their grain to market
and sell it when perhaps the prices are
at bottom levels.

Mr. COCHRAN. Would the distin-
guished Senator yield for a question?

Mr. DORGAN. Of course.

Mr. COCHRAN. My question is, How
long do you intend to hold the floor? |
am curious—not critical at all—but cu-
rious, because | agreed to yield to the
chairman of the Agriculture Commit-
tee time on the amendment. He has
been on the floor now for almost 30
minutes. | was just curious to know
when | might be able to yield some
time to him.

Mr. DORGAN. | have nearly com-
pleted my statement. | respect the Sen-
ator from Indiana and the Senator
from Mississippi. They both are won-
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derful legislators. We might disagree
from time to time on some of these
issues, but | know he has been here for
some while. This is, as you might
imagine, enormously important. Agri-
culture drives our State’s economy. |
feel very strongly about a number of
these issues. But | certainly want the
Senator from Indiana to be able to
make his statement.

Let me finish by saying, | do not
come here trying to figure out who is
at fault. While | have strong feelings
about farm policy, when | think this
current policy is not good farm policy,
and | have opposed it in the past, |
think everyone comes at this with good
will and with their own strong feelings
about what ought to be done.

But | do think that family farmers
out there, are struggling these days
against the odds and circumstances
where they cannot control their own
destinies at all. It is not their fault
they have been devastated by crop dis-
ease. That is not their fault. It is not
their fault that grain prices have col-
lapsed. They did not have anything to
do with that. And it is not their fault
that the Crop Insurance Program, that
we advertised as replacing a disaster
program, does not work at all for some-
body who suffers five straight disas-
ters.

One-third of our counties in North
Dakota have had a disaster every year
for 5 straight years—every year for 5
straight years. It is not their fault that
crop insurance does not work for them.
Each succeeding year means you get
less of a base because you did not get a
crop the previous year, so you still pay
those premiums and get less from the
Crop Insurance Program.

Again, farmers ought not to be fault-
ed for these circumstances. We ought
to find a way to create a connection
here to something that does work, to
say to them, *““You matter. And we
want to do something that makes a dif-
ference for you. We want to do some-
thing that gives you the opportunity to
continue to farm.” If you are a good
manager and if you are willing to take
some risks, we’re willing to stand for
you and with you to say, ‘Yes, here’s a
disaster program. Here’s an indem-
nification program. Here’s a little bet-
ter opportunity on a loan rate. Here’s
the ability to hold that grain a little
longer. Here are a number of things we
want to do to try to make your life a
little easier.””’

If we do that together—and | hope we
will—and if we work with President
Clinton who some of us plan to meet
with this afternoon—I hope that per-
haps at the end of the day we will all
have decided that we have made a dif-
ference for family farmers. And, more
importantly, | hope that family farm-
ers will decide that we have made a dif-
ference in their lives as well.

Mr. President, | yield the floor.

Mr. COCHRAN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
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distinguished Senator from Indiana,
Mr. LUGAR.

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

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, | thank
the distinguished chairman of the sub-
committee for his insistence on my
gaining recognition. | appreciated the
colloquy between the distinguished
Senator from North Dakota and the
distinguished Senator from South Da-
kota and the earlier comments of the
distinguished Senator from Minnesota.

I come before the Senate as a fifth-
generation family farmer; that is, five
family generations of Lugars, from the
1820s in Grant County, through the
present farming operation we have in
Marion County, have been involved in
the business of farming. We take the
family farming very seriously on the
604 acres of corn and soybeans and tree
stands that I am now responsible for
and have been for the last 42 years.

The contents of farm legislation are
interesting to me as a citizen of this
country, certainly as a member of the
Agriculture Committee, and as one
who is affected by those policies as |
try to determine what | ought to plant,
what my opportunities are as a family
farmer in Indiana. | have been a long-
time member of the Indiana Farm Bu-
reau, as was my father, Marvin Lugar,
and my uncle, Harry Lugar, a long-
time member of the farmer’s union in
Indiana. | have been responsive to both
groups and to others who have been in-
volved in organizational agriculture as
we helped to fashion the last four farm
bills.

I come before the Senate today just
having addressed a meeting 2 days ago
of the American Farm Bureau Presi-
dent’s Group. At least on a couple of
occasions a year, the president of each
of the 50 State farm bureaus come to
Washington, along with the various
persons in their organizations. During
the course of that colloquy with the
farm bureau presidents, | was ap-
proached by a gentleman who men-
tioned he is the president of the North
Dakota Farm Bureau. His name is Jim
Harmon. Jim Harmon, the president of
the North Dakota Farm Bureau, gave
to me an article which he had pub-
lished in the North Dakota Farm Bu-
reau Journal.

I quote from his article. Mr. Harmon
says:

It seems whenever things get difficult in
farming, we look for someone or something
to blame. That is certainly the case with the
financial crisis facing farmers and ranchers
in the northern plains where we have had
continuous years of adverse growing condi-
tions, now compounded by low prices. Some
would like to assign blame to the ‘““Freedom
to Farm’ bill; and have Congress reopen it
to “fix’’ the price problem. This is the wrong
route to take, because ‘“Freedom to Farm’ is
not the problem—only the scapegoat. If the
Act is reopened, | fear that farmers stand to
lose much more than they can possibly gain.

Mr. Harmon continues:

The argument is being made that we need
to reinstate the old ‘“‘safety net’” program of
the last 50 years. Fifty years ago, we had al-
most seven million farmers in the United
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States. We now have two million. What kind
of ‘“safety net’’ lets that many producers slip
through it? The only thing those programs
guaranteed was a price ceiling on most com-
modities in most years. Stable prices at low
levels with rising production costs is not the
prescription for profitability in farming. In
the current legislation, the ‘“‘safety net’” of
price supports and disaster declarations (not
always successful), was replaced by ‘“‘transi-
tion payments’ to offset the impact of de-
pressed prices, and the promise of meaning-
ful risk management tools to reduce the ef-
fects of natural disasters. For North Dakota
farmers, the promise of an improved crop in-
surance program in our risk management
tool kit still needs to be fulfilled.

A recent study by researchers in the Agri-
cultural Economics department at NDSU in-
dicated that about three-fourths of North
Dakota’s 1997 decline in net farm income was
due to yield and quality reductions, and one-
fourth to low commodity prices.

Blaming the current farm bill for the de-
pressed cereal grain prices is also off the
mark. The bill authorizes $500 million for the
Export Enhancement Program. Only $150
million was appropriated, of which NONE
has been used until the now famous EEU bar-
ley shipments into the United States. Ade-
quate funding of the Market Access Pro-
gram, along with a comprehensive strategy
for expanding foreign markets for our com-
modities are tools that must be developed
and implemented if agriculture is to succeed
in the global marketplace.

Mr. Harmon continues:

Another area that deserves attention is the
fact that the United States has made sanc-
tions against countries that comprise 11 Per-
cent of the world wheat market (accounting
for 40 percent of the world wheat export mar-
ket). Given American agriculture’s depend-
ence on export markets, trade sanctions usu-
ally punish farmers more than the leadership
of the country we’re mad at.

Farm Bureau strongly believes that the
following components are necessary to en-
sure the success of the current farm pro-
grams:

Mr. Harmon says:

Improve Federal Crop Insurance and de-
velop new cost-efficient income coverage
programs.

Utilize to the fullest extent, all of the
trade tools available, including EEP, GSM
102 and 103 Credit Programs, MAP, and the
Foreign Market Development (FMD) Pro-
grams.

Provided promised reforms in the areas of
wetlands, pesticides, air and quality regula-
tions.

Expand agricultural research funding.

Other items that will complete an inte-
grated ag package include FARRM accounts,
income averaging, estate and capital gains
tax relief.

Changing current farm law will only open
the door to false hope for those of us who
need real answers. Real answers can be found
by using the tools available to their fullest
potential.

| believe that Mr. Harmon, the presi-
dent of the North Dakota Farm Bu-
reau, has made the case very well for
the current farm bill. He has also of-
fered some excellent suggestions. | am
hopeful that, as Senators meet with
the President today, the President will
subscribe to many of the suggestions
that Mr. Harmon has made.

Let me simply add, as that conversa-
tion with the President commences,
that it would be helpful to have in
front of the President U.S. Department
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of Agriculture estimates that the farm
bill now in force in this country is pro-
viding payments totaling $17.180 billion
over the 1996-1998 marketing years;
that is, the first 3 years of this new
farm bill. This $17.18 billion of pay-
ments to producers is in comparison to
what would have been paid under the
old farm bill. That would have been
only $9.63 billion.

In essence, the current farm bill, dur-
ing 1996, 1997, and 1998, will have made
available to producers in these transi-
tion payments $7.55 billion more than
they would have received if we had con-
tinued the old farm bill. I think that is
an important point, Mr. President, be-
cause that amount of income, $7.5 bil-
lion, is out there in farm country now.
It is in the hands of family producers,
family farmers, and it is reality, as op-
posed to speculation.

Further, the transition payments
under the farm bill are made earlier in
the planting season than were the old
deficiency payments. This has allowed
family farms more latitude for plan-
ning as they go into planting their
crops.

Under the new farm bill, farmers
have the flexibility as to what types of
crops to plant and in what amounts.
Farmers plant for the market rather
than for the Government. The distin-
guished Senator from North Dakota
noted that was one portion of the new
farm bill that he liked. It is a very im-
portant one.

As a family farmer, let me simply
testify that for many years we planted
corn because we were in the corn pro-
gram and failure to plant corn might
diminish the base on which our support
payments were based. Therefore, we
had to follow the dictates of the Fed-
eral Government that often asked us to
set aside 5, 10 or 15 percent of our crop-
land.

We could have produced things that
did not have a program, Mr. President,
but that would have diminished the
base, so that if we wanted to return to
the program, we would have been out
of luck. As a result, for years, USDA
essentially dictated the amounts of
corn, wheat, cotton and rice—so-called
program crops—to family farmers.
Now, as a matter of fact, with Freedom
to Farm, we are exercising that free-
dom. We are planting what the market
signals the market wants. We are
maximizing our opportunities. It is a
critical point, Mr. President, but to-
tally impossible under the old supply
management of the farm bills of 60-
some years.

I note that current farm prices have
prompted some Senators to suggest
that the 1996 farm bill should be
changed to alleviate what they per-
ceive to be a farm crisis. Mr. President,
we have had a lot of testimony before
the Agriculture Committee and, in-
deed, we have heard farmers from the
Dakotas and from the Chair’s own
State of Montana, and from northern
Minnesota, testify about terrible
weather problems, multiple crop fail-
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ures—extraordinary difficulties that
were recognized by this body when
emergency disaster relief aid went to
the Dakotas and to some other States
last year.

Mr. President, let me just say that
even granted this crisis—and it is one
that hopefully can be met by many
farmers through the crop insurance
that they have taken out, and partici-
pation in the Dakotas, where crop in-
surance is intensive, perhaps more so
than most any other two States—given
marketing opportunities that have
been available that, hopefully, will be
available again given the cyclical na-
ture of crop prices, and certainly the
changes in the weather that dictate
from day to day very sharp changes in
the futures market, we are all hopeful
of trying to alleviate the crisis as per-
ceived by some States and some coun-
ties that have a genuine crisis.

| just point out, however, to all Mem-
bers that 1998 farm prices—the ones we
now have either for crops that have
been harvested, or prospectively, for
those in the fields—are low in compari-
son to the unusually high prices of 1995
and 1996. But they are about equal to
the 1990-94 average price levels for
wheat, corn, and soybeans. | point out
that 1995 and 1996 had some unusual
factors; namely, that the USDA
guessed wrong and required farmers,
such as myself, to set aside acreage
and, in fact, the weather did not co-
operate and we had very small crops in
the country. Prices went up, predict-
ably.

| just say, Mr. President, that we are
now in more normal planting situa-
tions in which there are not excessive
stocks around the world. Farmers are
planting for the market. And my point
is that the prices now are roughly the
1990-94 average for wheat, corn, and
soybeans. USDA projects that farmers,
this year, will receive an average of be-
tween $2.70 and $3.10 for the 1998 crop of
wheat. The 1990-94 average was $3.11.
Corn prices are projected between $1.95
and $2.35, according to the USDA, and
that is certainly much more specula-
tive given the fact that we still have
some time to make that crop, as com-
pared to an average of $2.30 in the early
1990s.

Mr. President, anyone who has
watched the futures markets in the
last few weeks has seen prices reverse
direction drastically and dramatically.
December corn closed on June 23, for
example—not long ago—at $2.67 and
three-quarters, a recovery of 30 cents
from the contract lows—all in one fell
swoop. Similarly, November soybeans
closed at $6.40 and three-quarters, a 70
cent recovery from contract lows ear-
lier in the season.

Today’s low prices are not caused by
the farm bill. They reflect large world
grain supplies, a direct result of the
high prices of 1995 and 1996, distorted
somewhat by USDA set-asides. But
they reflect something much more, Mr.
President, and that is a profound crisis
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in the economies of many Asian na-
tions. If it were not for the Asian cri-
sis, this Nation would be well on the
road to setting another all-time record
for the dollar value of farm exports.
USDA’s current projection of $56 bil-
lion in 1998 exports is about $4 billion
less than the record—$60 billion—in
1996. If Asian demand simply matched
last year’s level, with no growth, we
would have matched and exceeded the
$60 billion figure. USDA forecasts that
our exports to non-Asian countries will
actually be 8 percent greater than in
the record-setting year of 1996.

The farm bill is a source of help and
not harm for farm income. From 1996
to 1998, as we pointed out, the pay-
ments have been $17.18 billion, $7.5 bil-
lion more than the old farm bill. | just
simply say that this money continues
throughout the duration of the current
farm bill. The payments are well
known to farmers. So in terms of for-
ward planning of their operations, they
understand the money in the bank that
is provided by the current farm bill.

Let me just say that one of the ways
in which many northern plains farmers
who have been especially afflicted by
very bad weather, and sometimes by
wheat scab disease—a number of the
northern plains farmers have adapted
to these wheat problems, and scab and
other disease problems, by changing
the crops that they plant—oilseed acre-
age, for example, in North Dakota. And
other States have expanded dramati-
cally at the expense of wheat acres.
Such wholesale shifts could not have
occurred under the old farm policy.
The disincentives to change crops were
simply too great. Freedom to Farm is a
package deal. Its aim is to leave plant-
ing decisions in the hands of the farm-
ers and not the Government. And to
achieve this goal, the FAIR Act pro-
vides full planting flexibility, bans pro-
duction controls, and decouples income
support payments.

Another element in the farm bill is
the relatively low loan rates, and that
is the subject of the amendment before
us. The purpose of the loan rates in the
farm bill now is the same as the act’s
other features: to make certain that
price supports are a short-term mar-
keting tool and not an alternative mar-
ket. Loan rates should not be set high
enough to influence farmers’ planting
decisions, and they should not tie up
grain in storage for such a long period
of time that market signals are dis-
torted.

To state it another way, Mr. Presi-
dent, | have been asked by Senators,
“Why is it a bad thing for marketing
loans to bring grain into the hands of
the Federal Government?”” The basic
reason is that grain doesn’t disappear
on its own accord. It is there; it is a
drag on the supply side. It means ev-
erybody taking a look at futures mar-
kets knows it is still there. It has to be
sold at some point. It depresses price.
It depresses income. It is not a quick
fix; it is not a good fix. Under the cur-
rent farm bill, it is not meant to hap-
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pen. That is why proposals to raise
loan rates or extend the time for loans
are doubly objectionable.

Not only do they put a further strain
on the Federal budget, but they put the
Government back in the business of
substituting its judgment about crop
decisions for the market’s judgment,
and for that matter, about marketing
the stores of grain the Government ac-
cumulates. The projected crop prices
for the 1998 marketing year are much
lower than I would like to see, particu-
larly when compared to the high prices
of 1995 and 1996.

Mr. President, there are a number of
steps that we will need to take in the
Agriculture Committee and on this
floor to assist farmers to obtain higher
prices. | want to discuss some of those
later in the day. But for the moment
on the current amendment, just for the
benefit of Senators, the amendment
deals with removing the 1996 farm bill
ceiling on loan rates. And it would
mean that the USDA would be free to
raise the 1998 crop loan rate to 85 per-
cent of the past 5-year market price av-
erage excluding the high and the low
years. The amendment would remove
loan rate caps for marketing assistance
loans for wheat, for feed grains, for cot-
ton, and rice measured in fiscal year
1999 effectively uncapping the loan
rates for the 1998 crops.

Finally, the amendment would per-
mit the Secretary of Agriculture to ex-
tend the term in the marketing assist-
ance loans from the current 9 months
to 15 months.

| state all of this, Mr. President, be-
cause | am not certain in the debate
thus far that it has been clear exactly
what uncapping the loan rates means.
It means, as | have stated, taking the
last 5 years in these program crops, ex-
cluding the top and the bottom years,
and, therefore, the average of the re-
maining three. And this results, for the
benefit of Senators who are wondering
about the amounts of money involved,
that the current loan ceiling for wheat
under the current farm bill is $2.58 a
bushel. The calculation of the 85 per-
cent of the 5-year average, excluding
high and low prices, would raise that
loan rate to $3.16.

Mr. President, | make the point
about wheat because | have already
suggested that the average price of
wheat calculated by USDA is now esti-
mated after a pretty good harvest at
between $2.70 and $3.10 for the year.
Thus, we would be creating a loan rate
higher than the likely average price for
wheat marketed this year. It is logical
in that event that very large amounts
of that crop are going to go under the
marketing loan. If, in fact, to take a
practical example, a wheat farmer has
some prospects for the average price of
$3.10, or lower than that, he or she
might decide to use the marketing loan
to get the $3.16, and let the Federal
Government worry about what is going
to happen generally with the supply of
wheat in this situation.

For corn, the situation is not quite so
generous. The current farm bill mar-
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keting loan would be $1.89 a bushel.
Given this 5-year averaging, again with
the high and low out, that goes up to
$2.17. 1t is conceivable that given a
bumper crop of 9.5 billion bushels that
corn could dip below $2.17, and, if so, a
good bit of corn would come under this

procedure.
Soybeans are at $5.26, the marketing
loan rate. Under the farm bill, that

would be $5.54 given the 5-year calcula-
tion if you removed the cap. It is hard
to tell precisely what the situation
would be for beans, but maybe a simi-
lar one to corn.

In any event, you can predict that
stock accumulations would be inevi-
table. These would lead, | suspect, to
calls from the floor for supply control
for USDA to step in and try to prevent
a further accumulation of a glut of
grain that is depressing prices in this
country, and depressing farmers as
they see those prices going down. Mr.
President, this is not even a good quick
fix. It is a prescription for enormous
difficulty.

Mr. President, the amendment before
us, as | understand, has been tailored
in various ways so that, although the
Congressional Budget Office has not
yet scored the amendment, it is clear
that it would cost at least $1.6 billion,
with approximately $400 million of that
cost due to extending the term in the
marketing loan by 6 months, and the
remaining $1.2 billion due to uncapping
the loan rates,

Mr. President, | point out that in the
action taken in this body the other day
to make possible the tender offer by
Pakistan, if it comes, for 37 million
bushels of U.S. wheat, the Congres-
sional Budget Office finally scored
that, as | recall, at about $35 million in
costs. And a huge scramble occurred to
try to find where $35 million is, even to
meet that emergency action. They
found it. That is why the legislation fi-
nally made it through both Houses to
be signed by the President.

But we are talking now about $1.6
billion in this amendment. The quick
fix of this situation is to say, “Well, it
is an emergency outside the budget.”
Unless somebody declared that today
with regard to each of the same things
that we are discussing, | see no major-
ity support in this body for a declara-
tion of emergency of this character. |
see no prospect in the other body for
that to occur. The money simply would
have to come, if it is to be appropriated
in this way, from other agriculture
programs. And the scramble will begin
as to who will pay the piper. This is a
zero sum game.

Mr. President, | add, finally, | started
my talk by mentioning my visit with
the state presidents of the American
Farm Bureau. The American Farm Bu-
reau and the 50 presidents who were
there are not calling for this amend-
ment. As a matter of fact, they do not
believe the amendment is good policy,
nor do I.

Let me just suggest that there are
things for which farm organizations



S8172

are calling. The distinguished occupant
of the Chair organized an important
meeting of a good number of producer
groups not long ago. During the course
of that meeting a number of sugges-
tions were made that are important
policy changes. Among those were re-
authorization of the Presidential fast-
track trading authority. If there is a
single item, Mr. President, that is im-
portant to higher income on the farm,
it is that one, because in order to have
an extension of our exports, an exten-
sion of our sales and our marketing,
the President must have fast-track au-
thority. No other country will deal
with it. It is quite apart from the
World Trade Organization, which is
about to have an important meeting in
1999. At that meeting we are all en-
couraging Ms. Barshefsky, our Trade
Representative, or anybody else who
might represent us, including the Sec-
retary of Agriculture, to make certain
that agriculture is at the top of the
priorities. Normally agriculture is at
the bottom of the priorities. And that
will take some pushing and shoving,
because a good number of other inter-
est groups in our country will say, “We
don’t want to hold up a deal with other
countries due to their antagonism to
agriculture.” The most protected of all
areas is still in agricultural trade.

So we have to have fast-track au-
thority. We ought to be debating that
if we are talking about agricultural in-
come, and hopefully we will be debat-
ing that very soon on this floor.

Second, we must have International
Monetary Fund reform. | start by ‘“‘re-
form,” because | appreciate the com-
ments that have been made in various
meetings of our committees about how
IMF operates. But we are also going to
have to have refunding and replenish-
ment for the IMF. The cupboard is al-
most bare. The possibilities are that
the nations of the world—we contrib-
ute about 18 percent of that money,
and it is good to have at least 82 per-
cent contributed by others. The na-
tions of the world may, indeed, come to
the rescue of other nations very
promptly. Commodity prices are down
worldwide. We are discussing today the
problem of agricultural prices in the
world. But, if we were in another coun-
try at another time, we would be dis-
cussing the implications of low oil
prices, or low copper prices, or the fact
that a certain deflationary trend seems
to have come over primary foods and
materials throughout the world affect-
ing the economies. Enormous flexibil-
ity and safety net situations are going
to be required.

Third, the agricultural groups almost
unanimously have talked about eco-
nomic sanctions reform with a special
emphasis on unilateral sanctions, the
ones that we impose all by ourselves,
and that we have imposed 61 times in
the last 5 years and that have affected
maybe $20 billion of American income

and several hundred thousand Amer-
ican jobs.
Later in this debate on the agri-

culture appropriations bill, 1 will be of-
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fering as an amendment a sanction re-
form bill that deals prospectively; that
is, just with the future, but at least
sets in motion criteria for the adminis-
tration and for Congress in considering
unilateral economic sanctions and esti-
mates as to their cost and a sunsetting
provision that we can get rid of them
after they have achieved what they
were supposed to do. It is a modest
amendment, but it is an important
amendment in the sense of giving hope
to farmers in America. Do we care
about them enough to be thinking how
the sale is going to be made, how mar-
keting can occur with this most vital
of humanitarian commodities, food
supply.

Fourth, farm groups have called for
establishment of normal trade rela-
tions with China. They have called for
stronger oversight on biotechnology in
negotiations with the Common Market
and with others so that we are not de-
nied the remarkable breakthroughs in
our own science. They have asked for
full funding of the agricultural re-
search bill, and hopefully we will pass
that as a part of this overall ag appro-
priations legislation.

Earlier, of course, the farm groups
were instrumental in helping us all to
come to passage of the agricultural re-
search bill itself.

And 5 years of crop insurance provi-
sions, which we now see were so criti-
cally important given the precarious
nature of agricultural income due to
weather and other events in so many
parts of the country.

I would point out that act alone, the
Ag Research Act, and the crop insur-
ance provisions for 5 years were tre-
mendously important in making a dif-
ference for agricultural income now as
well as for the foreseeable future in our
country.

The farm groups are calling for es-
tate tax reform. Of anything that has
come before our committee, that has
had greater unanimity in terms of farm
families, and these are the same family
farms bandied about in the conversa-
tion all the time. They are saying, if
we are going to have a family farm, we
are really going to have to have estate
tax reform and reduction and pref-
erably abolition. Hopefully, that will
come before the body.

These are elements of a successful
farm policy. We are finally going to
have to come down to the point of dis-
cussing the difference between selling
the crop and storing the crop, and
there is a big difference. What | and
many others are advocating is that we
sell, that we market, that we move the
crop. A third of all that we do in agri-
cultural America has to move; a tough
job in the face of the Asian demands
falling off precipitously but not impos-
sible.

As | have pointed out, we are export-
ing to non-Asian countries 8 percent
more now than we were doing in the
1996 record export year, and that did
not happen by chance. It happened be-
cause agricultural marketers and farm-
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ers taking trade groups and personally
visiting countries have done a remark-
able job. We have to help that substan-
tially, and we can. The policies | have
talked about today are fully within our
purview in the Senate to debate and to
discuss and to enact.

Let me just mention that those of us
on this side of the aisle know that
there are no quick fixes, but we do
know that action is important as well
as rhetoric. Less than an hour after the
Senate approved the sense-of-the-Sen-
ate amendment offered by the distin-
guished Democratic leader last
evening, we gave final congressional
approval to the broad exemption of ag-
ricultural products from India and
Pakistan sanctions under the Glenn
amendment. The Senate’s action
should allow U.S. wheat to compete in
today’s Pakistani tender for 350,000
metric tons of exports.

Yesterday, | joined nine other Sen-
ators from farm States in calling for
action this session on the distinguished
Senator from lowa, Mr. GRASSLEY’S
Farm and Ranch Risk Management
Act, which gives farmers important
new tools to manage the variability of
farm income. I am hopeful that will be
enacted in this session.

Also, yesterday nine of us from farm
States wrote the Secretary of Agri-
culture, Mr. Glickman, in support of
actions which he can take now without
legislation to increase exports of hu-
manitarian food assistance. The CCC
Charter Act provides authority for a
wide range of Secretarial action, and
our letter lays out how a new initiative
could use existing funds to expand
overseas concessional sales of wheat,
vegetable oil, feedgrains and other
commodities.

| ask unanimous consent that both of
the letters enunciating these policies
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letters
were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

U.S. SENATE, COMMITTEE ON AGRI-
CULTURE, NUTRITION, AND FOR-
ESTRY,

Washington, DC, July 14, 1998.
Hon. DAN GLICKMAN,
Secretary of Agriculture, Department of Agri-
culture, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SECRETARY: We have reviewed
your July 7 letter to the Vice President,
transmitting a draft bill to permit unobli-
gated funds of the Export Enhancement Pro-
gram to be utilized for food aid. We share
your goals of enhancing U.S. producers’ in-
comes through higher exports and augment-
ing our nation’s ability to meet humani-
tarian needs throughout the world.

Without prejudice to your legislative pro-
posal, we believe it may also be possible for
you to take administrative actions, consist-
ent with existing statutes, which will
achieve many of the same purposes more ex-
peditiously. We would like to share our re-
flections on this matter for your consider-
ation.

The Commodity Credit Corporation Char-
ter Act grants relatively broad powers to the
Secretary to achieve stated purposes. These
powers are not unlimited, but they do afford
you considerable latitude of action.

In particular, Section 5 of the Charter Act
instructs you to use the CCC’s general pow-
ers for eight stated purposes. Among these
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are to ‘“‘[p]rocure agricultural commodities
for sale to . . . foreign governments, and do-
mestic, foreign, or international relief . . .
agencies . . .””  Another priority is to
“‘[e]xport or cause to be exported, or aid in
the development of foreign markets for, agri-
cultural commodities . . .”’

The Charter Act’s history suggests that
these purposes may be achieved through pro-
grams and procedures that are similar to
those which exist or have existed under
other statutes. Thus, in the mid-1980s the
EEP was operated for a time under Charter
Act authority after the statute which then
authorized EEP had lapsed.

We believe a fair reading of the Charter
Act permits you to establish a program
which would operate in the following man-
ner. During a specified period (perhaps the
last fiscal quarter as proposed in your draft
bill), the Secretary could determine that all
or part of funds authorized for EEP during
that fiscal year would not be used. In this
situation, the Secretary could authorize the
use of CCC funds in an amount equal to the
unused portion of EEP authority. The CCC
funds would be utilized in a newly created
Food Assistance and Market Development
(FAMD), program.

The FAMD would be established under
Charter Act authority to export agricultural
commodities. CCC would purchase commod-
ities at prevailing market prices for
concessional sales to foreign buyers, whether
public or private. The FAMD’s terms and
conditions would be similar but not identical
to those for Title | of P.L. 480. Notably we
would suggest that priority FAMD be given
to market experiencing a temporary need for
food aid because of macroeconomic or other
problems, but likely to resume commercial
purchases in future. Other priorities under
the new program might be markets which
have recently made political or economic re-
forms, as well as countries with which the
U.S. has recently resumed diplomatic rela-
tions. It might be that repayment terms and
grace periods would also differ from those
under Title I, although all terms and condi-
tions would need to be consistent with inter-
national norms for bona fide food aid. We in-
tend these parameters to be descriptive rath-
er than prescriptive, and acknowledge that
you will want to tap the expertise of market
development professionals in both USDA and
the private sector in developing any new pro-
gram.

We do note, though, that there is ample
need for the American products which would
be exported under this program. Title | fund-
ing has declined by roughly half in recent
years. In correspondence which we earlier
shared with you, U.S. producer groups iden-
tified potential non-emergency food assist-
ance needs of about $150 million for wheat
alone. Additional opportunities to assist de-
veloping countries and lay the groundwork
for commercial relationships exist for vege-
table oils, protein meals, feed grains, meats
and other commodities.

In our judgment, you possess the authority
to implement the program we have de-
scribed. We will be happy to discuss further
with you or officials of your Department the
potential for moving quickly to assist needy
populations and enhance U.S. farm exports.

Sincerely,

Dick Lugar, Pat Roberts, Larry E. Craig,
Rick Santorum, Chuck Grassley, Mitch
McConnell, Thad Cochran, Paul Cover-
dell, Jesse Helms.
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U.S. SENATE, COMMITTEE ON AGRI-
CULTURE, NUTRITION, AND FOR-
ESTRY,

Washington, DC, July 13, 1998.
Hon. TRENT LOTT,
Majority Leader,
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. LEADER: We write to share our
thoughts about one important way Congress
can safeguard the future of our nation’s fam-
ily farms.

The FAIR Act is providing income support
to agricultural producers. Because of its sys-
tem of direct transition payments, farmers
in 1996-98 will have received $7.6 billion more
in federal assistance then would have been
the case under an extension of prior law. We
will join you in resisting any changes to the
FAIR Act’s basic provisions.

To prosper, however, the agricultural in-
dustry requires sound macroeconomic, fiscal
and trade policies. In our recent meeting
with national farm leaders, all of us heard
these producers advocate fast-track trade
authority, the reform of economic sanctions
and other forward-looking initiatives. We
thank you for your leadership in these and
other areas.

The farm leaders also praised S. 2078, the
Farm and Ranch Risk Management Act,
which Senator Grassley introduced and all
the undersigned Senators support. The
FARRM Act will allow producers to save a
portion of their farm income on a tax-fa-
vored basis in an effort to smooth out vola-
tile income streams and minimize the risks
involved in farming. If farmers and ranchers
had been able to avail themselves of such
FARRM accounts in recent years, the impact
of this year’s lower commodity prices would
have been significantly mitigated.

Under S. 2078, eligible producers may take
a deduction of up to 20 percent of taxable net
farm income for FARRM account use. Inter-
est income earned from the account will be
distributed (and taxable) annually. With-
drawals of principal from the FARRM ac-
count will be taxed as ordinary income in
the year the withdrawals occur. Money can-
not remain in a FARRM account more than
five years.

Thus, the FARRM account is not a retire-
ment plan but a risk-management tool. Rev-
enues in farming and ranching are notori-
ously volatile. We need only look at the wide
swings in commodity prices between 1996 and
the present to see that farmers need a range
of ways to manage variable prices. The
FARRM Act will let producers set pre-tax
money aside during good years and then use
it during years of financial stress. The re-
sponsibility to manage the account will rest
with the producer, who is best able to assess
his or her individual financial situation in a
given year.

S. 2078 is a bold and innovative proposal.
We seek your assistance in securing fair con-
sideration for this important legislation, and
hope that if the Senate acts on major tax
legislation this year, S. 2078 will be included
in any such bill.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Chuck Grassley, Dick Lugar, Larry E.
Craig, Thad Cochran, Pat Roberts,
Paul Coverdell, Phil Gramm, Dirk
Kempthorne, Chuck Hagel, Kit Bond.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, Repub-
licans will continue to press for prompt
action on appropriate legislative vehi-
cles. We will join our House colleagues
on both sides of the aisle in asking for
a vote this year on fast-track author-
ity, and we want to proceed with all
Senators to move ahead on IMF replen-
ishment and reform. We are hopeful of
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seeing passage of sanctions reform leg-
islation.

We are determined to create addi-
tional demand for American farm prod-
ucts and thus higher prices and hope-
fully higher income. We are working
with farm groups all over the country
for implementation of those portions of
the farm bill which have led to the low-
ering of costs, so that the bottom line
in terms of net income for farm fami-
lies might be more positive.

| share the general feeling in this de-
bate that these are stressful times for
millions of people in farm country. We
have to address that up front and so-
berly. In these comments this morning,
Mr. President, | have tried to illustrate
that | believe the general outline of the
farm bill has led to more income, more
cash in these 3 years for farmers, and
will in the next 4; that we have great
possibilities, given Freedom to Farm,
to do things on our farms that are most
profitable guided by market signals.
And finally, we have our work cut out
for us in the Senate in dealing with the
strengthening of our foreign trade posi-
tion and the demand that we must
have.

Not long ago, | heard a lecture using
this same general idea, that a third of
our sales now go abroad—a third ex-
ported of our farm commodities and
farm animals. The suggestion was, as a
matter of fact, that already a third of
the world trade that we were doing was
with Asia. We had hoped for more ex-
pansion, and that seemed on the hori-
zon, given the rise in Asian incomes
prior to this year.

Most of that third of the Asian trade
is gone temporarily. We may have
some success with this sale in Paki-
stan, and | hope that we will. Cer-
tainly, we are active as a Nation in
South Korea, and there are some possi-
bilities for sales there. The Indonesian
market for the time being is dev-
astated, and likewise not too much
from Thailand, from Malaysia, and
from other countries that have been af-
flicted.

If you take away a third of the third
of income that already was exported,
that amounts to about one-ninth the
demand for all that we do. It is no won-
der that prices have fallen, but it
should be a wonder if we do not act to
market, to sell, to move this grain and
this livestock by originating new poli-
cies that make a difference in world
trade, where our bread and butter will
come in agricultural America.

For these reasons, | hope Senators
will reject the amendment before us
dealing with the marketing loan fix. In
my judgment, it will be expensive, with
money we do not have, it will depress
prices rather than lead to an increase,
and it will give the impression that
this is in any way even a partial solu-
tion when, in my judgment, it will be a
strong step backwards.

| thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.
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Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, | am
delighted the chairman of the Agri-
culture Committee, the distinguished
Senator from Indiana, has had an op-
portunity to make the case against
this amendment offered by the Demo-
cratic leader, by Senator HARKIN, and
by others. It is just as clear to me as
anything can be that the weight of the
evidence is against the passage of this
amendment by the Senate.

One other point that | do not think
has been made enough is that the pur-
pose of this legislation we are dealing
with today is to appropriate money to
fund the Department of Agriculture
programs, the FDA, and CFTC as well.
We are not here to really pass judg-
ment on the legislative authority for
the Department’s expenditure of
money. This amendment, offered by
the Democratic leader, purports to and
intends to rewrite legislative language
that was approved by the Congress in
the 1996 farm bill and was signed by the
President and implemented through
regulations and administrative actions
by this administration.

Our committee has the responsibility
of determining how much money is
needed to carry out that farm bill and
what authorities we have in law to
spend the funds that have been allo-
cated to our subcommittee under the
budget. So our responsibilities are real-
ly limited by law. If we decided to start
rewriting provisions of the farm bill of
1996, that would be a never-ending or-
deal for the Senate to put itself
through. For that reason, the Senate
ought to reject this first amendment
that seeks to start that process. This is
the first amendment offered to this bill
that seeks to rewrite legislative au-
thority of the Department of Agri-
culture to administer a farm program.
If we start down this road this morning
on this amendment, it may never end.

Think about this. When we were
writing the farm bill of 1996, we had the
best information, advice, and counsel
from experts on agriculture programs
at our hearings in the Committee on
Agriculture. The House went through
the same exercise. The administration
was actively involved. There was give
and take. There was compromise. But,
in the end, we developed a consensus of
what ought to be done to put our coun-
try on a firm footing of legal authority
for programs that would support agri-
culture. So the end product was the
1996 farm bill. If we start trying to
undo it and rewrite it piecemeal, sec-
tion by section, we are going to have
the biggest mess on our hands you
could ever dream of.

So the Senate ought today to vote
for the motion to table, which | will
make in due course, when time has ex-
pired or when all time is yielded back
on this amendment. | hope the Senate
will reject this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
seeks time?

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, | sug-
gest the absence of a quorum and sug-
gest the time should be charged equal-
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ly between the proponents and oppo-
nents of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, | ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, how
much time does this side have remain-
ing?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 44 minutes 55 seconds.

Mr. HARKIN. | yield myself 20 min-
utes, to begin with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized for 20 minutes.

Mr. HARKIN. 1| listened, of course
with great interest and intent, to the
comments by the distinguished chair-
man of the Agriculture Committee, my
good friend from Indiana. I am privi-
leged to serve as his ranking member
on the Agriculture Committee.

I think, first of all I will just respond
to that and also to the statement made
by the chairman of the Agriculture Ap-
propriations Subcommittee about, “My
gosh, we passed the farm bill in 1996.
Here we are, do we want to rewrite
it?’—and all that kind of stuff—‘ ‘We
should not open it again right now. It’s
the third year we are in it.”

The 1996 farm bill is not the Ten
Commandments. It was not written in
stone for all time. We have a crisis im-
pending on us in agriculture. The bot-
tom is falling out. Prices are going
down every day. Are we so stuck in our
ways here, are we so wedded to some
ideology imprinted in the 1996 farm
bill, that we cannot respond?

“Oh, 1 am sorry. We see you are los-
ing your farms. We see the prices going
down. But, | am sorry, we passed a bill
here 3 years ago and we cannot touch
it.”

Again, we are not really opening up
the farm bill. We are simply making
one minor change. Loan rates were
capped in the 1996 farm bill—capped,
frozen; they are still there. We are not
introducing something new into agri-
cultural legislation. It is simply that a
decision was made to cap them.

That is OK. That was OK for the last
couple of years, because grain prices
have been relatively high. But now
when the bottom is falling out of the
market for a variety of reasons, now is
the time when farmers need a little bit
of assistance. What kind of assistance?
They need flexibility.

We hear a lot about that word, “‘flexi-
bility.” In the 1996 farm bill, it did give
farmers flexibility in planting deci-
sions. That was a good part of the 1996
farm bill, a concept that was supported
by everyone. But how about flexibility
for the farmer to be able to decide how
to market their crops? That is what we
are trying to do by raising the caps on
the loan rates—to give the farmer the
ability to harvest the crop, get a loan
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on that crop to pay the bills, and then
be able to market that crop when the
farmer feels it is most advantageous
over the next 15 months. That is called
flexibility, Mr. President, flexibility—
to give the farmer some flexibility in
marketing.

What | am hearing from the other
side now is, ““No, we don’t want to give
that farmer flexibility. We want to give
the farmer flexibility in what to plant.
But when it comes time to market, he
is at the whims of the marketplace, of
weather, of other countries and what
they do, over which we have no con-
trol.”” That farmer is at the whims of
the disastrous Asian economy. We can-
not even give that farmer a little bit of
support to give him the flexibility to
market over 15 months? What non-
sense. What utter, absolute nonsense.

Thousands of farm families are fac-
ing severe economic hardships. They
are in danger of losing their livelihood,
their life savings. Just yesterday, the
Senate went on record with a sense-of-
the-Senate resolution saying there is a
great economic crisis In agriculture
and calling for immediate action by
Congress: 99 to nothing. Nice words on
paper. But now, here is the first vote to
implement that sense-of-the-Senate
resolution that we passed yesterday.

We are for the first time trying to
raise the caps on the loan rates to give
the farmer the flexibility to market,
and now we can’t even give them that
much. We can’t even do this modest
step. What did that sense-of-the-Senate
resolution mean?

Mr. President, | offered that sense-of-
the-Senate resolution along with Sen-
ator DASCHLE. It passed 99 to 0. | am
wondering, if we can’t even do this
modest little step to help our farmers
out, maybe we ought to recall that
amendment. Maybe we ought to have
another vote on it and this time vote it
down. Why give all this flowery sup-
port that we are going to help agri-
culture? There is a problem out there
and on the first vote, “‘l am sorry, the
farm bill is written in stone; we can’t
touch it.”

What we are proposing is a quite
modest and reasonable response to try
to prevent the farm situation from be-
coming any worse and to help turn it
around. Quite frankly, | am a little em-
barrassed at the modesty of our pro-
posal, but we thought in order to mini-
mize any opposition, we would keep it
limited. We are not proposing any radi-
cal changes in farm policy. We are not
opening the floodgates of the Treasury.
We have been very careful in that re-
spect.

I must confess, if we cannot manage
to adopt even this modest amendment
today, it will speak volumes about the
willingness of this body to respond to
the dire situation in rural America
that we just recognized yesterday in a
sense-of-the-Senate resolution.

I underscore that the rural economic

crisis is not the fault of America’s
farmers. We have a world situation
where large supplies of commodities
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have combined with weakened demand,
with a terribly depressed Southeast
Asian economy that has driven com-
modity prices lower. In the last 2
years, farm level prices for corn, wheat
and soybeans have declined 39 percent.
Cattle prices are 20 percent below the
level earlier this decade. Hog prices for
the first half of 1998, are the lowest
seen in 20 years. On top of that, numer-
ous regions have experienced bad
weather and crop diseases that have
devastated our farmers.

As of yesterday, a farmer would re-
ceive a price of $2.50 a bushel for wheat
at a country elevator in Dodge City,
KS. At that price, the average Kansas
farmer with about 350 acres of wheat in
the ground right now will suffer a loss
of more than $40,000 over his cost of
production. And we are telling that
farmer we can’t do anything to help
him?

With the average corn market price
announced by USDA on July 10, the
typical lowa corn farmer will be losing
more than 35 cents of every bushel of
corn he markets, even considering the
modest Government payment that he
is going to receive under the 1996 farm
bill.

Mr. President, 32 of 50 States have
suffered declines in farm income in 1996
and 1997. Here it is, 32 of 50 States:
North Dakota, 98 percent; lowa, down
16 percent; New York, 44; Pennsylvania,
32 percent; Kentucky, down 29 percent;
Tennessee, loss of 28 percent; Missouri,
down 72 percent. That is what is hap-
pening. That is the loss in farm in-
come, according to Dept. of Commerce
figures. As | noted yesterday, Standard
& Poor’s Index for Wall Street has gone
up 36 percent in the last year. Look
what has happened in agriculture. And
yet we can’t do anything? Not even
this modest, little increase in loan
rates?

If the price estimates released July
10 by USDA hold up, lower corn and
soybean prices will cause an additional
loss of farm income in my State of
lowa alone of over $1 billion this year.
That translates into 19,000 jobs in my
State affected directly or indirectly by
agriculture.

On a national basis, this year’s crisis
will strike a severe blow. USDA esti-
mates suggest that 1998 farm income
will fall below $50 billion, 13 percent
lower than it was in 1996. With the sea-
son average corn and rice projections
being lowered 6 percent in July, that
number is going to fall even more. The
$5.2 billion decline in farm income
could translate into a loss of nearly
100,000 jobs in the agricultural sector
and ag-related businesses.

Mr. President, 1998 total farm debt is
estimated to amount to $172 billion,
the highest level since 1985. For those
of you who don’t remember 1985, let me
refresh your memory. That was the
height of the farm crisis. From 1985 to
about 1988, hundreds of thousands of
farmers lost their farms in the United
States. It devastated rural America. It
took us, well, almost the next 10 years
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to climb out of it. Now that we are get-
ting out of it, farmers are hit once
more.

We are going to have a huge farm
debt again this year. We are going to
have another wave of farm foreclosures
and farm losses. Families are losing
the equity they have built up in their
farms. Those who survived the 1980s
and thought they had it made because
they weathered the worst financial cri-
sis in agriculture since the 1930s are on
the edge and they are getting pushed
off.

Farm families and communities are
facing an emergency, and we in the
Senate must act, as we have tradition-
ally done when emergencies strike.

It is important that all Senators un-
derstand what our amendment does. It
focuses on the level of the loan that a
farmer can take out on farm commod-
ities after harvest using the crop as
collateral. This loan allows the farmer
to pay the bills, as | said, and retain
the crop for up to 15 months so they
can market it in a flexible manner. It
let’s the farmer make the decision of
when to sell rather than being forced
to sell because the bills are due. You
can think about this amendment as the
“flexibility to market’” amendment.

The formula has been around for a
long time. As | said, there is nothing
new about this. It is in the farm bill: 85
percent of the 5-year average, throwing
out the high and the low years. That is
the basic formula, 85 percent.

The distinguished Senator from Indi-
ana went on at great length talking
about how we don’t want this loan rate
set so that it will influence farmers to
make their planting decisions, because
if the loan rate is too high, then the
farmer plants for the loan, not for the
market.

I have three observations on that.
First of all, this amendment only cov-
ers the 1999 Fiscal year. We re talking
about crops that are already planted,
for the most part. So how can a one-
year amendment have any substantial
influence on farmers’ decisions about
what to plant next year? | think per-
haps people who have been speaking
against the amendment don’t under-
stand that. It is only for one fiscal
year.

Even assuming somehow psycho-
logically it did because the farmer
might say, ‘““Well, | got that loan this
year and if things remain bad next
year, maybe they will do the same
thing next year, so, therefore, 1 will
make my planting decisions based upon
that possibility’ that is ridiculous in
the extreme. Why? Because, first of all,
this loan rate is only 85 percent of the
last year 5-year average, throwing out
the high and low years—85 percent. For
corn right now, the farm bill cap is
$1.89 a bushel. Our modest amendment
would remove that rate, raise it to
$2.19 for this crop year. Wheat right
now is capped at $2.58 a bushel. Remov-
ing the cap would put the rate at about
$3.22 a bushel. Both of those are way
below the cost of production.
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If you are a farmer, and you are mak-
ing planting decisions based upon the
loan rate, then what my friend from In-
diana is saying is that the farmer is
going to plant more corn to get a loan
rate that is lower than his cost of pro-
duction. It reminds me of the old joke,
the old saw we always hear around my
State about farmers. Someone asked
the corn farmer how he expected prices
to be? He said, “Well, | hope to at least
break even because | need the money.”’

According to the Senator from Indi-
ana, raising the loan rate to $2.19 would
somehow encourage a corn farmer to
plant corn. Nonsense. That is way
below the cost of production and no
farmer would ever do that. They are
going to plant based upon what they
think they can get in the market next
year.

So those are two things. First of all,
our raising the caps only apply to this
upcoming fiscal year; secondly, there is
no way that this modest raising of loan
rates will in any way influence any
farmer to plant for the loan. In no way
would that do that.

And third, 1 must again remind our
Senators and others that in agri-
culture—I do not know why we never
learn the lesson of ag economics—a
farmer has a fixed amount of land, he
has fixed machinery, he has a lot of
fixed input and equity costs. If prices
drop, there are those who say, “Well,
see, that will send a message to the
farmer. If the prices go down, they will
plant less of that crop next year.” That
is not so. Because when you have your
fixed base and your fixed amount of
land and your machinery, if prices go
down, your first impulse is to get more
production out of that unit of land.
Maybe you will check on fertilizer
prices. Maybe you will put on a little
more fertilizer. Maybe you will put the
rows a little closer together. Maybe
you will do some other things. Maybe
you will plant a little more on some
land you did not want to plant on be-
cause you already have the machinery
out there.

The marginal cost of production for
an additional acre of corn, if you are
already planting 500 or 1,000 acres of
corn, that marginal cost of planting
that extra 20 acres or 50 acres is mini-
mal. Yet, if you can raise your produc-
tion, well then, that will take care of
the lower prices. But that feeds on
itself.

| predicted 2 years ago, when the 1996
farm bill passed, that that is exactly
what would happen: We would see in-
creasing production. Hopefully, the
price would stay up. But if other coun-
tries’ economies went to pot—and we
saw a couple years ago that it looked
like that might happen—well, then,
prices would drop. And how would
farmers respond? They would plant
more and produce more. And that is ex-
actly what has happened—exactly what
has happened.

We probably have a record produc-
tion of soybeans this year, near record
production of both wheat and corn. But
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somehow people just think that agri-
culture is just like making widgets.
And it is not. It is a lot different.

This amendment is very modest—
very modest. We are not proposing to
change the 1996 farm bill in any way.
As | said, this provision is in the 1996
farm bill. It is just capped. We are just
raising the caps. We are not interfering
with planting flexibility, for farmers to
make their own decisions. In fact, we
are enhancing the flexibility of farmers
to market their commodities when it is
advantageous for them to do so.

Then, | know we keep hearing the old
refrain about keeping Government out
of agriculture.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GREGG). The Senator has used the 20
minutes yielded to him.

Mr. HARKIN. | yield myself another
10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

Mr. HARKIN. So we hear the old re-
frain, get the Government out of agri-
culture; give the farmers more free-
dom. That is what this amendment
does. If that is what you like, this
amendment gives the farmers more
freedom. | just ask my colleagues,
what kind of freedom do they have in
mind when they talk about giving
farmers freedom? The freedom to be
forced out of business by events beyond
their control?

As | said yesterday, | read a com-
ment in the newspaper by one of my
colleagues here who said they wanted
to give farmers more ability to manage
their destiny. | said, | do not under-
stand that. How can my corn farmer in
lowa manage El Nino? How can my
soybean farmer in lowa manage the
disastrous Southeast Asian economy?
How can our wheat farmers manage the
subsidies that other governments give
their wheat farmers to compete un-
fairly with us? How can those wheat
farmers manage the disastrous scab
disease that we have had in some of our
northern Great Plains States? These
are all events that are beyond their
control.

Is this the kind of freedom that my
colleagues have in mind for farmers?
To be forced out by events beyond their
control? The freedom to be forced to
sell their crops at a loss because they
cannot afford to hold onto them or get
a decent loan to be able to market it
when prices improve a little; is that
the kind of freedom we have in mind?
Is the freedom that my colleagues have
in mind the freedom to struggle at pov-
erty-level income while growing the
food for our Nation? Is it the freedom
for farmers to take less and less and
less of the consumer dollar? Is that the
kind of freedom they have in mind?

Well, we have heard a lot of argu-
ments on this amendment. It has been
claimed that farmers receive more
money under the 1996 farm bill than
they would have under the continu-
ation of the 1990 farm bill. That is true
for the last 2 years when commodity
prices were high. You have to under-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

stand, in the 1996 farm bill we gave
farmers all the planting flexibility, but
there was this payment called the Ag-
riculture Market Transition Act pay-
ment, AMTA payments, without any
payment limitations. No matter what
farm income was like, you got a pay-
check. | always thought that was kind
of ridiculous.

I had a farmer come up to me once in
lowa last year, after the previous
year’s crop, and he said, ‘““Gee, | had
one of the best years | have ever had. |
had a great year, and | got a paycheck
from the Government. What are you
people thinking about?” See, | always
thought that Government safety nets
ought to be there when prices were low.
If a farmer can make their money from
the marketplace, that is the way it
ought to be. But when there are events
beyond their control, like bad weather
and bad markets and interference by
foreign governments, that is when the
Government has to come in with a
safety net.

The last couple of years farmers got
Government payments. But for this
year—when prices are in the tank—for
wheat farmers they will have less in-
come protection than they would have
had under the 1990 farm bill. According
to current USDA price estimates, per-
bushel payments to wheat farmers
would have been 40 percent higher
under the 1990 farm bill than they are
scheduled to be under the 1996 farm bill
this year. That difference would
amount to nearly $22,000 for a farmer
with 1,000 acres of wheat.

One might infer that these farmers
got these Government payments, and
they could have taken these payments
and sort of invested them and put them
in the bank, so to speak, to get them
through this year. Sounds nice. But is
that really what happened? Hardly.

First of all, a lot of farmers were
paying off buildup debt, No. 1. They
used the payments for that. No. 2, what
happened was, a lot of farmers who
rent found that their landlords in-
creased the rent. Why? Because the
landlords knew the farmer was going to
get this Government paycheck, knew
exactly what he was going to get. So
the landlords raised the price of rent.
Consequently, a lot of farmers did not
even see the Government payment that
came out in the form of that cash pay-
ment under the 1996 farm bill. A lot of
farmers did not even get that money.
But | will tell you who did get the
money. The big farmers. The larger the
farmer you are, the bigger the check
you got over the last couple of years.
And the larger the farmer you are, the
better able you are to go through peri-
ods of stress.

So it was all kind of screwed up. The
bigger farmers got the most money
over the last 2 years when prices were
high. Now, when prices are low, our
smaller farmers can’t get enough help.
The bigger farmers are able to get
through it because they have more eq-
uity.

Now we are going to say we can’t
even modestly raise the loan rates? |
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don’t know, but | would think wheat
farmers out there who are suffering
would say they could use the ability to
market their wheat over the next 15
months rather than have to sell this
fall. Right now, the wheat loan is $2.58
a bushel. We are just asking to raise it
to $3.22 a bushel. That is not a lot of
money, but it might be a little bit of
help.

As | said, | think we checked the
wheat in Dodge City, KS, yesterday—
$2.50 and going down. The first of July,
it was $2.64. Now it is down to $2.50 and
going down every week. So our wheat
farmers and our corn farmers need
some help.

| talked about farmers getting less
and less of the share. This chart shows
the farm share of the retail beef dollar,
going down all the time. So for every
dollar, when you buy that steak or you
buy that hamburger, the farmer is get-
ting less and less from the dollar you
spend for it. Here is the pork dollar.
Every time you buy a pork loin roast
or one of our delicious lowa chops—if |
can put in a plug for that—our pork
farmers are getting less and less of
that dollar you spend for pork.

Here is the wheat prices—farm-level
wheat price. Here is when the Freedom
to Farm bill was enacted. Here are the
wheat prices, going down, over the last
couple of years. Same thing for corn.
Here we are coming up to Freedom to
Farm; down it comes. So corn prices
are going down, also.

There is a crisis out there. We are
not talking about increasing consumer
food costs or livestock feed costs, nor
are we going to price the United States
out of world markets. If the price of
the commodity is below the loan rate,
the farmer can sell at that lower price
and repay the loan at the going market
price. So the marketing loan does not
prop up the U.S. price among world
market prices. Hence, there is no ad-
verse impact upon U.S. competitive-
ness because of this amendment.

Taking the cap off will help our farm-
ers stay in business. The fact is, it may
be the only thing that will keep them
in business for another year.

Again, we have heard all these argu-
ments, but for the life of me, | can’t
understand—I can’t understand—why
we on one day can say there is a crisis
in agriculture, Congress has to re-
spond, and 99 Senators vote for that;
the next day, we want just a modest in-
crease in the loan rates to help, and we
can’t do that? | hope that is not so. |
hope we do this today.

Lastly, | heard the distinguished
chairman of the Agriculture Commit-
tee talking about getting fast-track
legislation through, as if somehow that
is going to help prices this year. Even
if fast track were to pass this year, it
would take several years to conclude
agricultural talks. | point out, the last
Uruguay Round of multilateral talks
took 7 years. Keep in mind, even if we
got fast track through, that is not
going to mean a darn thing for 3, 5, 6,
7 years. That will not help this year—
not going to help a bit.
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Second, the crisis is now, not 7 years
from now. It is right now. Sometimes
we have short memories around here.
We talk about, yes, we will do all this
stuff; we are going to get our trade
going again.

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

Mr. HARKIN. How much time do I
have left?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 14%> minutes.

Mr. HARKIN. | yield myself 2 addi-
tional minutes.

In addition, my colleague from Indi-
ana worries about the potential impli-
cations for stocks from this amend-
ment. World grain reserves right now,
as a percentage of consumption, are at
historically low levels. | believe the
American people would be appalled to
learn that our Government holds vir-
tually no food in reserve to help us out
if we ever have a widespread crop fail-
ure.

The chairman suggests that if the
Government holds this grain, it stays
over the market and depresses prices.
Not if you have a government reserve
withheld from the market—absolutely
not true. But this concept of having a
modest reserve is not a new idea.
Someone said it began with the Roo-
sevelt administration. This is a Roo-
sevelt New Deal idea, to have a grain
reserve, and, as such, we had to do
away with it because it was a New Deal
idea and we don’t need all that stuff
around anymore.

The concept of a grain reserve is as
old as the Book of Genesis. Surely my
colleagues remember the story of Jo-
seph interpreting the dream of the
pharaoh, that there would be 7 good
years followed by 7 lean years and that
food should be stored during the 7 good
years to feed the people when the bad
years came.

It was true at the time of Genesis
and it is true today that we need some
food set aside in this country and
around the world to meet exigencies.
For the life of me, | can’t understand
why people want to ignore history. We
ignore it at our own peril. Ignore it,
and we will lose more and more farm-
ers, and we will see a day come when
there will be panic because we will
have those lean years and we won’t
have any food to help feed our hungry
people.

| yield the floor.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, we are
getting to the point where | think the
Senate should seriously consider pre-
paring for a vote on a motion to table
this amendment. | know the time con-
tinues to exist on both sides, but I am
hopeful we can yield back whatever
time has not been used as soon as ev-
erybody who wants to talk has had a
chance to talk.

We don’t want to cut anybody off. |
am not going to do that. | am just ex-
pressing the hope that if everybody has
had their say on this amendment, and
we have had arguments on both sides—
we had a very strong, convincing argu-
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ment by the distinguished Senator
from Indiana, the chairman of the Sen-
ate Agriculture Committee; we have
had discussions on the Democratic side
by four Senators that | recall speaking
in support of the amendment; Senator
DAscHLE talked in support of the
amendment yesterday when he offered
the amendment—so | am hopeful that
those who want to speak will come to
the floor and speak on this amendment
and then we will have a motion to
table and a vote.

I think the time expires sometime a
little after 2 o’clock. We had 3 hours on
the amendment. That is just a request.
| hope Senators will respond to that re-
quest so we can make progress to com-
plete action on this bill today.

Mr. HARKIN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from lowa.

Mr. HARKIN. | inquire of the chair-
man, | understand we have one other
Senator on this side who would like to
come down and speak.

Mr. COCHRAN. We will be glad to ac-
commodate that.

Mr. HARKIN. I want to inquire of the
chairman—obviously it is well within
his right to move to table—why can’t
we have an up-or-down vote?

Mr. COCHRAN. It is in the order. We
negotiated that last night.

Mr. HARKIN. | thought perhaps the
chairman might be willing to place
this matter for an up or down vote,
rather than vote on a motion to table.

Mr. COCHRAN. It was in the unani-
mous consent agreement. We can get
the clerk to read it.

Mr. HARKIN. I am sorry if I am im-
peding the business of the Senate in
raising this question.

Mr. COCHRAN. It was contemplated |
would move to table the Daschle
amendment. That is what the Demo-
cratic leader understood. We talked
about it last night. It was in the order
as entered last night—3 hours of debate
on the amendment—and that is what
we are operating under.

I want to remind everybody that it is
my intention to move to table and to
have a vote.

Mr. HARKIN. It is fully within the
chairman’s right to do that.

Mr. COCHRAN. It is not any reflec-
tion on anyone.

It is certainly not personal.

Mr. HARKIN. | understand that. |
hope we have an up-or-down vote.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
distinguished Senator from Kansas,
Mr. ROBERTS.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, |
thank my distinguished friend, the es-
teemed chairman of the Appropriations
Subcommittee. Let me say how much |
appreciate his perseverance and pa-
tience as we work to try to get what |
think is a very good agriculture appro-
priations bill.

I made some remarks yesterday. |
will not take up much time of the Sen-
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ate to go over that again. But | do have
some comments, more especially as to
the criticism by those across the aisle
in regard to the loan rate and in regard
to the Daschle amendment which, | un-
derstand, is intended to be of help to
the farmers and, more especially, the
farmers in the northern plains who are
going through a very difficult time.

Mr. President, we have heard that
there is no longer a “‘safety-net” for
America’s farmers. Advocates of this
position argue that we must extend
marketing loans and remove the caps
on loan rates. Based upon recent fig-
ures, it is estimated the loan rate for
wheat would rise to $3.17 per bushel
from its current level of $2.58. However,
when you add the transition payments
of 63 cents per bushel on the historical
base that farmers are receiving for
wheat, you have a new safety net of
$3.21. We are told raising the loan cap
will cost nearly $1.5 billion for one
year. And, if we were to come back and
make the increase permanent, we are
told it would cost $3.5 billion to $4 bil-
lion over five years. Why should we ap-
prove amendments that will bust the
budget when they provide a lower safe-
ty net than the current program?

Raising and extending loan rates will
not improve prices and producer in-
comes. Extending the loan rate actu-
ally results in lower prices in the long-
run. Extending the loan for six months
simply gives producers another false
hope for holding onto the remainder of
last year’s crop. Farmers will be hold-
ing onto a portion of the 1997 crop,
while at the same time harvesting an-
other bumper crop in 1998.

Thus, rolling over the loan rate actu-
ally increases the amount of wheat on
the market and results in lower
prices—not higher prices. Since excess
stocks will continue to depress prices,
will we then extend the rate again? It
will become an endless cycle that will
cost billions of dollars, and which will
eventually lead to a return to planting
requirements and set-aside acres in an
attempt to control agricultural output
and limit the budgetary effects. Where
will we get the offsets the Senate and
House will require?

Extending and raising loan rates will
only serve to exacerbate the lack of
storage associated with the transpor-
tation problems in middle America, be-
cause it simply causes farmers to hold
onto their crops and fill elevator stor-
age spaces. Kansas just harvested its
second largest wheat crop in history
and there are predictions of record corn
and soybean crops in the fall. If we do
not move the wheat crop now, it will
create transportation problems in the
fall that will surpass anything we expe-
rienced last year.

| feel it should also be mentioned
that advocates of higher or extended
loan rates argue that it will allow
farmers to hold their crops until after
the harvest when prices will rise. To
those who advocate this position, |
would point out that Kansas State Uni-
versity recently published a report
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which looked at the years 1981 through
1997 and compared farmers earnings if
they held wheat in storage until mid-
November versus selling at harvest. In
all but five years, farmers ended up
with a net loss as storage and interest
costs exceeded the gains in price. Sim-
ply put, extending and raising the rates
provides a false hope for higher profits
that most often does not exist.

Mr. President, we must ask what is
the purpose of loan rates? Are they in-
tended to be a marketing clearing de-
vice or a price support? They cannot be
both as the other side of the aisle
would. And, if we set price at $3.17 it
very well may become a ceiling on
price.

Mr. President, raising loan rates is
simply not the answer. We need to con-
tinue on course and continue to pursue
the new trade markets and tax relief
that farmers need. And, as | mentioned
yesterday, | would remind my col-
leagues of the meeting 14 Senators had
with 12 major farm organizations ap-
proximately one month ago. At the top
of every organizations wish list was
trade, trade, and more trade.

Mr. President, | mentioned yesterday
that | like to think I have spent more
time on the wagon tongue listening to
our farmers than any Member of Con-
gress. And, farmers tell me to leave
loan rates alone. They want export
markets opened. They want sanctions
that shoot them in the foot removed.
These are the policies we should be
pursuing, not the policies of the past
that put our farmers at a competitive
disadvantage in the world market.

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent that two articles, which fit within
the restrictions of Senate rules, by Pro
Farmer’s Washington Bureau Chief Jim
Wiesemeyer, be printed in the RECORD.
One is regarding failed policies of the
past, and the second one is regarding
trade policy.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From Inside Washington Today, June 18,

1998]
POPULIST DEMOCRATS AGAIN PUSH FAILED
POLICIES OF THE PAST
(By Jim Wiesemeyer)

Saying “‘lI told you so” to any lawmaker
and any person or farmer who either voted
for or pushed for the 1996 Freedom to Farm
legislation, a group of decidedly populist
Democrat senators on Wednesday railed at
the omnibus farm policy contained in that
legislation and said it was that measure and
not trade problems which alone is the reason
for slumbering U.S. commodity prices.

The group of naysayers to Freedom to
Farm who showed up at a press briefing with
very few answers to questions were: former
House Speaker and very likely presidential
candidate Rep. Dick Gephardt (D-Missouri),
Senate Minority Leader Tom Daschle (D-
S.D.), and Democrat Sens. Tom Harkin
(lowa), Paul Wellstone (Minnesota), Kent
Conrad (N.D.), Tim Johnson (S.D.) and Byron
Dorgan (N.D.).

What they said and didn’t say: Headed by
Daschle, the group squarely and wrongly laid
the blame for the current farm price dol-
drums with the Freedom to Farm concept
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enacted into law in 1996 and signed by Presi-
dent Bill Clinton who did not receive a veto
recommendation from his Secretary of Agri-
culture Dan Glickman.

Displaying price charts showing the de-
cline in commodity prices since 1996, the
lawmakers took turns ‘“‘briefing’” the Wash-
ington press corps (but very few took ques-
tions), claiming the 1996 Farm Act failed and
they could all say ‘I told you so’ to those
who voted for the package.

“This was radical, extreme policy brought
on by (House Majority Leader) Dick Armey
(R-Tex.), Gephardt charged. Others at the
gathering quickly chimed in to say it was
merely a ““Republican farm bill.”

Sen. Wellstone pledged an ‘‘all-out, full-
court press’”’ to get the following four main
components of the group’s plan enacted into
law: dramatically increasing commodity
loans rates and allowing 6-month loan exten-
sions; addressing livestock concentration
and requiring labels on imported meat;
waiving of sanctions on agricultural trade;
making indemnity payments to farmers.

Where’s the proof? The senators cited dra-
matic downturns in farm income but based
that on data from the Bureau of Economic
Analysis (Commerce Department) regarding
personal income derived from farming.

The group should have referred to a re-
cently completed USDA analysis of spring
wheat farms in the Plains states. That sur-
vey shows that in 1996, the average net cash
farm income for these spring wheat farms
was $37,500; in 1997 it was $14,500; and a pro-
jected 1998 net cash farm income of only
$5,000.

The USDA info clearly shows pain, and a
crisis for spring wheat producers in a specific
area of the country. But as one USDA offi-
cial told me this morning, “Do we have a cri-
sis in U.S. agriculture today or a regional
crisis, and if we do, what is the best way to
deal with it?”

Certainly a blunt instrument of help would
not be to jack up wheat loan rates to over $4
as proposed by Sen. Conrad.

Populist Democrat senators didn’t note
popular Freedom to Farm transition pay-
ments. USDA data show that for the 1996,
1997 and 1998 crops (combined), Freedom to
Farm legislation will provide $7 billion to $8
billion in additional payments to farmers
that would have been the case under the
prior farm policy. Talk about indemnity
payments!

Sure, if loan rates would not have been
capped via the 1996 farm bill, there would
have been a larger cash infusion this year es-
pecially for wheat producers, but certainly
not the prior two years relative to those pay-
ments | previously mentioned, and when
wheat prices were higher to much higher
than current values.

I asked several USDA analysts to list rea-
sons why U.S. commodity prices are lower.
They listed the following two major reasons:

1. Lack of export growth.

2. Good grain crops around the world the
last three years.

What does the above have to do with Free-
dom to Farm? Nothing.

Questions for the populist senators. While
the senators didn’t take much if any time to
answer reporter questions, here are a few
they should ponder:

Rep. Gephardt labeled Freedom to Farm
legislation as a ‘‘radical extreme policy
brought on by (House Majority Leader) Dick
Armey” (R-Tex.).

Question: Since you will very likely run
for president in the year 2000, why didn’t you
say that President Clinton should have ve-
toed the farm bill? Why didn’t you say that
USDA Secretary Glickman should have rec-
ommended a veto?

Another question: Rep. Gephardt in the
1985 farm bill debate, along what Sen. Har-
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kins, pushed mandatory supply controls.
That was soundly repudiated by Congress,
which just so happened to be controlled at
the time by Democrats. If there is one major
aspect of Freedom to Farm that most non-
dissident farmers love, it is the planting
flexibility contained in that legislation. Do
you agree?

Sen. Byron Dorgan said the group ‘“‘didn’t
have the details’” regarding their proposals
and thus did not know the costs. “We're
working on a number of things,”” Dorgan
said.

Question: It would be costly, and not just
in budget outlays, but in a return to failed
farm policies of the past. Why don’t you
agree?

A specific question for Sen. Dorgan: You
keep pushing for targeted farm program pay-
ments, having done so for what appears to be
over 10 years. Some analysts told me to ask
you, “What chances do you think of this hap-
pening? And are they simply to provide feel-
good comments for the folks back home?”’

Questin to all Democrats: Many Democrats
in Congress honestly say they are showing
some fiscal discipline. But to propose major
changes in farm policy without any budget
assumptions runs counter with the previous
goal. Question: What are the costs? And to
the extent the agriculture committees boost
spending on any of the Democrat senators’
proposals means a budget offset would have
to be found. What will be cut to pay for your
proposals?

Sen. Harkin said that by just removing the
loan cap on wheat, prices for wheat would be
25% higher than current levels and corn
prices would be up 20% from their current
level. Question: U.S. commodities are al-
ready having trouble competing in the ex-
port market, why do you think higher prices
at this time would bode well for exports?
And would this not also provide incentive for
increased production for wheat and corn out-
side the United States, as was the case under
prior U.S. farm policy when loan rates (not
an income transfer tool) were set much high-
er than market-clearing levels? And,
wouldn’t such a scenario cause prices to
eventually be lower than the track they cur-
rently are on?

Also, why wouldn’t pushing prices far
above market-clearing levels result in gov-
ernment-owned surplus wheat that no one
wants and lead to calls for a return to an
ever upward spiral of set-aside requirements
to slow the growth in the mountain of gov-
ernment-owned grain? Usually the answer is,
“Marketing loans will take care of that?”
But that raises the question again: ‘““At what
cost?”” And if marketing loans shouldered
those significant costs, wouldn’t they be
seen as a subsidy by the rest of the world and
completely undo many years of work on
trade issues and renew the race toward sub-
sidized production and subsidized exports
worldwide?

What many farmers say are the big-ticket
issues: Ask a group of farmers what their
long-term issues and concerns are and you
will surely find disagreement, but based on
many conversations with this great indus-
try, they boil down to the following three
areas:

1. Taxes.

2. Environmental regulatory reform.

3. Trade issues (sanctions, denied market
access, etc.).

To repeat, farmers in the Northern Plains
are hurting and hurting bad. I met Wednes-
day with several North Dakota farmers at
the Washington office of the National Farm-
ers Union. It didn’t take many testimonials
to feel their pain. As for the reasons why,
they centered on low vyields, scab and
drought—compounded by those events hap-
pening in successive years with a crop insur-
ance program unable to cope with those
events. Solution: fix crop insurance.
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Is this just an aberration of bad luck? Or,
should the United States come up with a re-
gional assistance program rather than
changing comprehensive U.S. farm policy?

Northern tier farmers need help, but
they’re certainly not going to get it based on
the political-platform briefing the stated
Democrat senators provided on June 17.

We asked USDA Secretary Glickman to
comment on remarks the Democrat senators
made Wednesday. Glickman said current
farm policy needs some modifications to ad-
dress low prices and growing problems in
some regions.

“1 think the best view is to not engage in
recriminations, but to recognize that there
are strengths and weaknesses in the Free-
dom to Farm legislation,” Glickman said.
‘One of the weaknesses,” he added, ‘“‘is the
inability of my office to respond when prices
are weak and supplies are high. | think that
Freedom to Farm needs some modifications
to it, and we’re working on it now.”

Asked how much in payments farmers have
received in the past several years under the
Freedom to Farm compared to what would
have been the case under the previous farm
policy, Glickman replied, ‘““Many billions (of
dollars)—1 can’t tell you how much. (I've
provided him the answer, above.) The first
two years (of current farm policy), there was
much more (paid to farmers via market tran-
sition payments) than (would have been the
case) under the old program. This year, it’s
hard to tell, but | think in some of the crops
it might be less.”

Regarding current prices and global supply
and demand, Glickman said grain supplies
are high for a lot of reasons—Asian markets
are weaker and higher U.S. dollar valuations
have reduced exports, resulting in higher do-
mestic supplies.

Also, Glickman said he lacks the market-
ing tools available to previous ag secretar-
ies.

“l don’t have the power to deal with the
marketing of commodities in the way that
prior (USDA) secretaries have had,” Glick-
man stated. “‘I think those things need to be
fixed.”

Glickman pointed out that the lack of fed-
eral disaster programs for farmers and a crop
insurance program that works better in
some parts of the country and not so good in
other regions as a difference in the tools he
has available versus previous USDA chiefs.

““So, without any kind of intermediate as-
sistance,” Glickman concluded, “‘it makes it
difficult to respond to certain conditions in
some regions of the country that have been
currently (adversely) affected.”

Bottom line regarding the populist Demo-
crat senators’ proposals: A wise man once
said that one form of insanity is doing the
same thing over and over and expecting a
different result.

[From Inside Washington Today, June 19,

1998]
FAST-TRACK APPROVAL PART OF TOP AG
AGENDA
[By Jim Wiesemeyer)

What a difference a day and different sen-
ators make when it comes to the focus of
U.S. agriculture and trade policy. Thursday
we highlighted the drive by some Democrat
farm-state senators to change U.S. farm pol-
icy to address the current very low price and
income situation in parts of the country but
especially the Northern Plains. Their plan
focused on higher loan rates, extending com-
modity loans and making indemnity pay-
ments to producers.

By stark contrast, some Republican farm-
state Senators Thursday morning met with
12 farm and commodity groups to prioritize
the farm policy agenda. These lawmakers
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and farm group representatives did not rec-
ommend wholesale if any changes to the 1996
farm act. Instead, they focused on what can
be done in trade and trade policy to keep
U.S. agriculture products moving to overseas
markets.

Republican senators huddle with farm
commodity groups on priority agenda. In a
meeting Thursday with major farm groups,
the session concluded with the following list
of priorities: Reauthorization of presidential
fast-track trading authority; IMF funding
and reforms; passage of sanctions reform leg-
islation; Most Favored Nation (MFN) trading
designation for China; stronger oversight on
GMO and biotechnology negotiations; full
funding for Sen. Dick Lugar’s agricultural
research bill; estate tax reform; and reform
of the farm savings system

Farm groups represented at the session:
American Farm Bureau Federation; Amer-
ican Soybean Association; National Associa-
tion of Wheat Growers; National Barley
Growers Association; National Corn Growers
Association; National Cattlemen’s Beef Asso-
ciation; National Cotton Council of America;
National Grain Sorghum Association; Na-
tional Grange; National Oilseed Processors
Association; National Pork Producers Coun-
cil; and National Sunflower Association.

Senators participating in the agenda-set-
ting confab: Majority Leader Trend Lott (R-
Miss.); Senate Ag Committee Chairman Dick
Lugar (R-Ind.); Senate Ag Appropriations
Chairman Thad Cochran (R-Miss.); Pat Rob-
erts (R-Kan.); Conrad Burns (R-Mont.);
Larry Craig (R-ldaho); Craig Thomas (R-
Wyo.); Rod Grams (R-Minn.); Chuck Grassley
(R-lowa); Dick Kempthorne (R-ldaho);
Chuck Hagel (R-Neb.); Wayne Allard (R-
Colo.); and Mitch McConnell (R-Ky.).

What was said and wasn’t said: ‘““Farmers
and ranchers tell us they don’t want the gov-
ernment back in their back pockets,” says
Sen. Burns. “That means doing everything
we can to open up markets to them and to
provide more of the agricultural dollar to
the producer level. We’ve also determined
that while trade is very important, issues
such as fast track are worthless unless the
(Clinton) administration commits to sending
trade negotiators abroad who are sensitive
to the needs of agriculture.”

Burns said that while income averaging
and some estate tax relief has come for farm-
ers, more still needs to be done.

Sen. Lugar says the group agreed that ‘‘the
current debate should not be about changes
to the 1996 Farm Bill, as some are proposing,
but what can be done in this new farm envi-
ronment to move ahead.” The Senate ag
panel chairman noted ‘‘there are some, even
in the Senate, who are talking about supply
management,’”” a policy that Lugar labeled as
‘‘a defeatist, defensive policy.”

Lugar was asked to comment on proposals
unveiled Wednesday by a group of Democrat
senators which included a call to raise loan
rates and to make indemnity payments to
farmers. “These would not be helpful,”
Lugar responded. ‘‘We’ve gone down that
trail before. They led to an increase in sup-
plies so that the price was depressed for
years, not just a few months.”’

“Why people want to repeat history . . .”
Lugar continued in his pointed comments re-
garding some Senate Democrats’ farm policy
proposals. “My own view,” he said, ‘“‘is that
we would not change the loan rate, we should
not extend the loan (term), we should not be
sending indemnities out, we should not be
sending massive amounts of money. We’ve
got a good, solid farm policy.”

Sen. Pat Roberts, the ‘‘father of Freedom
to Farm” when he was House Ag Committee
chairman, also responded to alternative farm
policy proposals from a small group of Dem-
ocrat senators. He said he would be the first
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one in line to back raising loan rates if that
was a sound idea. Key word there is if.

The issue of loan rates, Roberts continued,
comes down to a debate on the purpose of the
loan program. ““You have to have a policy
judgment,” Roberts stated. “Do you want
the loan rate to be a market-clearing device,
or an income protection device?”’ He noted
that today, farmers are receiving ‘‘transition
payments that are twice as much as they
would have had under the previous (farm pol-
icy) program.”’

Roberts zeroed in on farm woes in the
Northern Plains. He said a look at what is
causing the trouble in this region shows:
“Number one, you’ve had bad weather;
“Number two, you’ve had wheat disease for
six years; ‘““Number three, you’ve got some
real border problems with Canada; ‘““Number
four, (Northern Plains) cost of production is
historically higher.”

“There is a serious problem’ in the North-
ern Plains, Roberts stressed. “But what is
the answer?”” he asked. He said a return to
the failed policies of the past such as raising
the loan rates ‘“‘is a dead-end street.”

Roberts signaled a possible assistance tool
ahead for needy producers when he said he
has talked to USDA Secretary Dan Glick-
man about credit issues such as getting
loans on coming Freedom to Farm transition
payments.

Sen. Chuck Hagel focused on getting the
IMF funding package and fast-track nego-
tiating authority as top priorities.

Hagel admitted that the House Republican
leadership will have to be encouraged to
bring these measures up for votes. But he
quickly added, “‘Let’s recall that all trade
issues have been non-partisan,” noting that
he certainly hopes the situation remains
that way.

Fast-track gets new life. One of the top
agenda items Lugar and other senators men-
tioned was getting the administration fast-
track trade negotiating authority. Consider
the following recent developments:

Sen. Roberts said that while he can’t and
won’t speak for House Speaker Newt Ging-
rich, discussions he’s held with Gingrich in-
dicate a plant to bring fast track to a vote in
the House in September. Roberts says, “Why
wait? Let’s do it now!”’

Gingrich, in an interview with
CongressDaily earlier this week, confirmed
that Congress will consider fast-track trade
legislation sometime before adjourning this
fall. He cited the ongoing Asian financial cri-
sis as a reason to bolster the United States’
trade position. He said renewing this author-
ity to negotiate trade deals via fast track
would be good for U.S. business, particularly
agriculture.

House Ag Committee Chairman Bob Smith
(R-Oregon) said he is waiting for a response
from the Clinton administration to a pre-
vious proposal he made that he estimates
could deliver up to 30 votes for fast track.
That could be enough to pass the conten-
tious trade measure.

Smith sent a letter last month to U.S.
Trade Representative Charlene Barshefsky
proposing the administration change author-
izing language in the measure so the House
and Senate Ag panels would have greater au-
thority to review implementing agreements
related to fast track. (In Beijing this week,
Barshefsky welcomed Gingrich’s call for a
vote on fast-track trade legislation this
year.)

“If they give me the go-ahead,” Smith said
he could “‘deliver the votes.”” Noting the fast-
track measure was within around 10 votes of
achieving House passage last year, Smith
said his idea could help switch as many as 30
votes. He said his approach would allow
members to ‘‘cross over and they could then
go back home and answer the people who say
that agriculture always gets traded out.”
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Sen. Grassley this week called on Presi-
dent Clinton to ‘“‘back up his speech that he
made in Geneva’’ on the importance of trade.
He further called on Clinton to use ‘‘his
power of persuasion” and the ‘“‘power of the
office’” to muscle up support for fast track.

Sen. Bob Kerrey (D-Neb.) said that without
the ability to negotiate trade deals and keep
U.S. ag trade moving, ‘‘serious problems fac-
ing U.S. agriculture today are apt to get
worse.”” He added that U.S. agriculture is re-
lying heavily on “‘demand in foreign mar-
kets.”

Bottom line: sooner or later in this town
common sense prevails. Momentum for get-
ting congressional approval of fast-track
trade negotiating authority is growing. But
in the past, fast-track proponents didn’t
keep the issue front-and-center. It looks like
farm groups and others have learned some
hard lessons. Frankly, | think fast track
would have passed before if there would have
been an actual vote on the floors of Congress
(a minority viewpoint, for sure). Let’s just
hope a vote occurs this time, this year. We
need to see the true Hall of Shame of those
lawmakers who vote against authority to
simply negotiate. Any trade agreement can
be voted down. But not to give U.S. trade ne-
gotiators a chance can only be deemed for
what it is: protectionism in disguise.

And if Rep. Smith gets his worthwhile pro-
posal okayed, then farm-state lawmakers
voting against fast-track would have a lot of
fast explaining to do—to their agribusiness
constituents.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
seeks recognition?

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, | sug-
gest the absence of a quorum, and | ask
unanimous consent that the time run
equally against both sides.

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

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, | wanted
to correct myself. I did look at the
order that was entered. The Senator
from Mississippi is right. The order was
entered that there would be a motion
to table. I did not think that was the
case. | stand corrected.

Mr. President, | was still waiting for
one Senator on our side to come and
speak. So, again, | suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, | yield
the 5 minutes remaining to the distin-
guished Senator from Louisiana, and
then | will use my leader time to close
up the debate on this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

Ms. LANDRIEU. Thank you, Mr.
President. | thank our leader for yield-
ing time to me.

The
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I wanted to speak earlier for the
RECORD to give my distinguished col-
league from lowa some words from
Louisiana. We talk a lot about the Mid-
west and the Northwest, and the dif-
ficulty that our farmers are experienc-
ing, actually all over our country. And
the South, Mr. President, is no dif-
ferent.

I had a very lengthy conference call
with the leaders of many of our com-
modity groups. | am sorry to bring to
this floor that the situation is fairly
urgent in Louisiana. | am sure that is
true in other places in the South. They
are facing economic hardships, unpar-
alleled in many instances. In fact, |
asked Ken Methavin, one of our cotton
producers from Natchitoches, LA, if he
could describe the situation. He said,
““Ms. LANDRIEU, there ain’t nobody
alive that has ever seen anything like
this for a hundred years.”” We are expe-
riencing in Louisiana a 100-year
drought, and for us with usually an
ample supply of water it is hard for me
even to be able to speak here about the
situation that the farmers are experi-
encing. It is very unusual.

Over the past 3 and a half months,
our State has received virtually no
measurable rainfall in the crop-grow-
ing regions of the State. As of this
week, the average rainfall totaled 13
inches below our State average.

In addition to facing one of the worst
droughts in our history, the State is
experiencing very high temperatures,
over 100 degrees. The combination has
resulted in extensive damage to our
corn crop.

Our soybean farmers, in addition, tell
me that about a third of their crop will
be in jeopardy.

Our dairy farmers continue to face
not only the weather conditions—the
lack of water and the high tempera-
tures—but depressed prices are also
driving many of them out of business.
Milk production has decreased more
than 50 percent, in addition, due to
damaged pastureland.

Our cotton and rice farmers are also
expecting to suffer from the drought.
In addition, the Asian financial crisis,
which has not yet completely hit,
threatens to further complicate the sit-
uation.

Our forest production report is equal-
ly disturbing. We planted 100 million
seedlings this last year and to date
have lost over 50 million, and 15,000
acres of forest in Louisiana have
burned, resulting in fire not to be com-
pared to what is happening in Florida,
but still a significant amount of acres
has been lost.

In parish after parish, | am hearing
nothing but grim news about the im-
pact of the drought on depressed prices
in some areas, and the extreme heat. |
am told that even with crop insurance
under the current Crop Insurance Pro-
gram, many of our farmers will not be
able to recoup any measurable portion
of their input costs. Other farmers who
are not eligible for crop insurance have
no similar assistance at all to avail
themselves of.
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So | am pleased to be here today on
the floor to join our leader, Senator
DASCHLE, in his plea—his urgent plea—
for this Congress to come together and
to give appropriate assurance and ap-
propriate measures to our farmers at
this time. It is not enough, Mr. Presi-
dent, | don’t think, to pass a sense of
the Senate. What is appropriate is to
give meaning to that resolution that
we passed yesterday. We should have
specific, concrete relief and a safety
net for our farmers to get them
through a difficult time and to realize
that perhaps the laws that we have
outlined are not perfect and could be
improved with some changes that our
leader has put forward.

So | am happy to join him today, and
Senator HARKIN, to continue to fight
and to support our farmers not only in
Louisiana but around the Nation.

Thank you, and | yield the remainder
of my time.

Mr. DASCHLE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Democrat leader.
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, |

thank the Senator from Louisiana for
her excellent statement and appreciate
very much her reflecting on the seri-
ousness of the situation in Louisiana
as well.

As | noted, Mr. President, | will use
my leader time to finish the discussion
of this amendment.

| think this poster probably says it as
well as anything. The only thing |
would call to everyone’s attention is
that when it says ““rural S.D.,” it could
say ‘“‘rural Louisiana,” it could say
“rural Illinois,” or it could say “‘rural”
any State in the country. “Ag slump
threatens rural’’—blank. For me, it is
“rural S.D.”.

The problems that we are having
here that are outlined in these articles
say it very well. Prices have dropped
dramatically. Prices have dropped in
corn, in wheat, sorghum, barley, soy-
beans—you name the commodity.
Prices have plummeted. It is not just
the grain, it is the livestock as well.

There is a statement here in the first
part of the article by David Kranz, the
Sioux Falls Argus Leader.

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent that these articles, one by David
Kranz of the Argus Leader, and the
other by Kevin Woster of the Argus
Leader, be printed in the RECORD.

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

[From the Argus Leader, July 15, 1998]
AG SLUMP THREATENS RURAL S.D.—SMALL
TOWNS VULNERABLE TO DOWNTURN
(By David Kranz)

As politicians scramble to prop up a flag-
ging farm economy, South Dakota’s small-
town main streets are bracing for the finan-
cial ripples.

Cheap grain coupled with depressed live-
stock prices have farmers in an unusually
tight economic clutch this summer. And
some small businesses are already seeing the
effects.

“We are seeing a major impact. It’s all be-
cause of $2 corn and under—$5 beans and
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going lower. And you have $30 hogs and $50
cattle. | don’t know if you could call it a de-
pression, but it is awfully close to it,”” said
Tom Reecy, owner of Reecy Farm Supply Co.
in Dell Rapids.

Contributing to farmers’ problems are
weakened demands for agricultural imports
and some prolonged periods of weather disas-
ters and crop diseases. Some agriculture
economists are predicting financial fallout
as harsh as during the farm crisis of the mid-
1980s.

Some small businesses, already struggling
to survive economically, may lose the battle.

“Those (towns) that are detached from
urban centers may have some problems.
When a community becomes totally depend-
ent on one industry, any blip on the graph
will hit them more than your commuter
towns,” said James Satterlee, head of the
Department of Rural Sociology at South Da-
kota State University.

Satterlee said many small towns have been
reluctant to accept change and diversify
their economies over the years.

Census reports show about 200 South Da-
kota communities are steadily losing popu-
lation, and some of those will be vulnerable
to another downturn in agriculture.

“If those towns have been diversifying, it
won’t be as severe. There will be less chance
of impact because of something that happens
with one particular product,’” Satterlee said.

Freeman is one South Dakota community
largely dependent on the ag economy. The
town is also watching its population con-
tinue to shrink.

Rita Becker closed her clothing store in
Freeman in March because the store was no
longer profitable. She now works on the farm
with her husband, Rudy.

“When we talk with people in the business,
ag prices are a part of it, but another part is
that people just go elsewhere to shop. We are
50 miles away from Sioux Falls, but now-
adays, 50 miles isn’t a long ways to drive.”

The current agricultural situation has
Becker and her husband questioning the ad-
vantages of farming.

“We are in our mid-40s. We raise about 500
acres of beans and corn. Hearing my husband
speak with his friends, they are discouraged.
People have just had it. They have farmed
all their lives and there is just no money in
it,” she said.

HARDWARE STORE HURTING

Down the street from where Becker once
did business. Don Wipf is watching a decline
in agriculture-based spending at the Coast-
to-Coast hardware business his family has
owned for 59 years.

“We have seen it coming for a couple of
years. The farmers aren’t spending money
like they normally do. Sales are down. |
think they are buying more nonnecessities,”’
he said, “They notice it over at the grocery
store, too. They are buying more of the
cheaper cuts of meat these days.””

Wipf says Freeman business people are
worried about the future.

“Everybody is trying to come up with ways
to keep the businesses we have. It is just
generally tough for small towns. | wish we
could come up with an answer. I'd be rich.”

CENSUS NUMBERS DOWN, TOO

Things aren’t much brighter in Redfield.
This community, located between Aberdeen
and Huron, is also losing population. The
1996 census update showed another 3.3 per-
cent drop in population from the year before.

Rod Siegling owns the family’s grocery
store, Siegling Super Value, which has been
operating in Redfield for 40 years.

TOUGHER IN BAD TIMES

He has seen the ups and downs that come
with agricultural prosperity and decline, but
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says it is getting tougher to absorb the bad
times.

“It hasn’t had much of an effect yet, but it
will come gradually. They will watch how
they spend their dollar,” he said.

Ironically, a drive through the countryside
this summer can be deceiving, he said.

“The crops look good, but it isn't worth
anything if you can’t get a good price,” he
said.

Feed is Reecy’s business and he has ridden
the agriculture price roller coaster since
1973.

“It (the farm economy) has affected our
total feed business very dramatically. Our
major customer with 20 to 50 sows . . . They
are just getting out,” he said ‘““That style of
person is farming their farm land, looking to
cash it out and look for another job.”

The low prices don’t reduce farmers’ finan-
cial obligations, though, Reecy said.

“At the same time they all know their tax-
able valuation is going up. School cost is
going to go higher. Those things have them
very concerned.”’

Tim Clarke hears the talk from farmers
about the pending economic predicament. He
opened a farm equipment business last April
in Howard.

“l am starting from scratch. | have noth-
ing to compare with, but | sell smaller ticket
items like live-stock-handling equipment
and business has been good,”” Clark said.

TRYING TO STAY POSITIVE

Although he prefers to stay positive, he’s
also realistic.

“l try to ignore it (talk of the bad farm
economy), Agriculture has always been cy-
clical. But if it (the downturn) is not brief,
there will be nothing but tail lights in this
part of the country.”

[From the Argus Leader, July 15, 1998]
DEMOCRATS TURN UP HEAT ON FARM ACT
(By Kevin Woster)

South Dakota’s two U.S. senators joined
other Democrats on Tuesday in an increas-
ingly pointed attack on Republican-inspired
farm policy that critics claim has failed.

In an assault that Democrats hope can
produce more congressional seats as well as
better market prices. Sen. Tom Daschle said
almost every major commodity has dropped
in price since Congress in 1996 passed the
Freedom to Farm Act.

That act is phasing out decades-old farm
subsidies and production controls in favor of
free-market, free-planting policies. It allows
farmers to take better advantage of market
highs but also leaves them more at risk dur-
ing lows.

“We’ve seen some of the lowest prices in
decades for months now,” Daschle said dur-
ing a teleconference with reporters across
the nation. “We’ll see a serious decline in
farm prices for the foreseeable future unless
something is done.”

That something is included in a five-point
relief plan presented Tuesday by Daschle.
Sen. Tim Johnson and Democratic senators
from lowa, Minnesota and North Dakota.

The Democrats intend to offer the rural re-
lief package as amendments to an agricul-
tural appropriations bill. The Senate could
vote on some parts of that proposal today.

On Tuesday night, the Senate approved an
amendment by Daschle acknowledging that
there is a crisis in farm prices and that it
must be addressed. Daschle and other sen-
ators are scheduled to meet with President
Clinton tonight to discuss the situation.

The center of the Democrats’ package is a
proposal to increase the rate and extend the
repayment period for government marketing
loans. Farmers can use the loans, based on a
set price per bushel, to acquire operating
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cash. When prices rise, they can sell their
grain for a batter price, repay the loans and
have money left.

Other provisions would require large
meatpackers to reveal more information
about prices they pay for livestock, require
labeling of imported beef and lamb, boost
foreign-trade programs and create a $500 mil-
lion fund for targeted disaster assistance.

Providing a higher loan rate and a longer
repayment period—from the current nine
months to 15 months—would give farmers
more cash immediately and allow them more
time to find better markets, Democrats said.

Critics complain about the cost, which
Daschle said would be $1.6 billion a year.
They also worry that the longer marketing
period could allow grain stocks to build and
actually depress prices.

“The buyers know that product is there.
And it has to come to market sometime. It
can’t stay in the bins forever,” said Kimball
farmer Richard Ekstrum, past president of
the South Dakota Farm Bureau.

The Farm Bureau supports the current
farm bill, while the South Dakota Farmers
Union has pushed for changes, including
those advanced by the Democrats.

Ekstrum said he supports some portions of
the Democrats plan, such as provisions
aimed at improving foreign markets. He said
market development is the long-term key to
better prices.

Although raising the marketing loan rate
might help boost prices for grain farmers,
even that benefit creates negative impacts in
the complicated world of agriculture,
Ekstrum said.

“That loan rate has an impact on grain
prices, which livestock producers have to
purchase. And they already are in a very
tight squeeze. If they have to pay more for
grain, they might cut production,” he said.
“There’s just no simple solutions.”

Ekstrum said the depressed market prices
re painful for farmers, but the entire outlook
isn’t bleak. Many farmers in South Dakota
have promising fields of corn and soybeans,
he said.

“It’s not in the bin yet. But right now we
have the potential for yields much, much
above what is average. If you can produce
more grain with the same inputs, that’s al-
ways a positive thing,”” he said.

South Dakota’s Republican congressman,
Rep. John Thune, said he probably would
support the loan-rate increase. He also might
support the loan-repayment extension, al-
though he worries about the potential effect
of stockpiling more grain.

Either way, the Democratic plan faces a
hard collision with Republican leaders intent
on maintaining the new free-market, less-
government approach to federal farm policy,
Thune said.

“When you get outside of the Northern
Plains states, they aren’t experiencing the
type of stress that we are, so it’s a harder
case to make,” Thune said. ‘“‘I certainly
don’t think there’s any inclination there
now to overhaul Freedom to Farm.”

Supporters of current farm policy think
the long-term answer is in new and expanded
foreign agricultural markets, which will help
boost market prices. The House moved Tues-
day evening to help in that area by approv-
ing a companion bill to one already approved
by the Senate exempting agricultural com-
modities from trade sanctions imposed
against Pakistan and Indian.

Thune said work on foreign trade needs to
be a national priority. But he said there
might be ways to provide farmers and ranch-
ers with needed assistance while maintaining
the free-market approach.

He hopes to announce related proposals
later this week.

Democrats said that without immediate
action, Congress will fail rural America.
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Sen. Byron Dorgan, D-N.D., said farmers in
his state are experiencing a 98 percent drop
in farm income in one year because of lower
market prices, crop diseases and weather
problems. Such severe financial pain de-
serves federal assistance, he said.

“It isn’t a wind or tornado. It’s not a flood.
It’s not a fire. It’s not an earthquake. But
it’s every bit a disaster,”” Dorgan said.

Johnson said the Freedom to Farm con-
cept, which phases out farm subsidies by
2002, amounted to giving farmers ‘‘five years
of declining payments, then a pat on the
back and good luck.”’

Johnson continues to push for meat label-
ing laws that would allow consumers to
choose between U.S. and imported meats. He
said that would help lift prices for U.S. live-
stock producers.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, | will
quote from the article:

“We are seeing a major impact. It’s all be-
cause of $2 corn and under $5 beans and going
lower. And you have $30 hogs and $50 cattle.
I don’t know if you could call it a depression,
but it is awfully close to it,”” said Tom
Reecy, owner of Reecy Farm Supply Co. in
Dell Rapids.

Contributing to farmers’ problems are
weakened demand for agricultural imports
and some prolonged periods of weather disas-
ters and crop diseases. Some agricultural
economists are predicting financial fallout
as harsh as during the farm crisis of the mid-
1980s.

This isn’t a Democratic Senator say-
ing this. This isn’t even a farmer say-
ing this. What they are saying is that,
because of these falling crop prices,
you have got the owner of a very im-
portant business in Dell Rapids, SD,
saying, ‘“‘It’s over.” Its over unless we
change what is happening out here
today.

The article by Kevin Woster makes it
very clear that the problem goes be-
yond—it is not on this chart—but it
goes beyond Dell Rapids, SD. He talks
about Redfield, a very important com-
munity in the northeastern part of our
State. The 1996 census update showed a
3.3 percent drop in population in just
that year. Rod Siegling owns the fam-
ily grocery store, Siegling Super Value,
which has been operating in Redfield
for 40 years.

Mr. Siegling talks about the extraor-
dinary reduction in the business in his
store, in the article that | have already
inserted in the RECORD. Why? Because
prices are so low people can’t afford to
buy their groceries.

Mr. President, | have one other mat-
ter | would like to insert in the
RECORD, and that is a letter sent to the
chairman of the Senate Agriculture
Committee by the Tripp County Board
of Commissioners: Louis Polasky, Ray
Petersek, Harold Whiting, Neil
Farnsworth, and Marion G. Best.

I ask unanimous consent that this
letter be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the

was ordered to be print-
ed in the RECORD, as follows:

TRIPP COUNTY
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS,
Winner, SD, July 7, 1998.
Senator RICHARD LUGAR,
Chairman, U.S. Senate Agricultural Committee,
Senate Hart Building, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR LUGAR: The Tripp County

Commissioners are writing this letter to in-
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form you as to the economic disaster involv-
ing the farmers and ranchers in Tripp Coun-
ty, South Dakota.

The county consists of approximately 700
farm and ranch families in a populas of 6,900.
During the last decade, the devastating ef-
fect of low commodity and cattle prices have
affected every household in the county. Com-
modity prices at the 1950 levels have contin-
ued the exodus of our youth to cities for jobs
while the age of our farmers and ranchers av-
erage in the 60’s.

Ever since the NAFTA and GATT agree-
ments were entered into, the farm and ranch
economy has plummeted. While trying to be-
come more efficient, they cannot compete
with the inflationary rate that the rest of
the economy or businesses have placed on
their products while receiving historical low
prices!

While the large four packers have capital-
ized on the livestock market, the stock mar-
ket moves up or down only to the pleasure of
the traders’ profit at the expense of the
farmers and ranchers. Where else can a mar-
ket move lower because it rains in Indiana or
higher because Texas is dry!

It has, for these reasons and many others,
become very important for the need of as-
sistance to restore a safety net to grain and
livestock producers! All our producers need
are fair prices for both grain and livestock
and the rural economy will heal itself! This
crisis has escalated to the point where imme-
diate help is needed. The rural outcry has be-
come a deafening cry for help.

Sincerely,
TRIPP COUNTY COMMISSIONERS:
Louls POLASKY,
Chairman.

RAY PETERSEK.

HAROLD WHITING.

NEIL FARNSWORTH.

MARION G. BEST.

Mr. DASCHLE. I will simply read one
paragraph:

During the last decade, the devastating ef-
fect of low commodity and cattle prices has
affected every household in the county. Com-
modity prices at the 1950 levels have contrib-
uted to the continuing exodus of our youth
to cities for jobs while the age of our farmers
and ranchers average in the 60s.

Yesterday, the Senate voted 99 to
nothing simply to say, with bipartisan
emphasis, we hear you. We understand.
We know that when prices are this low,
you are going to see the consequences
as reported in these stories and this
letter.

Today, we now offer our solutions.
This amendment, the one upon which
we will be voting briefly, lifts the cap
on marketing loans and extends the
loan term as one of the most con-
sequential ways with which to respond
immediately to the problem of low
prices.

Why? Because we are giving farmers
some flexibility to say, look, if the
prices continue this way, | am going to
take out a loan for at least 15 months
to see if all of the other things they are
doing out in Washington and through-
out our agricultural economy will give
me a better price later on.

That is what we are suggesting. Let’s
give our farmers the opportunity to ob-
tain a better option in the short term.
We are talking about farmers’ ability
to survive the 1 year that this amend-
ment takes place. That is all it is, 1
year. We are not suggesting this be a
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permanent change to the legislation
pending. We are simply saying the very
survival of thousands of family farms
depends upon whether we give them
the tools right now.

For those who oppose this amend-
ment, | would simply ask, What imme-
diate action do they propose? What will
they do to help farmers today?

We are all for trade. | don’t know of
a Senator who will come to the floor
and say, ‘“‘l oppose increasing trade.”
That is like saying | will oppose eating
apple pie. We favor trade. We want to
see our markets opened. And I might
say parenthetically the fastest way to
open them is to pass the funding of the
International Monetary Fund so that
we can open these markets and sta-
bilize the economy.

So let me just describe again this
first in a series of steps that we are
proposing to deal with these prices.
The amendment, again, that we will be
voting on momentarily would elimi-
nate the caps on marketing loans and
set the new rate at 85 percent of the av-
erage price of the previous 5 years, and
here is the key, ““on an emergency
basis.”” On an emergency basis, it
would extend the marketing loan term
from 9 months to 15 months under the
same conditions.

I hope everyone will note the distinc-
tion between this amendment and ear-
lier legislation to break the loan caps.
In contrast to other marketing loan
proposals, this measure only goes into
effect in the case of an economic crisis.
It gives the President discretionary au-
thority to control extreme, persistent
income loss by lifting the marketing
loan caps and extending their terms in
this year only.

Regardless of how my colleagues may
feel about changes in permanent law,
regardless of how they may have voted
in the past, | really cannot imagine
that anybody can say that for 1 year,
under these circumstances, | am op-
posed to bumping up that loan that has
to be paid back by the farmers, regard-
less of whatever concerns they might
have. In every single case that | am
aware of in talking to farmers around
the country, they tell us that the sin-
gle most effective thing we can do, the
single most important thing we can do
to affect price in the short term is
what we are offering right now.

You can listen to some of our col-
leagues complain that this is an old so-
lution. The fact is that this is the best
solution, the best short-term emer-
gency solution that we are aware can
be proposed. It is supported by the Na-
tional Wheat Growers, by the Barley
Growers, by the American and Na-
tional Corn Growers, and by a growing
list of farmer organizations and farm-
ers across this country who say, yes,
with an exclamation point, pass this.

Combining the two provisions—the
extension of the time and the moderate
increase in the availability of the loan
value—provides our farmers with in-
creased market flexibility and a far
better shot at surviving over the next
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12 months. Adopting this proposal
would result in loan rate increases, and
we think price increases, for every sin-
gle grain commodity. Wheat loan rates
would increase 64 cents a bushel; corn
loan rates would increase 36 cents a
bushel; soybean rates would increase.

The flexibility contained in the new
farm bill is great. Farmers get their
signals from the market but not the
Government. But they cannot be left
without the marketing tools necessary
to capitalize on the new free market.
This is an opportunity to send a clear
message to farmers in every State,
every State where we can add ‘‘rural”
in front. We understand the ag slump
threatens rural States, rural South Da-
kota, rural North Dakota, rural Maine,
rural California, rural Louisiana, and
we are going to do something about it.
We are going to offer this as our best
opportunity to deal immediately with
price, knowing how consequential this
could be for every single farmer who is
watching and listening and hoping that
we understand. We can use all the rhet-
oric we want. The only way we are
going to get this job done is to match
our actions to our rhetoric. The rhet-
oric came yesterday. The actions now
must come today, and they must start
by increasing this loan rate.

| yield the floor.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, |
think we have had a full and complete
debate on the Senator’s amendment.
We have heard from Senators on both
sides of the aisle. I am prepared to
yield back any time that remains to
this side on the amendment of the Sen-
ator from South Dakota, but before
doing that | am happy to announce to
the Senate that we have reached an
agreement on both sides with respect
to the amendments that will be in
order to this bill and, following the dis-
position of the Daschle amendment, we
will proceed to consider other amend-
ments.

With the authority of the majority
leader and with the permission and
consent of the minority leader, | ask
unanimous consent that during the
consideration of the agriculture appro-
priations bill, the following be the only
first-degree amendments in order, sub-
ject to relevant second-degree amend-
ments, and following the disposition of
the amendments, the bill be advanced
to third reading and the Senate pro-
ceed immediately to Calendar No. 430,
the House companion bill.

| further ask that all after the enact-
ing clause be stricken, the text of the
Senate bill as amended be inserted, the
bill be advanced to third reading and
passage occur, all without intervening
action or debate.

Finally, | ask that the Senate insist
on its amendment, request a con-
ference with the House on the disagree-
ing votes, and the Chair be authorized
to appoint conferees on the part of the
Senate, and the Senate bill be placed
back on the calendar.

I submit the list of amendments to be
offered on both sides.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent the list be printed
in the RECORD.

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

AMENDMENTS TO AGRICULTURE
APPROPRIATIONS
Craig—Bio-diesel.
Grassley—S.0.S. on farmers relief.
Grassley—S. 1269—Fast track.
Lugar—Sanctions.
McConnell—2nd degree place holder.
Hatch—Interstate distribution of meat.
DeWine—S.0.S. on asthma inhalers.
Kempthorne—Funding for secondary agri-
culture education programs.
Brownback—Limit length of agriculture
census.
Coverdell—Ag. credit.
Coverdell—E coli.
Roberts—Nuclear nonproliferation.
Roberts—Nuclear nonproliferation.
Cochran—Managers amendment.
Cochran—Managers amendment.
Stevens—Relevant.
Santorum—Farmland preservation fund-
ing.
Brownback—Nine month waiver perma-
nent sanctions—Pakistan/India.
Baucus—Research.
Baucus—Commodity loans.
Baucus—Research.
Baucus—Relevant.
Bryan—Market access program.
Bryan—Market access program.
Byrd—Relevant.
Byrd—Relevant.
Bumpers—Relevant.
Bumpers—Relevant.
Bumpers—Relevant.
Conrad—Emergency indemnity payments.
Conrad—Relevant.
Conrad—Relevant.
Daschle—Market loan rate (pending).
Daschle—CRP hay.
Daschle—Fund for Rural America.
Daschle—Price reporting.
Daschle—Conservation reserve.
Dodd—Waive sanctions food and medicine.
Dodd—FDA recall drugs and medical de-
vices.
Dodd—Authorize experiment station re-
search $.
Dorgan—Scab research.
Dorgan—Cost of production.
Dorgan—Sanctions.
Dorgan—Food for peace.
Dorgan—Fruits and veggies.
Durbin—Clinical pharmacology.
Durbin—National corn-to-ethanol.
Durbin—Meals on wheels.
Feingold—Small farms.
Feingold—Relevant.
Graham—Fires.
Graham—Country origin produce labeling.
Graham—$ Med fly.
Harkin—Relevant.
Harkin—WIC related.
Harkin—Food safety.
Harkin—Relevant.
Harkin—Relevant.
Harkin—Relevant.
Harkin—Bio containment.
Johnson—Meat labeling.
Kerrey—Mandatory price reporting pilot.
Kerrey—Economic research service study.
Leahy—Relevant.
Leahy—Relevant.
Levin—Fire blight.
Levin—Disability discrimination.
Mikulski—Relevant.
Mikulski—Relevant.
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Robb—Remedy discrimination by USDA.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, |
thank all Senators for their coopera-
tion and assistance in reaching this
point of the debate on the agriculture
appropriations bill. 1 now yield back all
time that remains on this side on the
Daschle amendment.

I move to table the Daschle amend-
ment.

Mr. President, | ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
INHOFE). Is there a sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.
The yeas and nays have been ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. FORD. | announce that the Sen-
ator from Ohio (Mr. GLENN) is nec-
essarily absent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber
who desire to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 56,
nays 43, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 200 Leg.]

YEAS—56
Abraham Feingold McCain
Allard Frist McConnell
Ashcroft Gorton Murkowski
Bennett Gramm Nickles
Bond Grams Roberts
Brownback Grassley Roth
Burns Gregg Santorum
Campbell Hagel Sessions
Chafee Hatch Shelby
Coats Helms Smith (NH)
Cochran Hutchinson Smith (OR)
Collins Hutchison Snowe
Coverdell Inhofe Specter
Craig Jeffords Stevens
D’Amato Kempthorne Thomas
DeWine Kyl Thompson
Domenici Lott Thurmond
Enzi Lugar Warner
Faircloth Mack
NAYS—43
Akaka Feinstein Lieberman
Baucus Ford Mikulski
Biden Graham Moseley-Braun
Bingaman Harkin Moynihan
Boxer Hollings Murray
Breaux Inouye Reed
Bryan Johnson Reid
Bumpers Kennedy Robb
Byrd Kerrey Rockefeller
Cleland Kerry Sarbanes
Conrad Kohl Torricelli
Daschle Landrieu Wellstone
Dodd Lautenberg Wyden
Dorgan Leahy
Durbin Levin
NOT VOTING—1
Glenn

The motion to lay on the table the
amendment (No. 3146) was agreed to.

Mr. COCHRAN. | move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. BUMPERS. | move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3155

(Purpose: To amend the Arms Export Con-

trol Act to provide waiver authority on

certain sanctions applicable to India or

Pakistan)

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, on be-
half of the Senator from Kansas, Mr.
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BROWNBACK, and other Senators, | send
an amendment to the desk and ask
that it be stated.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. CocH-
RAN], for Mr. BROWNBACK, for himself, Mr.
ROBERTS, Mr. HAGEL, Mr. GORTON and Mr.
RoBB, proposes an amendment numbered
3155.

Mr. COCHRAN. | ask unanimous con-
sent that reading of the amendment be
dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:

At the appropriate place in the bill, insert
the following:

TITLE —INDIA-PAKISTAN RELIEF ACT

SEC.__ 01. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“‘India-Paki-
stan Relief Act of 1998"".

SEC.__02. WAIVER AUTHORITY.

(a) AUTHORITY.—The President may waive
for a period not to exceed one year upon en-
actment of this Act with respect to India or
Pakistan the application of any sanction or
prohibition (or portion thereof) contained in
section 101 or 102 of the Arms Export Control
Act, section 620E(e) of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961, or section 2(b)(4) of the Ex-
port Import Bank Act of 1945.

(b) EXCEPTION.—The authority provided in
subsection (a) shall not apply to any restric-
tion in section 102(b)(2) (B), (C), or (G) of the
Arms Export Control Act.

(c) Amounts made available by this section
are designated by the Congress as an emer-
gency requirement 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 offi-
cial budget request that includes designation
of the entire amount of the request as an
emergency requirement as defined in the
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control Act of 1985, as amended, is transmit-
ted by the President to the Congress.
SEC.___03. CONSULTATION.

Prior to each exercise of the authority pro-
vided in section ___ 02, the President shall
consult with the appropriate congressional
committees.

SEC.__04. REPORTING REQUIREMENT.

Not later than 30 days prior to the expira-
tion of a one-year period described in section
___ 02, the Secretary of State shall submit a
report to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees on economic and national security
developments in India and Pakistan.

SEC. ___05. APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL
COMMITTEES DEFINED.

In this title, the term ‘‘appropriate con-
gressional committees’” means the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations of the Senate and
the Committee on International Relations of
the House of Representatives and the Com-
mittees on Appropriations of the House of
Representatives and the Senate.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, |
rise today in support of the India-Paki-
stan Relief Act, which | am cosponsor-
ing with my colleague from Kansas.

Even as we have implemented a
strict regime of sanctions on India and
Pakistan as called for by law, it is my
belief that we must also look to the fu-
ture and to creating the sort of envi-
ronment which will allow the United
States to engage India and Pakistan in

The
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a positive relationship and to restore
stability to South Asia.

To that end, this Amendment does
something very simple, and something
much needed. It is also something
which | believe the great majority of
this body supports.

The Amendment provides the Presi-
dent with the discretion to waive the
application of any sanction or prohibi-
tion, for a period of 1 year. It contains
an exception for those sanctions deal-
ing with dual-use exports or military
sales, which will remain off-limits.

Before the waiver authority is exer-
cised, the President is required to con-
sult with Congress.

And, prior to the expiration of the
waiver authority granted in this
Amendment, the Secretary of State
must report to Congress on develop-
ments in India and Pakistan.

This last point is crucial. The waiver
authority granted in this Amendment
is limited to 1 year. Should India and
Pakistan prove to be unwilling to re-
solve their differences—should the Sec-
retary be unable to report on substan-
tial and significant progress—this
Amendment will sunset, and the cur-
rent sanctions will go back into effect.

It is my belief that the President be
given flexibility to use and shape sanc-
tions as most appropriate to attempt
to create a positive and constructive
environment for the resolution of polit-
ical and security problems in South
Asia. Our current sanctions policy does
not provide for that flexibility.

In fact, without this flexibility it is
difficult to conceive how the United
States can play a positive and con-
structive role in attempting to head off
a potential nuclear arms race in South
Asia or to restore stability to the re-
gion.

Indeed, the Administration currently
has a high-level delegation, headed by
Deputy Secretary Talbott, en route to
the region to continue talks with India
and Pakistan and to continue discus-
sions on bringing the current crisis to
a close.

Hopefully, this Amendment will send
a positive signal to India and Pakistan
that the United States is interested in
working with them to resolve their
problems, and will provide our nego-
tiators with the leverage that they
need if they are to have success in
moving the process in a positive direc-
tion.

This Amendment structures U.S. pol-
icy to secure commitments from India
and Pakistan to make real and mean-
ingful progress in rolling back the cur-
rent crisis, to settle their differences,
and to bring peace to South Asia.

Although we do not spell out explicit
conditions that India and Pakistan
must meet in this Amendment, it is my
hope and belief that the flexibility that
this Amendment introduces will allow
the Administration to work with India
and Pakistan to take necessary actions
to resolve their political and security
differences, including ceasing any fur-
ther nuclear tests; engaging in a high-
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level dialogue, putting confidence and
security building measures in place;
and, take steps to roll-back their nu-
clear programs and come into compli-
ance with internationally accepted
norms on the proliferation of weapons
of mass destruction.

Indeed, my support of this Amend-
ment lies, in part, in my belief that
this is that path that India and Paki-
stan themselves have indicated that
they would like to pursue.

Both India and Pakistan have made
statements indicating that they will
refrain from future testing. Both have
indicated that they are prepared to
consider joining the Comprehensive
Test Ban Treaty. And, in a message to
the Security Council on July 9, Sec-
retary General Annan wrote that *“‘I
have been encouraged by indications
from both sides of their readiness to
enter into dialogue addressing peace
and security matters and causes of ten-
sion, including Kashmir.”

In South Asia today it appears to be
too late to talk about preventing the
capability of developing nuclear weap-
ons. As | stated on this floor imme-
diately following the first Indian nu-
clear test, the international commu-
nity cannot successfully impose non-
proliferation policies on South Asia.
Ultimately, India and Pakistan must
determine for themselves that their
own interests are best served by rid-
ding South Asia of weapons of mass de-
struction—and not by turning the re-
gion into a potential nuclear battle-
ground.

The United States, however, must
seek ways to work with India and
Pakistan to help them reach that de-
termination. It is my belief that this
Amendment serves to structure our
policies to make that outcome more
likely. I urge my colleagues to join me
in support of this Amendment.

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, as has
been made clear, this amendment is a
version of a bill offered last week by
Senators MCcCONNELL, BIDEN, and oth-
ers. At that time, Senators felt pres-
sure to lift sanctions on India and
Pakistan, thereby precluding U.S. com-
panies from participating in a signifi-
cant wheat tender.

I understood the urgency, and |
therefore supported my colleagues. On
the question of sanctions in general,
and sanctions on India and Pakistan in
particular, however, several points
need to be emphasized.

The sanctions tasks force appointed
by the majority and minority leaders,
as of last week’s sanctions relief bill,
had met twice at a staff level. No one
saw the proposed bill language, which,
as originally written, would have lifted
not only economic, but also military
and dual use sanctions on India and
Pakistan for a period of nine months.

Mr. President, | believe the majority
leader was serious in his desire to con-
stitute a group of Senators who, after
due deliberation, would make rec-
ommendations on sanctions. That did
not happen. Instead, we have rushed
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forward, willy nilly, with bills and
amendments that the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee has not consid-
ered. Indeed, last week we were pre-
sented with language that even the
members of the sanctions task force
had not considered.

It is my firm belief that at any given
time we have one Commander in Chief
and one Secretary of State. | support
the President’s right to make decisions
on foreign policy, even when | disagree
with those decisions. | also agree that
it is important that the President have
some flexibility in making those deci-
sions.

That is why | am willing to support a
limited waiver on economic sanc-
tions—economic sanctions only—for
nine months for India and Pakistan—
which | do with some reservations. |
shall expand on this further at another
time. Suffice it to say that | do not be-
lieve foreign aid, foreign loan guaran-
tees or international bail outs are an
“entitlement’’ to any nation.

Equally importantly, Mr. President,
no nation deserves military hardware,
services or dual use items capable of
supporting military programs if and
when that nation engages in conduct
dangerous to the national security of
the United States. | shall never support
U.S. supercomputers going to help the
Indian nuclear program or U.S. space
technology supporting a South Asian
missile program. The line must be
drawn somewhere.

The bill presented to me last Thurs-
day at 9:30 a.m., one hour prior to its
consideration by the full Senate, would
have allowed anything—munitions list
items, aircraft, weapons, advanced
weapons technology—to go to India or
Pakistan. | refuse to believe that even
those most ardent to appease big busi-
ness could countenance a U.S. military
relationship with a nation that just
detonated a nuclear weapon.

Mr. President, sanctions have their
downsides, and | am ready to address
those downsides. What | am not willing
to do is to permit Congress to rush
headlong into approving legislation
which would open the floodgates to the
rogues of this world.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, the
amendment deals with the sanctions
against India and Pakistan. The

amendment has been cleared on this
side of the aisle. | understand that it
has also been cleared on the other side.
But | yield to my friend from Arkansas
for any comments.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, this
amendment has been cleared on this
side of the aisle.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
further debate?

Mr. KYL addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. KYL. | am sorry, I am not aware
of the amendment the Senator from
Mississippi is talking about.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
further debate?

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, | am
told there are a couple questions on

Is there

Is there
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our side of the aisle. | regret that | an-
nounced earlier there was no objection
on this side. Apparently, there are at
least a couple questions. So if we could
leave that amendment, set it aside in
order to let Senator LUGAR go, then we
will try to clear it between now and
the end of that time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
objection?

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, and | do not
want to object and will not, maybe the
thing to do is put in a quorum for a
second or two and see exactly what the
questions are. Maybe they can be an-
swered. If not, then | agree with you,
we will set it aside and go to another
amendment.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, |
think we are ready now to proceed to a
vote on the Brownback amendment

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate?

If not, the question is on agreeing to
the vote.

The amendment (No. 3155) was agreed
to.

Mr. COCHRAN. | move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. BUMPERS. | move to lay it on
the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana.

AMENDMENT NO. 3156
(Purpose: To provide a framework for consid-
eration by the legislative and executive
branches of unilateral economic sanctions
in order to ensure coordination of United

States policy with respect to trade, secu-

rity, and human rights.)

Mr. LUGAR. | send an amendment to
the desk and ask for its immediate con-
sideration.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Indiana [Mr. LUGAR] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 3156.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

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

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, | rise to
propose an amendment that seeks to
improve the way Congress and the ex-
ecutive branch consider and impose
unilateral economic sanctions on other
countries and entities. There has been
a dramatic rise in the number and vari-
ety of U.S. economic sanctions directed
against other countries to achieve one
or more foreign policy goals. More
often than not they have not been suc-

Is there
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cessful. Despite this record, we con-
tinue to impose one new unilateral
sanction after another. We typically do
so without careful analysis of their ef-
fects on our interests and our values.

Because of this, | believe it is time
we engage in a serious debate on the
merits of using unilateral economic
sanctions to accomplish foreign policy
goals. That is the purpose of this
amendment. My amendment is a modi-
fication of Senate bill S. 1413, the ““En-
hancement of Trade, Security, and
Human Rights Through Sanctions Re-
form Act”, or simply the Sanctions
Policy Reform Act, which we intro-
duced last November. The companion
bill was introduced in the House at the
same time. There are now 36 Senate co-
sponsors from both sides of the aisle.

Let me take a moment to note some
of the important changes from Senate
bill 1413 that are now in my proposed
amendment. These changes were in-
cluded to reflect discussions with the
administration, with legal counsel of
the Senate, with our colleagues in the
House, and with others. First, we clar-
ify in the amendment that our general
sanctions guidelines, procedural re-
quirements, analytical reports and sun-
set provisions pertain only to future
sanctions. | underline that point. This
amendment deals only with the future.
It is not an amendment about sanc-
tions past or sanctions present. We are
talking about sanctions in the future
and only unilateral sanctions imposed
by the United States alone.

Our bill is totally prospective. We
have eased some of the public notifica-
tion requirements about the proposed
new sanctions. We do not want the
President to inadvertently alert a
country targeted for sanctions to take
steps to avoid our sanctions before
they are imposed. If a country knows
in advance that we intend to impose an
asset freeze, for example, it would ini-
tiate moves to conceal, shift, or other-
wise avoid our sanctions, thereby un-
dermining their effectiveness.

We have strengthened the language
in the bill against the use of food, med-
icine, and medical equipment as a tool
of American foreign policy. As a guide-
line, we believe food should never be
used this way except in cases of war or
a threat to the security of the United
States. We have also included language
in the bill that permits a slowing down
of the process in the Congress to help
guarantee that information about pro-
posed new sanctions is available to the
Members prior to their voting on the
floor.

There are other minor changes in re-
porting requirements and procedures.

The fundamental purpose of my
amendment is to promote good govern-
ance through thoughtful deliberation
on those proposals involving unilateral
economic sanctions directed against
other countries. My amendment lays
out a set of guidelines and require-
ments for a careful and deliberative
process in both branches of Govern-
ment when considering new unilateral
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sanctions. It does not preclude the use
of economic sanctions, nor does it
change those sanctions already in
force. It is based on the basic principle
that if we improve the quality of our
policy process and our public discourse,
we can improve the quality of the pol-
icy itself.

This principle is familiar to us all.
James Madison wrote eloquently in the
Federalist Papers on the merits of
slowing down the legislative process on
important matters in order to achieve
more careful, thoughtful deliberation
and avoid the passions of the moment.
This amendment is consistent with
Madison’s view. When we introduced
Senate bill 1413 last fall, we did so be-
cause we believed that unilateral eco-
nomic sanctions, when used as a tool of
foreign policy, rarely achieved their
goal, and frequently harmed the United
States more than the target country
against whom they were aimed.

The imposition of unilateral sanc-
tions may help create a sense of ur-
gency to help resolve a problem, but it
often creates new problems, many of
which may be unintended. In some
cases, unilateral sanctions may be
counterproductive to our interests.

Over the past several years, there has
been a growing interest in the practice
of unilateral economic sanctions as a
tool of American foreign policy. Nu-
merous studies have been conducted by
think tanks, trade groups, the business
communities, the U.S. Government,
and foreign governments. These studies
reached similar conclusions that uni-
lateral economic sanctions that are
utilized to achieve foreign policy objec-
tives rarely succeed in doing so.

They further conclude that unilat-
eral economic sanctions seldom help
those we seek to assist, that they often
penalize the United States more than
the target country, and that they may
weaken our international competitive-
ness and our economic security. The
studies also show that unilateral eco-
nomic sanctions have increasingly be-
come a foreign policy of first choice,
even when other policy alternatives
exist.

Because of these studies, data on the
use of sanctions are becoming familiar.
According to Under Secretary of State,
Eisenstat in testimony before the
House International Relations Com-
mittee, the United States has applied
sanctions 115 times since World War |
and 104 times since the end of World
War Il. Nearly one third of the sanc-
tions applied over the last 80 years
have been imposed in just the past 4
years.

There are now dozens of new propos-
als before the Congress that would
tighten or impose sanctions on one or
more countries, many of whom are our
friends or our allies. There are other
sanctions pending at the State and
local level directed at nearly 20 coun-
tries.

The 1997 Report of the President’s
Export Council on U.S. Unilateral Eco-
nomic Sanctions, for example, cited 75
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countries representing more than half
the world’s population, that have been
subject to or threatened by U.S. unilat-
eral sanctions. The application of new
sanctions in the past 2 years have in-
creased this global percentage to near-
ly 70 percent of the world’s population
affected or threatened by one or more
U.S. sanctions.

These sanctions are not cost-free.
They are easy to impose because they
appear to be cost-free and are almost
always preferable to the use of force or
to doing nothing, but they have many
unintended victims—the poor in the
target countries, American companies,
American labor, American consumers,
and, quite frankly, American foreign
policy. One cost estimate put the in-
come loss to the American economy
from economic sanctions at between
$15 billion and $19 billion, while im-
pacting more than 150,000 jobs in 1995
alone. Magnify this overtime, and the
economic and foreign policy costs to
the United States become enormous.
These sanctions weaken our inter-
national competitiveness, lower our
global market share, abandon our es-
tablished markets to others and jeop-
ardize billions in export earnings—the
key to our economic growth. They may
also impair our ability to provide hu-
manitarian assistance. They some-
times anger our friends and call our
international leadership into question.

Someone compared the use of unilat-
eral economic sanctions in foreign pol-
icy to the use of carpet bombing in
warfare. He noted that both tactics are
indiscriminate and fail to distinguish
between innocent and guilty victims.
Those who are well-off financially, en-
trenched politically, or responsible for
foreign policy actions we oppose, are
those who tend to be least affected by
unilateral sanctions. The point is that
unilateral sanctions are blunt instru-
ments of foreign policy that are too
readily employed against foreign tar-
gets, even when other persuasive in-
struments of foreign policy may be
available.

The statute regulating our actions
against India’s and Pakistan’s behav-
ior, for example, is unusually inflexible
and limits our options to develop solu-
tions that work in South Asia. Our pu-
nitive sanctions, however meritorious
they may be, do not help us achieve co-
operation with either country in cop-
ing with regional and global problems;
nor do they promote essential Amer-
ican goals of democracy, human rights,
religious freedom, or other values we
would like to see in both countries. In-
deed, these particular sanctions could
inadvertently serve to destabilize an
already unsteady situation in Paki-
stan—a nuclear Pakistan—which would
not be in anybody’s interest.

Mr. President, my amendment does
not prohibit sanctions. There will al-
ways be situations in which the actions
of other countries are so outrageous or
so threatening to the United States
that some response by the United
States, short of the use of military
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force, is needed and justified. In these
instances, sanctions can be helpful in
getting the attention of another coun-
try, in showing U.S. determination to
change behaviors we find objection-
able, or in stimulating a search for cre-
ative solutions to difficult foreign pol-
icy problems.

Indeed, many unilateral sanctions
are intended to achieve very laudable
foreign policy goals—human rights im-
provements, the non-proliferation of
weapons of mass destruction, stem-
ming the flow of international narcot-
ics, countering terrorism, prohibiting
child labor, and others. These goals are
worthy foreign policy objectives. Un-
fortunately, unilateral economic sanc-
tions are not effective tools for advanc-
ing these objectives or our interests.
They may, in some cases, undermine
them. In the end, they typically inflict
punishment on the American people or
on the most vulnerable populations in
the country against whom the sanc-
tions are directed.

Mr. President, if we use unilateral
economic sanctions to advance our for-
eign policy, we must be more sparing
in their use, we must improve the proc-
ess by which we consider international
sanctions, and find ways to increase
their effectiveness once they are imple-
mented.

My amendment proposes to do that
by improving the way we consider uni-
lateral sanctions in both branches of
the government. It is a modest amend-
ment. It applies to a very limited class
of sanctions which are unilateral in
scope and which are intended to accom-
plish one or more foreign policy objec-
tives.

My amendment excludes those trade
remedies and other trade sanctions im-
posed because of market access restric-
tions, unfair trade practices and viola-
tions of U.S. commercial or trade laws.
It excludes those multilateral sanc-
tions regimes in which the U.S. partici-
pates, when other participating coun-
tries are imposing substantially equiv-
alent sanctions and taking their bur-
den. Our legislation is prospective and
would not change, amend or eliminate
existing U.S. sanctions, although | be-
lieve they should be reviewed as well.
The Sanctions Task Force set up by
the Senate leadership is undertaking
that review. Finally, the amendment
does not pertain to state and local
sanctions intended to achieve foreign
policy goals. It deals simply with those
of the Federal Government.

To help achieve a more deliberative
policy process, the bill establishes pro-
cedural guidelines and informational
requirements before unilateral eco-
nomic sanctions are considered by the
Congress or the President. My amend-
ment provides that any unilateral eco-
nomic sanction proposed in the Con-
gress or by the President should con-
form to certain guidelines. These
should include:

clearly defined foreign policy or na-
tional security goals;

contract sanctity;
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Presidential authority to adjust or
waive the sanctions if he determines it
is in the national interest to do so;

narrowly targeted sanction on the of-
fending party or parties;

expand export promotion if our sanc-
tions adversely affect a major export
market of American farmers;

efforts to minimize the negative im-
pact on humanitarian activities in tar-
geted countries; and

a sunset provision to terminate new
sanctions 2 years after they are im-
posed, unless reauthorized.

The amendment includes provisions
to fully inform members of the pro-
posed sanctions and requires new sanc-
tions be consistent with these guide-
lines. It also mandates that all pro-
posed new unilateral sanctions include
reports from the President which as-
sess the following:

the likelihood that the proposed
sanctions will achieve the stated for-
eign policy objective;

the impact of the sanctions on hu-
manitarian activities in affected coun-
tries;

the likely effects on our friends and
allies and on related national security
and foreign policy interests;

any diplomatic steps already under-
taken to achieve the specified foreign
policy goals;

the prospects for multilateral co-
operation and comparable efforts, if
any, by other countries to impose sanc-
tions; against target country;

prospects for retaliation against the
U.S. and against our agriculture inter-
ests;

an assessment as to whether the ben-
efits of achieving the stated foreign
policy goals outweigh any likely for-
eign policy, national security or eco-
nomic costs to the U.S.; and

a report on the effects the sanctions
are likely to have on the U.S. agricul-
tural exports and on the reputation of
U.S. farmers as reliable suppliers.

I include that section, Mr. President,
because agricultural exports are usu-
ally the first hit in retaliation. This is
the area in which our Nation does best
and has, by far, the largest surplus.
Therefore, this is of special importance
to the American agricultural producers
that are the focus of our attention
today in this appropriations bill.

A separate section includes similar
analytical requirements for any new
sanctions the President considers.
These include those sanctions imposed
by executive order under the Inter-
national Emergency Economic Powers
Act (IEEPA). these requirements must
be shared with the Congress before im-
posing new sanctions. However, the bill
allows the President to waive most of
these requirements if he must act
swiftly and if the challenge we con-
front is an emergency. The require-
ments on the President are as rigorous
as those on the congress.

Flnally, my amendment establishes
an inter-agency Sanctions Review
Committee to include all relevant
agencies in the executive branch in
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order to coordinate U.S. policy on
sanctions.

If unilateral sanctions are approved
and implemented, the amendment re-
quires annual reporting on their eco-
nomic costs and benefits to the United
State and any progress they are having
on achieving the stated foreign policy
goals.

There would also be a sunset provi-
sion in each new sanction that would
terminate new sanctions after two
years unless they are re-authorized by
the Congress or the President.

The agriculture provision merits spe-
cial comment because it singles out
American farmers and ranchers whose
exports are especially vulnerable to re-
taliation and whose products are most
easily substituted by foreign competi-
tors. American agriculture is heavily
dependent on exports. About a third of
all of our sales from the farms of this
country are in the export trade. Last
year, American agriculture contributed
a net $22 billion surplus to our balance
of trade, more than any other sector.
Economic sanctions can have a serious
long-term adverse impact on American
agriculture. My amendment provides
authority to compensate for lost ex-
ports through agriculture export as-
sistance permitted under current stat-
utes and agreements. No new appro-
priations would be required.

To protect American agriculture, my
amendment defines humanitarian as-
sistance to include all food aid pro-
vided by the Department of Agri-
culture for the purchase or provision of
food or other agricultural commod-
ities. As such they would be exempt
from sanctions other than in response
to national security threats, where
multilateral sanctions are in place, or
if we are engaged in an armed conflict.

I have focused many of my remarks
on the economic and trade con-
sequences of unilateral sanctions be-
cause they are more easily measured.
But, the use of sanctions also raises a
fundamental question about the effects
of unilateral sanctions on the conduct
of American foreign policy. Can we fur-
ther our national interests and pro-
mote our values as a nation through
the use of unilateral sanctions which
distance ourselves from the challenges
we face, or can we better accomplish
our purposes by staying engaged in the
world and keeping our options open to
solutions? The answer is not always
black and white because sanctions can
sometimes be an appropriate foreign
policy tool.

On balance, | believe American inter-
ests are better advanced through en-
gagement and active leadership that
afford us an opportunity to influence
events that threaten our interests.

In some cases, unilateral sanctions
restrict our ability to take advantage
of changes in other countries because
trade embargoes impose a heavy bias
against dialogue and exchange. Unilat-
eral sanctions may create tensions
with friends and allies—including
democratic countries—that jeopardize
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cooperation in achieving other foreign
policy and priorities, including multi-
lateral cooperation on the sanctions
themselves.

U.S. leadership and American values
are better promoted through our pres-
ence abroad, the knowledge we share
and impart, and the contacts we make
and sustain. Many countries want to be
exposed to our values and ideas if they
are not imposed. The lessons of the free
market and democratic values are
learned more easily when they are ex-
perienced first hand, not as abstrac-
tions from a distance and not behind
artificial barriers imposed by unilat-
eral sanctions.

Let me suggest a number of fun-
damental principles that 1 believe
should shape our approach to unilat-
eral economic sanctions: Unilateral
economic sanctions should not be the
policy of first resort. To the extent
possible, other means of persuasion and
influence ought to be exhausted first;

If harm is to be done or is intended,
we must follow the cardinal principle
that we plan to harm our adversary
more than we harm ourselves; when
possible, multilateral economic sanc-
tions and international cooperation are
preferable to unilateral sanctions and
are more likely to succeed, even
though they may be more difficult to
obtain; we should secure the coopera-
tion of the major trading and investing
countries as well as the principal front-
line states if economic sanctions are to
be successful; and we ought to avoid
double standards and be as consistent
as possible in the application of our
sanctions policy.

To the extent possible, we ought to
avoid disproportionate harm to the ci-
vilian population. We should avoid the
use of food as a weapon of foreign pol-
icy and we should permit humanitarian
assistance programs to function; our
foreign policy goals ought to be clear,
specific and achievable within a rea-
sonable period of time; we ought to
keep to a minimum the adverse affects
of our sanctions on our friends and al-
lies; we should keep in mind that uni-
lateral sanctions can cause adverse
consequences that may be more prob-
lematic than the actions that prompt-
ed the sanctions—a regime collapse, a
humanitarian disaster, a mass exodus
of people, or more repression and isola-
tion in the target country, for example;
we should explore options for solving
problems through dialogue, public di-
plomacy, and positive inducements or
rewards; and the President of the
United States should always have op-
tions that include both sticks and car-
rots that can be adjusted according to
circumstance and nuance; the Congress
should be vigilant by insuring that his
options are consistent with Congres-
sional intent and the law.

In those cases where we cannot build
multilateral cooperation and where our
core interests or core values are at
risk, we must, of course, consider act-
ing unilaterally. Our actions must be
part of an overall coherent and coordi-
nated foreign policy that is coupled
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with diplomacy and consistent with
our international obligations and ob-
jectives. We should have a reasonable
expectation that our unilateral actions
will not cause more collateral damage
to ourselves or to our friends than the
problem they are designed to correct.

Mr. President, the United States
should never abandon its leadership
role in the world nor forsake the basic
values we cherish in the pursuit of our
foreign policy. We must ask, however,
whether we are always able to change
the actions of other countries whose
behavior we find disagreeable or
threatening. If we are able to influence
those actions, we need to ponder how
best to proceed. In my judgment, uni-
lateral economic sanctions will not al-
ways be the best answer. But, if they
are the answer, they should be struc-
tured so that they do as little harm as
possible to ourselves and to our overall
global interests. By improving upon
our procedures and the quality and
timeliness of our information when
considering new sanctions, | believe we
can make that possible. We should
know about the cost and benefits of
proposed new sanctions before we con-
sider them. That is the intent of my
amendment.

| ask that all Members look closely
at my amendment and hope you will
agree that it is good governance
amendment that will help improve the
quality and conduct of American for-
eign policy.

Mr. President, | will conclude by
pointing out that a bipartisan sanc-
tions task force has been appointed by
the leadership of this body. That task
force has met. | look forward to mak-
ing a contribution to the work of that
group.

Mr. President, as | mentioned earlier
in the debate today, | visited with the
presidents of the 50 farm bureaus in our
country. | visited with them because
they are concerned about the farm
prices that we have been talking about,
and | am concerned as well. Very clear-
ly, the farm organizations of our coun-
try have a strong and clear agenda, to
which | subscribe. They believe that we
must pass fast track authority for the
President, that we need reform of the
IMF and replenish those funds, and
that we must have sanctions reform.

The American Farm Bureau has been
a strong contributing member to the
U.S.A. Engage movement, which now
includes 675 American companies who
are involved in exporting. The Amer-
ican Farm Bureau and these American
companies are companies who say, first
of all, that sanctions have to remain a
part of our foreign policy apparatus;
that unilateral sanctions, those im-
posed by ourselves, usually fail and
usually cause more harm upon us than
upon the target countries; that on oc-
casion we may be so outraged that we
may be prepared to accept that cost,
understanding that the harm to our
jobs and our income will be greater
than that which we have fostered. But,
Mr. President, the farmers of America
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and their organizations are crying out
in this legislation for attention.

I argued on the last amendment that
our best policy in this country was to
sell grain, to sell livestock—not to
store it. | think that is the issue, Mr.
President. But if we are to be credible
with regard to the export side, farmers
and farm groups are saying, ‘““You must
reform. You must do more.” And |
agree with that.

That is why | offered this amendment
on the appropriations bill for agri-
culture, because it is a passionate cry
by our farmers to take this concrete
action to give some hope that their
concerns are being addressed, that, in
fact, we are going to move exports, and
are going to do so because we are be-
ginning to think more carefully here in
this body about what we are doing.

To reiterate the bidding, Mr. Presi-
dent, before unilateral sanctions alone
are imposed, there has to be a purpose
stated for why we are doing them. And
criteria and benchmarks that would
show the degree to which we have been
successful in interim reports, and an
assessment of the cost to American
jobs and the lost income. I mentioned
$20 billion of lost income in a year and
150,000 jobs. These are not inconsequen-
tial. Debates occur on this floor fre-
quently over 100 jobs or 1,000 jobs. I am
asking that to consider very carefully
these cost implications before we adopt
another unilateral sanction. And fi-
nally, I am saying that after 2 years
there should be a sunset provision. The
sanction ends at that point, unless it is
authorized again by the Congress or by
the President for valid foreign policy
reasons. These sanctions go on forever.
This amendment is prospective. It
deals with the future. | hope the sanc-
tions task force set up by the leader-
ship will deal with the present and past
sanctions.

Mr. President, | ask for careful con-
sideration by this body of my amend-
ment. | am hopeful it will be a strong
plank in this appropriations bill.

I thank the Chair.

Mr. HELMS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. CoL-
LINS). The Senator from North Caro-
lina.

Mr. HELMS. | thank the Chair.

Madam President, | rise in respectful
opposition to some of the implications
of the amendment offered by my good
friend, the distinguished Senator from
Indiana, Mr. LUGAR. Now, we all know
that sanctions have come under assault
of late. It is the politically correct
thing to do amidst Senator LUGAR’s
and my friends in the business commu-
nity. And | think neither Senator
LUGAR nor | has failed to stand up for
the free enterprise system and the
business community when the commu-
nity deserved to be supported, which is
most of the time.

Nevertheless, there are some power-
ful corporate interests in this town
which have launched a well-financed
lobbying campaign against sanctions,
all sanctions, in an obvious attempt to
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convince Congress that all sorts of un-
reasonable sanction laws have been
presented and that these sanctions are
something new and unusual and some-
how detrimental to the best interests
of this country.

On that point | beg to differ. The fact
is, as an effective and principled for-
eign policy tool economic sanctions are
older than this Republic itself. What
did the American colonies do in re-
sponse to Britain’s imposition of the
Stamp Act? The American colonies im-
posed economic sanctions forcing its
repeal as a matter of fact. What did the
Continental Congress do when Britain
imposed the Intolerable Acts? The Con-
tinental Congress imposed economic
sanctions on Britain.

Why has Congress always authorized
sanctions when needed? This is a ques-
tion that is worth reviewing, and that
is what | propose to do briefly, if it
may be possible. Amazingly, some in
the business community, and they have
always been and will continue to be
close friends of mine, have jumped to
the conclusion on the recent events in
India and Pakistan to pursue their at-
tacks on the U.S. bilateral sanctions.
But it is precisely those events in India
and Pakistan, the decision by these
governments to detonate a dozen sepa-
rate nuclear weapons, that should
heighten our resolve to enforce tough
sanctions against governments that
seek to destabilize the world.

The fact is, in that instance, Madam
President, | believe, and | believe | can
demonstrate, that India detonated its
devices because of India’s fear that the
United States was coddling China and
bidding friendship for China that ought
not to be a part of the foreign policy of
this country.

Now, just weeks ago the Senate
passed the Iran Missile Proliferation
Sanctions Act by an overwhelming
vote of 90 to 4. Why did we do that? In
order to place a cost on the specific
companies for transferring dangerous
missile technology to a terrorist re-
gime in Iran which will use that tech-
nology to destabilize the entire Persian
Gulf region.

Now, we authorize the President to
sanction states and foreign companies
that threaten the safety of the Amer-
ican people by spreading nuclear,
chemical, and biological weapons of
mass destruction. We authorize sanc-
tions on states, and when | say the
word ‘‘states,” | mean governments,
foreign governments, which provide
training, weapons and political or fi-
nancial and diplomatic support to ter-
rorists who kidnap and murder Amer-
ican citizens. We authorize sanctions
on governments involved in the smug-
gling and transshipment of illegal
drugs that poison our children. We au-
thorize sanctions on governments that
commit acts of genocide and armed ag-
gression against their neighbors and
crimes against humanity.

The question must be faced: Are we
unreasonable in doing this? Should we
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be ashamed? | do not think so. Obvi-
ously, sanctions are not always the an-
swer. | do not contend that they are,
but we cannot escape the fact that
sometimes they are the only answer.

I think we better face the facts.
There are only three basic tools in for-
eign policy. There is diplomacy, sanc-
tions, and war. Without sanctions,
where would we be? Our options with
the dictators and proliferators and ter-
rorists of this world would be three:
empty talk, sending in the Marines, or
withdrawing into isolation. And | for
one am not willing to place such artifi-
cial limits on our foreign policy op-
tions.

But this is exactly, | fear, what the
pending amendment proposes to do.
Perhaps the Senator from Indiana can
persuade me and the remainder, the
rest of the Senate that that is not in-
tended and at least make some state-
ments for the RECORD that can be
viewed in the future.

In practice, this amendment is not
about sanctions reform as it states. It
is an obvious attempt by opponents of
sanctions and the business community
to hamstring Congress’ ability to au-
thorize sanctions. The proposed amend-
ment would tie Congress’ hands with
mandatory waiting periods for the im-
plementation of all sanctions, require
mandatory sunsets on all future sanc-
tions laws and define a wide range of
congressional actions known or re-
ferred to as ‘‘sanctions’” when they are
nothing of the sort.

This amendment, | fear, would im-
pose a mandatory 2-year time limit on
all U.S. sanctions law. I'm afraid that
would be opening a Pandora’s box.
Imagine if this was the law of the land
when the United States enacted the
Arms Export Control Act which pro-
hibits the sale of sophisticated weapons
to nations that the State Department
determines annually support terror-
ism—governments like Syria, Iran,
Iraqg, Libya and North Korea. Would we
have wanted those sanctions to be
eliminated under an arbitrary 2-year
timetable? | think not.

Further, what exactly is meant by
the term ‘‘sanctions’”? The pending
amendment, it seems to me, breaks
new ground on what henceforth would
be considered a ‘“‘sanction.’”” Under this
amendment, it seems to me, the denial
of U.S. foreign aid would be deemed a
sanction. Any conditionality on U.S.
funding to the World Bank or the IMF
would be a ‘‘sanction’’ on a foreign gov-
ernment. And let me remind Senators
that since it was created in 1945, Amer-
ican taxpayers have anted up billions
of dollars for the World Bank and now
the antisanctions crowd tells us that
we can’t place any conditions on the
expenditures of those funds.

According to a recent report by the
USIA, the conditions placed by Con-
gress on U.S. foreign aid to the Pal-
estinian Liberation Organization are a
‘““sanction.” Really? Conditioning U.S.
foreign aid to the PLO—an organiza-
tion whose modus operandi for most of
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its existence has been killing innocent
civilians—is now deemed a sanction?

What this amendment, | fear, pro-
poses to do is to enshrine U.S. foreign
aid giveaways as an entitlement, an en-
titlement to foreign countries.

Wait one moment before jumping to
conclusions. While this amendment ex-
pands the definition of sanctions to ab-
surd proportions, it doesn’t cover all
sanctions. Oh, no. You see, our friends
in the business community—and they
are my friends, and they are Senator
LUGAR’s friends—and their lobbyists
who helped write this amendment have
quietly carved out an exemption for bi-
lateral sanctions they like—sanctions
that directly benefit them. The same
folks who are busy telling us that sanc-
tions don’t work and should be
scrapped, have ensured that certain re-
taliatory trade sanctions are exempt
from the restrictions of this legisla-
tion.

The way some in the business com-
munity have influenced the crafting of
this amendment, Congress would be
hamstrung in implementing sanctions
against any nation that poses a threat
to the safety of the American people,
even if a government proliferates dan-
gerous weapons of mass destruction,
commits genocide, or supports terror-
ists responsible for murdering Amer-
ican citizens. But, if they flood the
American market with cheap tele-
vision sets—whoa, that is a different
proposition. We can throw the book at
them.

Under this amendment, the President
would be prohibited from implement-
ing sanctions against any country for
at least 45 days, supposedly under the
guise of a “‘cooling off”” period. On the
surface, that sounds pretty reasonable.
But in practice, a 2-month lapse is not
only foolish, it can be downright dan-
gerous.

One example—after the Libyan ter-
rorists blew up Pan Am flight 103, mur-
dering 263 innocent citizens in cold
blood, the United Nations spent
months and months debating appro-
priate actions against Libya. Mean-
while, Libya divested itself of most
reachable assets in order to avoid the
impact of sanctions. So the pending
amendment would essentially afford
other terrorist states the same cour-
tesy. While the United States ‘‘cools
off”” for 45 days, the terrorists, the
proliferators, the genocidal dictators,
would have 2 months to quietly divest
their finances and conceal the evidence
and provide safe haven for fugitives.
That strikes me as being something
short of reform.

The pending amendment would not
place these requirements on multilat-
eral sanctions. Of course, multilateral
sanctions are more effective than bilat-
eral sanctions. But, should the United
States be handcuffed to the will, or
more likely the lack of will, of the so-
called international community?
Should we tie our hands to the whims
of our European ‘“allies””—and | put
quotation marks around allies because
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their slumping welfare state economies
are driving them to employ increas-
ingly mercantilist foreign policies.

Right now the United States is wag-
ing a lonely battle at the United Na-
tions to stop our allies from caving in
and lifting U.N. sanctions on Irag. If it
were up to the French and the Rus-
sians, international business would be
rushing headlong into Baghdad to
renew commercial ties with Saddam
Hussein, notwithstanding his contin-
ued defiance of U.N. weapons inspec-
tors. Yet, we should give these people a
veto over our national security policy
that was won through the sacrifice and
courage and blood of American men
and women just 7 years ago?

I believe we need sanctions reform.
One reform we might consider is re-
quiring that the sanctions which Con-
gress passes would be actually imple-
mented. Not long ago, Congress passed
the Iran-Libya Sanctions Act—a tar-
geted law much of whose language, |
might add, was drafted by the Clinton
administration itself. Live on CNN, the
President signed it into law with great
pomp and circumstance. But then,
when the time came to implement that
law, the President lost his nerve and
the U.S. foreign policy suffered yet an-
other devastating loss of credibility.

The distinguished majority leader,
Mr. LoTT, and the Senate minority
leader, Mr. DASCHLE, have established a
bipartisan ‘‘sanctions reform task
force” to determine if, as critics have
complained, Congress has gone ‘‘sanc-
tions mad.”” This, in my view, is a wise
plan, and I serve on that task force; the
Senator from Indiana serves on it, as
does Senator GLENN and other inter-
ested Senators from both parties. The
first question we are seeking to answer
is, What is a sanction? In fact, we are
having a hearing planned for July 31 to
study this and other questions.

In conclusion, Madam President, in-
stead of rushing forward with any sort
of ill-considered amendment—and | say
that as respectfully as possible—the
ramifications of which are unknown to
most Senators, we should let that task
force do its work and consider ways
Congress can strengthen its consider-
ation of proposed sanctions laws.

Those who are prone to criticize the
“impulsive” actions of the U.S. Senate,
actions which | happen to believe are
motivated by a devotion to the secu-
rity of this country and its people,
should themselves be wary of impulsive
‘‘one-size-fits-all’” solutions such as
this amendment.

I thank the Chair. | yield the floor. |
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the
Senator withhold his request?

Mr. HELMS. | certainly will.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota is recognized.

Mr. JOHNSON. Madam President, |
will be very brief. | commend my col-
league from Indiana for his sponsorship
of this amendment to the agriculture
appropriations bill. In my view, it is
long overdue that this Senate develops
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a more thoughtful, more deliberative, a
more analytical approach to our sanc-
tions strategy on the part of the United
States.

An observer noted during this discus-
sion last week that Congress is in gen-
eral opposed to sanctions, but in spe-
cific supports each one of them that
comes along—all too often, sanctions
that are contradictory, that are coun-
terproductive, that do not, in fact,
carry out the goals of the sanctions
themselves. So | think the framework
that Senator LUGAR of Indiana has de-
veloped, which would cause us to ap-
proach this in a much more analytical
perspective—to see to it that we have a
cost-effectiveness that results from our
sanctions, or even if it doesn’t, that we
deal with the sanction from that per-
spective—I think makes all the sense
in the world.

It is true that sanctions most often
are effective when they are multi-
national in nature. There is nothing, as
I understand Senator LUGAR’s amend-
ment, that says we can only engage in
multinational sanctions. We can en-
gage in unilateral sanctions if we so
choose. We can engage in sanctions
that may not be cost-effective, if we so
choose. But we ought to be fully cog-
nizant of the nature of the sanctions
and their consequences if, in fact, we
are going to go down those roads. It is
not tying our hands, it is not tying the
hands of American foreign policy or
trade policy or economic policy, to
know with certainty what it is we are
doing and to approach it in the kind of
thoughtful manner that Senator LUGAR
suggests.

There is nothing in this amendment,
as | see it, that constitutes the devel-
opment of an entitlement for foreign
aid or anything of that nature. | think
that is a gross misreading, not only of
the intent, but the actual effect of this
amendment. There is nothing that
would restrict the ability of the Amer-
ican Government to impose sanctions
as a response to terrorism or genocide
or the development of weapons of mass
destruction. It does not tie our hands
in that regard.

| want to say that | think we made a
step in the right direction this past
week with the handling of the sanc-
tions that were about to be imposed on
Pakistan in terms of agricultural sales.
I think it is appropriate that this
amendment be brought up in the con-
text of this particular bill.

Again, | thank the Senator from In-
diana for a great deal of work, a great
deal of thought and care that has gone
into this. The foreign policy of the
United States and oversight that this
body, the U.S. Senate, can exercise will
be enhanced and not detracted from by
the adoption of this amendment.

| yield back my time.

Mr. DODD addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. DODD. Madam President, I, too,
rise and commend our colleague from
Indiana for this amendment. | am
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proud to be a cosponsor of the amend-
ment, along with a number of my col-
leagues. To use the language in an-
other situation, this is indeed a very
modest proposal. This is prospective. It
affects none of the sanctions that are
presently in place.

As the Senator from Indiana has
rightly pointed out, sanctions are a
very effective and useful tool when ap-
plied well. |1 think the threat of sanc-
tions may have an even greater impact
in utility. | certainly agree with him
on that.

What he is merely asking us to sup-
port today is that when a proposed
sanction is being suggested by the ex-
ecutive branch—by the way, | wish we
were applying this to ourselves because
too often, when the Congress of the
United States offers sanctions legisla-
tion, which is oftentimes where these
bills originate, we should also be ask-
ing the question of what is the cost-
benefit effect of this proposal. It
doesn’t say don’t impose the sanction.
In fact, there may be situations that
arise when, in fact, the outrage is so
egregious that is the subject of the
sanction that we would be more than
willing to pay the economic price to
impose it. This amendment does not
preclude that result. It merely suggests
that we have some ability to make an
analysis of what that relationship
would be and to ask for a few days to
allow for objective analysis of what the
sanction cost might be. | hope this will
enjoy strong, unanimous, bipartisan
support.

We have heard eloquent statements
made on the floor of this Chamber,
Madam President, over the last several
weeks, as | think all of us have begun
to focus on sanctions policies as a re-
sult of the tragic events in India and
Pakistan with the detonation of nu-
clear weaponry. That was a very sad
occasion, still a very worrisome occa-
sion in terms of what it means and the
implications for us in the near term
and longer term.

If there has been any silver lining, if
you will, in these clouds, to draw an
even tighter analogy, it is that | think
everyone in this Chamber has stepped
back a little bit and said,

What are these sanctions policies and how
do they work? What is going on here? Are we
really achieving the desired results that are
the subject of our rhetoric in speeches? Are
we causing policies to be changed in coun-
tries on whom we impose sanctions? Are the
political elite of these nations affected by
our policies? Are they in some way being im-
pacted by these decisions? What damage do
we do to ourselves in the process as a result
of sanctions being imposed? Are average peo-
ple in these countries, who have nothing to
do with setting policies, being affected in
some way? What does that do in terms of
eroding support for our country and our poli-
cies where public support in foreign coun-
tries can be pivotal in unpopular decisions
that may have been made by allies of ours
around the world? What sort of corrosive ef-
fect do sanctions have on those decisions?

I think these are good questions that
deserve answers. What the Senator
from Indiana has suggested is that, at
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least in one aspect of these, that we
know and understand what the cost-
benefit relationship is.

Madam President, at a later point in
this debate, I will offer another amend-
ment dealing with food and medicine,
to merely just take food, medicine, and
agricultural products off the table as a
tool of sanctions, for the primary rea-
son that | don’t think it has any im-
pact on trying to modify the behavior
of nations on whom we have a substan-
tial or less-than-substantial agree-
ment. | will wait for the appropriate
time to do it when this debate is con-
cluded.

| also have authored, along with my
friend, whom | see on this floor, who
has cosponsored that amendment, Sen-
ator HAGEL from Nebraska, Senator
RoOBERTS from Kansas, Senator WARNER
from Virginia, Senator BURNS from
Montana, Senator DORGAN from North
Dakota, proposals that will deal with a
broader issue of how sanctions ought to
be dealt with. But | will save that de-
bate for a later day. It is a broader
question and one for which we have a
task force taking a look at some of
these issues. | certainly want to make
sure we are heading in the right direc-
tion.

On the food and medicine and agri-
cultural products, | think that makes a
lot of sense, and | will offer that at the
appropriate time.

I conclude by urging my colleagues
to be supportive of the Lugar proposal.
It is a significant step in the right di-
rection and one that | think deserves
broad-based support as we try to sort
out how best to advance our foreign
policy interests while not unneces-
sarily doing damage to our own Nation
and to innocent people around the
world, particularly in the unilateral
application of these sanctions.

With that, Madam President, | yield
the floor.

Mr. HAGEL addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. HAGEL. Thank you, Madam
President.

I rise to support Senator LUGAR’S
amendment. | am an original cosponsor
of that amendment. 1 am an original
cosponsor of the Lugar amendment be-
cause | believe the Lugar amendment
applies some common sense and some
relevancy to the issue of sanctions.

I know that we have a bipartisan
task force on sanctions. | think most of
this body supports the efforts of that
task force, but | don’t see any conflict
in what Senator LUGAR is proposing
today, and what Senator DobD and oth-
ers will propose later, with the task
force assignment.

It is interesting to note that since
1993 we have imposed 65 unilateral
sanctions on 35 nations. We have some
responsibility to give some focus and
some understanding to our trade pol-
icy, which is part of our foreign policy,
which is connected to our national se-
curity, which is connected to our econ-
omy and jobs and growth and produc-
tivity.
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| fail to appreciate why this is not
relevant, why this is not important.
This is not getting in the way of the
task force. The task force, as | under-
stand it, is to help frame up this issue.

This amendment would not undo any
existing sanctions. This amendment
would establish a process for a more ra-
tional consideration of future use of
sanctions. Sanctions surely must re-
main a tool of foreign policy, but sanc-
tions are not foreign policy. Sanctions
are only effective when they are multi-
lateral. The world is dynamic. The
world is changing. Trade is spherical.
It moves. It will move right over the
top of us unless we attempt to manage
the movement.

Every great event in history has pro-
duced new opportunities, new chal-
lenges, new threats, new uncertainties,
and the collapse of the Soviet empire
has given the world great new opportu-
nities and hope. Only one nation on
Earth can help lead the nations of the
world to that hope and opportunity,
and trade surely must be a major part
of that.

Why in the world would we continue
to impose unworkable, unachievable,
outdated, irrelevant policy rather than
looking forward, getting us into the
next century, with the promise that
only this country can give?

Does anybody really believe, in this
body, that any nation on Earth cannot
get any service, any commodity, any
product if they want it from some
other nation? Of course not. This is a
new world. Both the President and the
Congress want some control of the
issue of sanctions. We want some defi-
nition of what this is about. The Con-
gress of the United States owes this
Nation some leadership on this issue.
The President must lead on this issue.

Senator LUGAR has described his
amendment in detail. It would sunset
new sanctions after 2 years. The way it
is now, Madam President, we go on and
on with sanctions. This amendment
starts to clean up sanctions. Do we
need them? Are they relevant? Does
the world change? | fail to see that
that is a threat to our foreign policy
and to those who wish us ill.

It would require cost-benefit studies.
My goodness, imagine that. What a ter-
rible thing—a cost-benefit study. It
would require an effort, first, to make
sanctions multilateral. It would re-
quire an evaluation of whether a sanc-
tion is likely to achieve its policy goal.
Again—again—what a questionable ob-
jective. My goodness, actually focusing
on an action and figuring out, if you
can, if there are consequences, if it is
workable.

I know some in this body care occa-
sionally about a headline, about a press
release.

A CRS study, January 22, 1998—this
year—listed 97, total, unilateral sanc-
tions now in place. Since that report
came out, we have added sanctions
against India and Pakistan, for a total
of at least 99 sanctions now in place.
We dealt with some of that a little ear-
lier.
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A study by the National Association
of Manufacturers found that from 1993
to 1996 we imposed, as | mentioned, an-
other 61 sanctions. These 35 nations—
these 35 nations—where we have im-
posed these sanctions make up 42 per-
cent of the world population. Almost
half of the 5.5 billion people on the
Earth are included in these sanctions
and 19 percent of the world’s export
market—$800 billion.

Who are we kidding here? Who are we
hurting? We are not isolating anybody
except ourselves. We are isolating our
producers, our farmers, our ranchers,
our manufacturers. We are isolating
ourselves. And for what end? Bring a
little sanity and common sense to this?
I think so. | think so.

I might add, is there something real-
ly wrong about business actually step-
ping into this debate? Is there some-
thing really wrong about having busi-
ness say, ‘““Gee, we’re being hurt”? Is
that a special interest? Is American
business a special interest? Is industry
a special interest, people who work in
business and the industry, produce
jobs, create wealth, pay taxes? Be care-
ful of that special interest. Be careful
of that special interest. That is Amer-
ica. That is why we are the most pow-
erful, dominant, free nation on Earth.

A new study by the International In-
stitute of Economics estimates that, in
1995 alone, unilateral sanctions cost
Americans $20 billion in lost exports,
losing 200,000 jobs. That does not in-
clude, Madam President, what is re-
ferred to as the ‘‘downstream loss.”
The downstream loss, when you lose
markets—it means the suppliers and
the jobs and the adjunct jobs—no way
to really calculate that.

The National Foreign Trade Council
has identified 41 separate legislative
studies on the books that either re-
quire or authorize the imposition of
unilateral sanctions.

Well, it goes on and on. The fact is,
Madam President, what Senator LUGAR
is doing is important. It is really rel-
evant to today. It is more relevant to
our future. It is relevant to our place
in the world. What is the U.S. interest
in the world? It is relevant to our chil-
dren, and it is relevant to everything
we are and who we are. That is why |
strongly support this, why | was an
original cosponsor, and why | urge my
colleagues to vote in favor of this
amendment.

Madam President, thank you. | yield
the floor.

Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. DORGAN. Madam President, let
me applaud the Senator from Nebraska
for a statement that | think was elo-
quent and filled with good sense. And |
certainly want to associate myself
with the remarks he has just made.
And even though we were on different
sides of the previous amendment, let
me say, as | did previously, the Senator
from Indiana is a very respected Sen-
ator, someone for whom | have great
respect on foreign policy issues.
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I am pleased to be here to speak as a
cosponsor of the amendment that he
has offered. It makes good sense to me.
And | say, | think, as the Senator from
Nebraska said, | would only go further
than this. | certainly support this. |
think it is a step in the right direction,
but there is even more that we can do.

The question that is required to be
asked now is, When we impose sanc-
tions around the world, for various pur-
poses, many of them important pur-
poses that deal with national security
and other issues, should those sanc-
tions include the shipment of food and
the shipment of medicine?

Frankly, | wonder if anyone believes
that Saddam Hussein has ever missed a
meal because of sanctions imposed by
this country. Does anybody believe
that Saddam Hussein has missed a
meal? | do not think so. We cut off food
shipments to Iraq. And if Saddam Hus-
sein is making all of his meals, guess
who misses their meals? It is almost al-
ways the poor and the hungry who are
injured when you cut off shipments of
food.

Does anybody believe that Fidel Cas-
tro does not eat well nearly every meal
when he chooses to have what he wants
to eat? But when we cut off food ship-
ments to Cuba, we know that it will be
the poor and the hungry who will be in-
jured by that.

Qur country, for very legitimate rea-
sons, says we are very concerned about
what is happening in Iraq, Iran, Libya,
Cuba, and more. For legitimate reasons
we say that. | am sure the Senator
from Indiana, at greater length than
any others of us, could recite the for-
eign policy issues and the national se-
curity issues that attend to those
countries and their relationship with
us and others in the world.

But the question before us is not,
Should we be concerned about those
countries? Of course we should. The
question is, When we impose sanctions,
what should those sanctions contain?
Is it in our interest and in the interest
of the hungry and the poor around the
world to include in those sanctions the
withdrawal of shipments of grain and
the withdrawal of shipments of medi-
cine?

I have clearly an interest here on be-
half of family farmers. | represent one
of the most agricultural States in the
Nation. And nearly 10 percent of the
market for wheat is out of limits or off
limits to our family farmers because
we have decided to impose sanctions
and therefore take those markets off
limits to our farmers. Does that cost
farmers money? You bet. It takes
money right out of their pockets. They
are, in effect, told by these sanctions,
“You, Mr. And Mrs. Farmer, you pay
the cost of these sanctions. You pay
the cost as a result of lost income.”

Where | would go further is, I would
support and am a cosponsor of an
amendment that will be offered by Sen-
ator DobpD, and | think cosponsored by
Senator HAGEL, saying, let us not in-
clude food and medicine in future sanc-
tions. That is not appropriate as part
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of sanctions. | am a cosponsor of that
amendment to be offered. 1 would go
further to say, this country ought to
decide, if it is to impose sanctions in
the future, or for sanctions that now
exist, it ought to reimburse farmers for
the cost of those sanctions. Why should
this country simply say, ‘‘Here is our
desired effect, Mr. and Mrs. Farmer.
You pay the cost of it”’? If it is for na-
tional security, let it come out, then,
of the national security accounts from
which we pay for many other matters,
and say to family farmers, “We’ll reim-
burse you for those lost markets.”
That is an amendment | am thinking of
offering to this as well. We will see
what results from that.

But it is required, | think, to say, as
we discuss this issue, as | said earlier
today, there is some horrible dis-
connection in this world.

Halfway around the world there are
people in Sudan, we are told, old
women, climbing trees to forage for
leaves to eat, leaves because they are
on the abyss of starvation; a million to
a million and a quarter of them are on
the edge of starvation because they
don’t have enough to eat.

Turn the globe another halfway
around and you will find America’s
farmers, who are the economic all-
stars, produce food in abundant quan-
tity, and they are told in our system
that when they take that grain which
represents that food to market, that
their product doesn’t have value,
doesn’t have worth. There is something
that is terribly disconnected about
that.

I have been in many parts of the
world. What | remember most about
the desperate poverty and hunger that
exists, for example, is in the desperate
slum called Cite Soleil, on the out-
skirts of Port-au-Prince, Haiti. You see
poverty as bad and conditions as des-
perate as anywhere else in the world. |
leaned over a crib where a young child
was dying of starvation in one of the
worst slums you can imagine. This
child had no one. The child had lost
most of its hair; what hair was left was
turning red as a result of severe mal-
nutrition and starvation. This child,
the doctor told me, was dying.

I thought to myself, there is such a
terrible, terrible, disconnection here
because we produce food in abundant
quantity. How on Earth can moving
food around the world to all parts of
the world that need our food in a way
that connects our interests to the in-
terests of those who need it, how on
Earth could that ever threaten our na-
tional security? It does not and it
could not.

The Senator from Indiana offers an
amendment on the issue of sanctions.
It is very simple. It describes sanctions
in the future. We ought to deal with
sanctions that now exist, as well. It de-
scribes conditions for the imposition of
those sanctions that deal with unilat-
eral sanctions. It says the Secretary of
Agriculture should use export assist-
ance under various programs to offset
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any damage or likely damage to pro-
ducers and so on.

I fully support that and | am pleased
to be a cosponsor, but | say again we
have much, much more to do. Hubert
Humphrey, many years ago, used to
say, ‘‘Send them anything they can’t
shoot back.”” What he meant by that is
it will never injure our national secu-
rity interests to send American food
around the world, to sell it in markets
where we can sell it, and to move it to
other markets under title Il and Il
under Food for Peace, and in some
cases, title I, in other markets where
they cannot afford to purchase it. It is
always in our best interest. Is it in the
best interest of farmers? Of course, but
it also happens to run parallel to the
national interests of our country.

Let me finish where | began and say
I am pleased to vote for this amend-
ment, pleased to be a cosponsor, and
will cosponsor an amendment that will
go further, that Senator DobpD will
offer, and may offer one myself, that
deals with present sanctions and reim-
bursement to farmers for those sanc-
tions, saying that the Government
ought to not force them to bear the full
burden of the cost of sanctions.

But | thank the Senator from Indi-
ana for offering this amendment. |
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico is recognized.

Mr. DOMENICI. 1 do not intend to
delay matters at all. Whenever the
chairman is ready to go, | certainly
won’t be on my feet. | want to rise and
congratulate Senator LUGAR and those
who helped put his amendment to-
gether. I am a cosponsor, but | don’t
take credit for any of the innovation
and thoroughness of this work.

I just want to say on a very personal
note that every now and then when you
see things out in our country or in the
world sort of mixed up, and you see
mixed signals, you wonder just what is
our country doing, and somebody like
Dick LUGAR comes along and makes
sense out of something that appears to
be just a mess.

There can be no question, whatever
support there is in this body for sanc-
tions—and clearly they must be an in-
strument, a tool—whatever support
there is for that concept does not mean
our country ought to be living under a
“quilt” of sanctions, many of which
are just bilateral between us and some
country, when we already know that
many of them don’t work or they work
to our detriment.

Here we sit today with an emerging
crisis in agriculture, probably mostly
from the Asian flu; that is, from the
failure in the Asian markets because of
their banking systems falling apart,
and those people can’t buy the prod-
ucts they were buying. Nonetheless,
when we added Pakistan for something
they did, which we were all worried
about, and they depended upon our
grain and that kind of product to feed
their people, obviously American agri-
culture is hurting.
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Now, there are some who would like
to make it that the new legislation cre-
ating an open market at some time in
the future, a totally free and open mar-
ket, is the cause of the problem. That
is not the cause. The cause is that
America’s trading in foodstuffs and
products from our farms is not working
as well as it should because we have
done something that is harming it, or
failed to do some things that would
cause it to work better.

Let me repeat one more time, why in
the world are we still holding up IMF?
If we want to reform it, why don’t we
reform it and pass it? There is hardly
anybody in agriculture or American in-
dustry that hires our people that
doesn’t think we ought to do that.

Now, Senator LUGAR would like to do
that. That isn’t what he is doing here
today. He is doing the next best thing.
If that isn’t a prescriptive manner,
postmanner, trying to get rid of some
of the nonsense of the unilateral, bilat-
eral and multilateral situations that
we have where we say we can’t sell
countries our product. Why don’t we
get on with fast track? If you want to
talk about what would help our farm-
ers, that is what would help. Get Amer-
ica’s trade markets open so they can
sell their products.

Obviously, what we are doing here
today is a very rational, sensible ap-
proach to a very, very, confused set of
policies which are not working to
America’s benefits, which we can pass
and then sit back and say we did some-
thing. Isn’t that great; we did some-
thing. We never measured it. | gather
the new guidelines will ask us to at
least measure before we do it; is that
correct, Senator LUGAR?

Mr. LUGAR. Yes.

Mr. DOMENICI. At least measure be-
fore we do it.

I commend you again, Senator
LUGAR. You have done it a number of
times before. We have been here a long
time together. | regret, even though
the color of your hair might indicate to
the contrary, | have been here longer
than you. Nonetheless, we have been
here a long time together. I do com-
pliment you because every now and
then when things are confused, you
make up for that and come up with
something like this.

| yield the floor.

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

Mr. ROBERTS. Madam President, |
would like to join the chorus of well-
deserved accolades—common-sense, |
guess, accolades for the distinguished
Senator from Indiana, the outstanding
chairman of the Senate Agriculture
Committee.

The Senator from New Mexico has
summed it up very well. I am not going
to take the Senate’s time to repeat
what has already been said in regard to
this debate. Senator LUGAR has already
done that. Others have done that.

I do have a statement that involves
obvious ‘‘golden words of truth” in re-
gard to this issue that | will simply in-
sert for the record, but | do want to say
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again that the use of sanctions as a for-
eign policy tool have skyrocketed since
the conclusion of World War Il. The
last 4 years, as has been said on the
floor, 61 new U.S. laws or executive ac-
tions were enacted authorizing the uni-
lateral sanctions against 35 countries,
and in all, over 70 foreign nations rep-
resenting 75 percent of the world’s pop-
ulation are currently subjected to a
unilateral sanction by the United
States.

These are easy perceptions, | guess,
actions that people take. | think in
earlier days we used to call it gunboat
diplomacy. Maybe we sent a gunboat
over to a nation to demonstrate our
unhappiness with a foreign nation and
their policy. But there have been ter-
rible repercussions in regard to these
sanctions. They do not achieve their
policy goals. They are very counter-
productive, and as has been indicated
by some across the aisle, and others,
we shoot ourselves in the foot. So the
distinguished chairman has, for a con-
siderable amount of time, taken a look
at the overall objective of sanctions
and what has happened in a counter-
productive way, not only to U.S. agri-
culture, but the entire U.S. economy
and the global marketplace. He has
come up with a comprehensive,
thoughtful approach, and it is commen-
surate with the debate that will take
place and the discussion that will take
place in this body with regard to sanc-
tions reform overall.

There are those of us—Senator DoDD,
Senator HAGEL, Senator BIDEN, as well
as Senator LUGAR and myself—who
want to take a look at all of the sanc-
tions that we have in place. And that is
appropriate. We have taken action in a
98-0 vote last week regarding the GSM
program and the possibility of selling
wheat to Pakistan. The chairman was
a real leader in that effort. We have
taken action now by unanimous con-
sent on the India/Pakistan situation,
which will give the administration
flexibility to deal with that issue. The
next logical step is to consider, and I
think favorably pass, the Lugar reform
initiative. So | stand in solid support of
the chairman for what he is trying to
do.

Madam President, U.S. influence,
prestige and resolve in foreign affairs
currently rests at a cross-roads. The
United States, which has prided itself
on providing international leadership
through strength and by example, has
increasingly turned away from that
legacy by embracing ambivalence and
sanctions instead of engagement and
respect. Nowhere is this more clear
than in the area of unilateral economic
sanctions.

The United States in recent years
has developed a seemingly uncontrol-
lable desire to show our displeasure
over a specific action, behavior or be-
lief in a foreign country by punishing
that country through the imposition of
unilateral sanctions. Regardless of
whether a Republican or Democrat was
President, regardless of whether Re-
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publicans or Democrats ran the Con-
gress, the use of sanctions as a foreign
policy tool has literally sky-rocketed
since the conclusion of the Second
World War. In fact, in just the last four
years, 61 new U.S. laws or executive ac-
tions were enacted authorizing unilat-
eral economic sanctions against 35
countries. All in all, over 70 foreign
states representing nearly 75 percent of
the world’s population are currently
subjected to unilateral sanctions by
the United States.

Unfortunately, with few exceptions,
sanctions very rarely work. In order
for sanctions to be successful, the
United States must—absolutely must—
convince the entire rest of the world to
join our boycott. Unless this occurs,
the sanctioned country simply gets
what it needs—food, financing, etc.—
from the other countries that chose
not to join the Sanctions Circle.

There are two serious repercussions
when this happens. First, the sanctions
hurt us instead of their intended
targert. Yes, that’s right, when U.S.
businesses lose access to markets for
their products, U.S. workers lose job
opportunities. So instead of joining us
in professing outrage about some par-
ticularly repugnant act, foreign gov-
ernments simply feign indignation
while they quietly slip in to take away
business from U.S. companies. And if
you don’t think that’s true, just ask a
foreign businessman or government of-
ficial whether they support or oppose
the American penchant for unilateral
sanctions. They love it and they hope
it continues.

Yes, this is the second repercussion.
Foreign governments—even our allies—
have figured out that by refusing to
join the United States in imposing
sanctions, their countries actually ben-
efit. What a bonus! They can stick it to
the United States and create new mar-
kets for their businesses at the same
time! As a result of this revelation
throughout the world, it has become
nearly impossible for the United States
to build a unanimous case for sanctions
against anyone.

Just look at Iraq. If ever a case could
be made for sanctions, Saddam Hussein
is the poster child. After all, armed ag-
gression against a peaceful neighbor
and use of weapons of mass destruction
on one’s own citizens are truly rep-
rehensible offenses, right? Surely lraq
deserved tougher sanctions when Sad-
dam refused to accept U.N. weapons in-
spectors just a few months ago, right?
Wrong. When Saddam pulled his latest
stunt, the vast majority of the world
flatly refused to support further sanc-
tions. If we can’t build a case for sanc-
tions with Saddam Hussein as our tar-
get given the utter disregard he has
shown for the United States and the
rest of the world, will we ever be able
to? | wonder.

Where do sanctions come from any-
way? They usually are issued by the
President under the authority of at
least twelve different laws governing
international affairs. Again, in recent
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years, sanctions have been used far
more frequently than ever before in
U.S. history. This isn’t an indictment
of the current administration or any
previous administrations; it is simply
an assessment of how U.S. foreign pol-
icy is changing. Instead of using our in-
fluence and diplomacy to encourage
good behavior, we attempt to use our
power to punish bad behavior. And as
I’ve just discussed, whether used as a
threat to try and prevent unwanted ac-
tions or imposed as a punishment for
undesirable actions, sanctions rarely
work.

Although most sanctions are imposed
directly by the President, unilateral
sanctions can be particularly damaging
when they are imposed by Congress.
The President of the United States is
the Commander in Chief of our coun-
try. He is charged with implementing
our foreign policy. While the Congress
can and should be involved in the con-
struction of that policy, the President
is ultimately responsible for imple-
menting it. When the Congress forces
the President to impose sanctions on a
country for a given action or behavior,
it takes away the flexibility the Presi-
dent needs to address distinctly dif-
ferent foreign policy problem that may
arise. The Congress basically says, ‘“‘we
don’t know or care what caused the ac-
tion or behavior; however, we insist
that you impose these sanctions re-
gardless of what the ramifications may
be.”” That is a dangerous and irrespon-
sible manner in which to conduct U.S.
foreign policy.

Let me make one other point regard-
ing the perception of the United States
abroad. Foreign countries and their
citizens do not distinguish between
U.S. military/diplomatic policy and
U.S. trade policy. To them, they are
the same thing. To them, it's just
plain, old-fashioned U.S. foreign policy.
When the United States imposes uni-
lateral economic sanctions, when we
fail to pass fast track negotiating au-
thority, when we fail to renew IMF
funding and when we threaten to with-
hold regular trading status with China,
the prestige and authority of the
United States in foreign affairs is
greatly and permanently diminished.

| yield the floor.

Mr. KYL addressed the Chair.

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

Mr. KYL. Madam President, | would
like to speak to this amendment and
express a contrary view to that ex-
pressed by my colleague who has just
spoken. With all due respect to the
Senator from Indiana, who has put a
lot of work into this, and who has of-
fered the amendment, and while agree-
ing with much of what is in the amend-
ment and much of what he proposes to
try to do, | have to object for two rea-
sons to the consideration of the amend-
ment at this time.

First of all, it is in reaction to—at
least partially, although he has been at
this for a long time, and understanding
that we do need to make some
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changes—what has occurred with the
sanctions placed on India and Paki-
stan. We just resolved the issue with
India and Pakistan primarily because
of the amendment we just passed,
which eliminates the agricultural com-
ponent, broadly defined, of the India/
Pakistan sanctions. Therefore, to the
extent that my colleague, Senator
ROBERTS, was just speaking, and others
who have talked about the impact on
our farmers as a result of the imposi-
tion of those sanctions, we have solved
that situation.

As a matter of fact, if you analyze
the other sanctions imposed as a result
of their nuclear tests, it gets down to a
very narrow issue of some Eximbank
loans or World Bank loans primarily
and, therefore, | urge us not to rush
into a consideration of this amendment
on this particular appropriations bill
because of the need to fix something
that was not done with respect to India
and Pakistan, when we have already
begun to solve that problem.

Secondly, because of the fact that
sanctions have not always worked as
we have desired them, and because of
the obvious deficiencies with the sanc-
tions imposed on India and Pakistan,
the majority leader has appointed a bi-
partisan task force, consisting of Mem-
bers of both parties, with different
backgrounds, to deal with this ques-
tion. We had a meeting yesterday.

I am somewhat shocked that the Sen-
ator from Indiana would offer this
amendment today, because yesterday
he said that he wanted to preserve the
option of proposing this amendment at
some time in the future. But he seemed
to agree with the majority opinion ex-
pressed there—in fact, all but one of
the Members, in one way or another,
expressed a view that a September 1
deadline was somewhat unrealistic in
trying to deal with this problem. The
Senator did preserve his option to offer
an amendment at a future date, but |
am shocked that it is offered today be-
cause the task force has not had an op-
portunity to review this matter in any
depth.

Madam President, | would like to
now discuss some of the things that we
talked about yesterday, which | think
will illustrate the fact that this
amendment is prematurely offered at
this time. Again, notwithstanding the
fact that the goals behind it—to review
broadly our sanctions policy and some
of the specifics about it, and to be more
careful about how we impose sanc-
tions—are both worthwhile and, in
many respects, something we can all
agree on, one of the things we can’t
agree on is a definition of what a sanc-
tion is. There is a broad definition, ac-
cording to the Senator from Indiana. |
wonder whether we are really ready to
apply the limitations and the tests
that are called for in this amendment
to foreign aid reductions, because as |
read the proposal, one of the sanctions
would be a reduction or elimination of
foreign aid.

U.S. aid is not an entitlement. We
are going to make different decisions
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every year about how much foreign aid
we may want to give to a country.
Should that be subject to the limita-
tions imposed in this amendment? How
about export controls on sensitive U.S.
technology?

We just came from a very highly
classified briefing of a committee that
was specially appointed to examine the
missile threat to the United States.
That report is, I must say, extraor-
dinarily concerning, | am sure, to ev-
erybody who received it. On some of
the countries that pose this threat to
us, we have imposed stringent export
controls with respect to sensitive tech-
nology going to those countries, which
could assist them in the development
of their ballistic missile technology
programs. Are we going to impede the
President’s ability and Congress’ abil-
ity to impose those kinds of limita-
tions on the sensitive export of tech-
nology to countries that we don’t want
to have that technology? As | read the
amendment of the Senator from Indi-
ana, that is all covered.

We need to have a common definition
of what a sanction is in order to apply
these kinds of limitations. And there
should not be a 45- or 60-day—I think it
is now reduced to 45 days—waiting pe-
riod. There are all kinds of things that
would cause either the President or
Congress to want to impose sanctions
right away and not wait 45 days.

Mr. McCONNELL. Would the Senator
yield for a question?

Mr. KYL. | am happy to yield.

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
I am not sure | ought not to propound
this question to the Senator from Indi-
ana.

It is my understanding that this
morning the President announced sanc-
tions and trade reductions, under the
International Emergency Economic
Powers Act, against certain Russian
companies. Is it the understanding of
the Senator from Arizona that that is
the kind of sanction that might not be
allowed under the Lugar amendment?

Mr. KYL. Madam President, | will
give the Senator my understanding of
it, but | would be pleased, also, to refer
that question to the Senator from Indi-
ana. As | read it, that kind of sanction
would, of course, be controlled by the
45-day limit, and the rules of the Sen-
ate that would apply, and so on. | think
the Senator from Indiana should defend
his own proposal.

Mr. LUGAR. | thank the Senator.

Mr. McCONNELL. Then | pose the
question to him.

Mr. LUGAR. Clearly, the President,
in the case of an emergency, has a
right to impose whatever sanction he
wants. There is no prohibition. Obvi-
ously, when national security is in-
volved—and the national security situ-
ation is explicitly mentioned—I think
that is important. But | ask the Presi-
dent to tidy things up. In other words,
after imposing the sanction, he should
state, if he has not already, the objec-
tives and benchmarks and the cost to
the American people of jobs and in-
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come. Some administration people
have objected to the President playing
by the same rules as the Congress. Nev-
ertheless, the amendment is even-
handed. He has to fill it in. But he has
emergency powers, of course.

Mr. McCONNELL. So, if I can follow
up with the Senator from Indiana, is
that the 614 national security waiver?
Does that sort of override everything?
Is that some sort of override?

Mr. LUGAR. If that is the correct
text of the national security waiver,

es.

Y Mr. KYL. We will get back to that
because | am not sure—if that is the in-
tent of the Senator, | will have to see
whether or not, in fact, it is effec-
tuated.

Let me get to another national secu-
rity issue. We have, | think, come to
the conclusion—most of us, but not all
in this body—that it would be a mis-
take to put an explicit time limit, for
example, on our presence in Bosnia, or
an explicit time limit on certain other
kinds of military activities or threat-
ening national security activities be-
cause, of course, what that does is en-
able the party against whom the action
is being taken to simply ride it out and
to understand if they can just get by
the next 60 days or 6 months, then they
will not have to worry about that. So
we have always taken the position that
when it comes to this kind of thing—
national security—our actions should
be somewhat open-ended to ensure that
the other party begins acting in the
way that we would like to have that
party act.

Obviously, when you have a 2-year
sunset on these kinds of sanctions, you
eliminate that flexibility. | think that
is one of the reasons why most of us
have tended to want to support the
kind of review and analysis about
which the Senator from Indiana is
talking. Clearly, that kind of thing
should be done. But there should be a
mechanism for the Congress and the
President to, in effect, pull the plug on
a sanction whose time has run rather
than to have an arbitrary time limit
for its imposition.

If the Senator from Indiana would
like to respond, | am happy to yield.

Mr. LUGAR. Madam President, to
answer the question posed, both the
President and the Congress can reau-
thorize the action after two years. Ad-
ditionally, they are constrained simply
to explain how successful things have
been and what their objectives were to
begin with. But the law—at least my
amendment—explicitly gives them the
ability to reauthorize. They have to
take that affirmative action.

Mr. KYL. If | could, Madam Presi-
dent, go to another point; that is, the
failure to discriminate among or be-
tween different Kkinds of sanctions.

The amendment, as | read it, treats
all sanctions alike. It does not differen-
tiate between sanctions imposed for
the transfer of nuclear technology, for
example, or the exploding of nuclear
devices in violation of treaties, and
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sanctions imposed for less dangerous
activities, for example. In a sense,
when one reads it, it appears to con-
done sanctions which have as their
goal the promoting of trade but se-
verely restricts sanctions for other
purposes.

| understand that the Senators from
farm States have been very concerned
about limitations on exports of agricul-
tural products.

As | say, | think we are all pleased to
support the amendment which enables
India and Pakistan to import American
agricultural products. But | think we
ought to examine this in a balanced
way and understand that many of the
sanctions are imposed for national se-
curity reasons. | think most of us un-
derstand that national security has to
take a front seat to other consider-
ations of a lesser degree of priority, if,
in fact, it has gotten to the point that
the country, either the President or
the Congress, thinks it is in our na-
tional interest to impose sanctions.
Yet, under the sweeping definition of a
sanction here to mean literally ‘“‘any
restriction or condition on economic
activity,” it appears there is no dif-
ferentiation to account for the dif-
ferences in reasons why we impose
sanctions.

For example, as | said before, we may
have a reason to sanction a particular
country, or a particular kind of trade
activity, because of the national secu-
rity implications of that. With respect
to China, for example, we require a spe-
cial waiver for certain kinds of tech-
nology transfers, or the launching of
satellites, just to cite one example. It
seems to me that is an entirely dif-
ferent kind of sanction than the typi-
cal kind of trade sanction on imports
or quotas that we might apply for some
other reason.

| think it is very important for us to
try to come to some agreement on a
definition of just exactly what is a
sanction before we begin applying
across the board a set of rules that
would automatically sunset sanctions
after 2 years; that would require a 45-
day time period before sanctions could
be implemented; that would change the
rules of the Congress, in effect, after
first stating that it is our policy that
these things should be done, and chang-
ing the rules of the Senate to ensure
that policy is affected.

It seems to me that we have time to
deal with this now since we have dealt
with the immediate emergency. The
leader has appointed a task force, and
we have identified this as one of the
things that we need to do in this task
force so that we are clear about the dif-
ferentiation between the different
kinds of sanctions before we begin
identifying what kind of limitations
should be placed upon each of them,
and, therefore, that consideration of
this amendment at this time is pre-
mature notwithstanding the fact that
many of the ideas in the Senator’s
amendment might well be the kinds of
things that we would adopt for certain
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kinds of sanctions when we end up ac-
tually adopting legislation.

But, clearly, this is not something in
which there is an easy one-size-fits-all
solution. | fear that is what we are
doing by trying to rush this matter.

I will be happy to yield the floor at
this time. | will have other things to
say, but | know the Senator from Ken-
tucky, who chairs the task force, wants
to speak to the issue as well.

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
as a follow-on to my good friend from
Arizona, let me say first | am a farm
State Senator. | have been on the Agri-
culture Committee for 14 years. | am a
supporter of GATT, NAFTA, fast track,
and replenishment of the IMF, which
we handle in our subcommittee of ap-
propriations for foreign ops. So put me
down as a free trader. Also, put me
down as a principal sponsor of the
amendment last week to lift the agri-
cultural sanctions on India and Paki-
stan. We did sort of a partial job on
that last week, and then, as the Sen-
ator from Arizona pointed out, sort of
finished the job today.

Also, put me down as a great admirer
of the chairman of the Agriculture
Committee and his distinguished work
over the years in foreign policy, and on
trade matters as well.

The majority leader asked me to
chair the task force on sanctions. The
Democratic leader asked Senator
BIDEN to do that. As the Senator from
Arizona just pointed out, we have had
an opportunity to only have one meet-
ing. It was yesterday.

| say to my good friend from Indiana,
by September I might well be support-
ing this bill. But | am, frankly, among
those in the Senate—and | expect this
is almost everyone in this body—who
has not been exactly consistent on the
subject of sanctions over the years.
Having supported MFN to China, | have
also advocated certain kinds of sanc-
tions against Burma. My guess is that
there is hardly anybody in this room
who has been entirely consistent on
this subject.

What the distinguished Senator from
Indiana tried to do here is to enact a
broad piece of legislation that may
well be justified. But let me say | am
just not yet comfortable in taking that
step. Maybe by September | will be
comforted that this is what we ought
to do. But | want to echo the observa-
tions of the distinguished Senator from
Arizona that | am just not sure we are
ready, as a body, to wipe the slate
clean.

Reading from Senator LUGAR’s bill,
unless | am missing something here, it
says, ‘““Notwithstanding any other pro-
vision of law, the President may not
implement any new unilateral eco-
nomic sanction under any provision of
law with respect to a foreign country,
or foreign entity, unless at least 45
days in advance of such implementa-
tion the President publishes notice in
the Federal Register of his intent to
implement such sanctions.”

It is my understanding that just
today the President announced sanc-
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tions and trade restrictions under the
International Emergency Economic
Powers Act against certain Russian
countries. I am concerned, for example,
whether under this bill the President
could have taken that step. Maybe he
should not have. Maybe that is the
point of the bill.

But let me just say, Madam Presi-
dent, that | am queasy about taking
such a broad, comprehensive step, even
though it is only prospective, before we
have even had a chance to work our
way through it. | confess that many of
us have not spent the amount of time
the Senator from Indiana has already
spent on it. He is undoubtedly one of
the experts in the Senate on this sub-
ject.

But, since all of us are called upon to
vote, let me appeal to those in the Sen-
ate who may not yet have the level of
expertise on the sanctions issue that
the distinguished chairman of the Agri-
culture Committee has, and ask the
question, Are we ready to enact on this
appropriations bill a broad, sweeping
sanctions policy at this time?

Let me repeat. The Senator from In-
diana may be entirely correct that this
is the way to go. But | will suggest to
the Senate that we give this a little
more time and think it through a little
further. I am not sure the work of the
task force, on which many of us serve,
including the Senator from Indiana and
the Senator from Arizona, is going to
shed a whole lot of light on this. But
we are going to try. We are going to
try to shed some light on it by having
a hearing on July 30. We are going to
try very hard to meet the majority
leader’s deadline of having at least a
report by September 1. That may or
may not enlighten a whole lot of Mem-
bers of the Senate.

But for those of us who have not
spent as much time on this as the dis-
tinguished Senator from Indiana
maybe, that report will be helpful to
us. Maybe we will get a chance, as the
Senator from Arizona pointed out, to
kind of start out with what a sanction
is. | am not even sure | know, frankly,
at this point exactly what is and what
isn’t a sanction. Is a restriction in a
foreign aid bill a sanction? Do we make
a distinction between transfers of mili-
tary significance? | think most Sen-
ators would argue that you should
make that kind of distinction on
things like agricultural products, food
and medicine, and the like.

So | commend the Senator from Indi-
ana for a very important piece of legis-
lation and just suggest that maybe this
isn’t the best time for most of us to be
going forward on this, and | hope we
can shed some light through the task
force over the next few weeks on this
whole subject.

Madam President, | yield the floor.

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

ENz1). The Senator from Connecticut.
Mr. LIEBERMAN. | thank the Chair.
I rise to join with my colleagues from

Arizona and Kentucky, who have just
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spoken, with a certain sense of reluc-
tance about opposing the amendment
of the Senator from Indiana because of
the respect | have for him, because of
the thoughtful way in which he goes
about matters generally and particu-
larly matters of foreign policy. But to
echo what has just been said, this is a
very complicated and controversial
subject, an important exercise of one of
the major options that the United
States has in carrying out its foreign
policy.

The bipartisan Senate leadership has
created a task force that has been re-
ferred to. As has been said, we only had
an opportunity to hold our first meet-
ing yesterday. So | think for us to act
on this quite comprehensive piece of
legislation, which will dramatically
alter the landscape in which the United
States, Congress, can impose economic
sanctions, is a rush to judgment before
we have had a chance to hear from all
sides, as the task force will do—a pub-
lic hearing is going to occur—to reason
together and then to come up with a
proposal.

As the Senator from Kentucky said,
the end proposal may contain major
parts of the amendment offered by the
Senator from Indiana. But | think we
would do much better and serve our na-
tional interest better if we worked this
out over a period of time. There is no
emergency now that | can think of,
that | know of, that requires us to
adopt this wholesale change in what
has been a fundamental part of our for-
eign policy for a long time now, deriv-
ing, incidentally, from a constitutional
premise of the ability, Congress’ abil-
ity, to regulate commerce with other
nations of the world.

So | think this is premature, though
probably thoughtful. But | say ‘‘prob-
ably” because this is a detailed amend-
ment which I, frankly, have not been
able to absorb in the time it has been
in the Chamber, to make a reasoned
judgment, even if there was not a task
force that had been appointed on this
very subject.

I hear the Senator from Indiana; his
intention is for its effect to be prospec-
tive, not to affect any sanctions that
are in law now, and yet there are sec-
tions of this that begin ‘““notwithstand-
ing any other provision of law’’ and im-
pose procedural requirements that
make me wonder whether they would
affect, for instance, the President’s
ability to impose sanctions in an emer-
gency situation which, if we adopted
this amendment, he might be limited
from doing.

So there are questions. And | think
we should step back, acknowledge that
there is a chorus that has risen rather
rapidly in the last period of months
questioning the extent to which we
have applied sanctions, the manner in
which we have done it, and listen to
that chorus but not rush to act in re-
sponse to it before we have had a
chance, each of us, to deliberate and do
what is right.

Now, | want to offer one other set of
thoughts here, Mr. President. Why is
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this so important? Well, let’s all begin
with the fact that most of us acknowl-
edge, as the Senator from Kentucky
said, we have not, most of us, been con-
sistent in our votes on these matters.
It is hard to be consistent in our votes
on matters of sanctions, that they have
been used too much. | think most of us
in this Chamber would say that. That
is why the leadership created the bipar-
tisan task force, to begin to set some
guidelines. But in all the criticism that
we are heaping on ourselves, | think it
is important not to lose sight of the
value of sanctions. They are, roughly
speaking, one of three options that a
government has to protect its strategic
interests and uphold its ideals—diplo-
matic, economic, and military.

If 1 may say so—and | know people
sometimes say that we are foolish to
do this, that it is self-defeating—we
have to consider the impact some of
the sanctions have had not just on
farm States. | can tell you, some of the
sanctions regimes have had an effect
on manufacturing, high tech and indus-
trial, from my State. And | am not
reaching judgment on the net effect.

Let’s just say a word for the fact that
there is a part of our national char-
acter that, as Americans, is prepared
to say we care so much about what is
happening in another country, about
the way that country is suppressing its
people, or the threat that that country
represents to our security because they
are threatening their neighbors, who
are our allies, or they are building mis-
siles, that we are prepared, if our allies
will not go along with us, to impose
economic sanctions on them to affect
their behavior. In an age when a lot of
people question, well, all we care about
is materialism, | am speaking respect-
fully of the impact of sanctions on peo-
ple. This is in its way an expression of
American idealism and principle and
values. And while we may have over-
used it, we should not diminish its util-
ity and its substance.

Finally, Mr. President, there is a
very important question to ask: Have
they worked? | think the record is
mixed, but that is something | would
like to have our task force study and,
at least as one Member, learn more
about. | don’t know enough about it.

I know most people cite South Africa
as a case where sanctions worked.
Those were multilateral. More re-
cently, sanctions we imposed on Co-
lombia did work to alter the fundamen-
tal policy of the Government on an
issue that matters to us. We have sanc-
tions against Iraqg and Libya. Well, I
note that the heads of those regimes
worked mightily in international dip-
lomatic circles to get the sanctions off,
so they must be having an effect on
them. The same is true about the oppo-
sition of the Chinese to sanctions that
we consider, and the Russians with re-
gard to supplying components of mis-
sile parts to Iran.

I know that Senator LUGAR is not
speaking against sanctions generally,
and | appreciate that, and | share that
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view with him. We share that view be-
cause we understand, | hope all of us,
that sanctions have value and have had
effect. We are using them too much,
but 1 think it requires more thought
than we have had the opportunity to
give before we vote on this amendment
to change the ground rules so dramati-
cally. So | intend to vote against the
amendment.

| yield the floor.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, | will vote
against tabling the Lugar amendment.
It is a useful starting point in bringing
some rationalization to our sanctions
policy.

I have been in the Senate for over 25
years. Over that time, | have supported
many sanctions laws, and even au-
thored a few. But | am now re-examin-
ing my approach to sanctions policy. |
do so not because | oppose sanctions—
sanctions are an important part of our
foreign policy arsenal.

But | believe we need to rethink our
overall approach. Statutory sanctions,
once imposed, are difficult to repeal,
and they therefore do not provide the
President the flexibility that | believe
he needs to conduct foreign policy. As
we all know, it is easier to block legis-
lation than to pass it; accordingly, lift-
ing a sanction to meet changed cir-
cumstances is difficult, and sometimes
impossible. | believe, therefore, that we
have to start building into our sanc-
tions policy the necessary flexibility
for the President to waive, modify, or
terminate sanctions with the ability of
the Congress to respond to his actions.

The Lugar bill is not perfect. It has a
few provisions that | believe should be
changed or modified. For example, | do
not believe it is wise to provide, as the
amendment does in Section 806(c), for a
point of order against legislation in
cases where the Senate has not re-
ceived required reports from the Exec-
utive Branch. This provision would
conceivably permit the President to
prevent consideration of a bill simply
by withholding the required report. In
addition, | believe the bill should clear-
ly exclude from the definition of “‘sanc-
tion” those measures taken to enforce
criminal laws and those measures
taken pursuant to the authority of the
Federal Aviation Administration to
ban foreign airlines from flying to the
United States which do not satisfy our
safety standards. Finally, | believe the
contract sanctity provision is too
broad, for two reasons. First, there
may be cases where a multi-year op-
tion contract would render the sanc-
tion—at least as to that contract—a
nullity. Second, there may be cases—a
proliferation sanction comes to mind—
where it may be in our national secu-
rity interest to stop the flow of tech-
nology immediately.

Despite these concerns about the
Lugar amendment, | will vote against
the tabling motion. The bill is a good
framework upon which we can begin to
construct a more rational sanctions
policy, and | believe the Senate should
continue to consider it further on this
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bill. 1 did not offer amendments to per-
fect the amendment because it was ob-
vious that it was not going to be adopt-
ed and if it was it could be perfected in
conference. We will surely revisit this
issue at which time I'll have more to
say.
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, | would
like to take this opportunity to share
my views on the amendment of the
Senator from Indiana which was voted
upon earlier this evening. | agree with
those of my colleagues who have ar-
gued that we have too many unilateral
sanctions in place, many of them man-
dated by Congress, and that often these
sanctions fail to achieve the stated for-
eign policy objectives while hurting
American business and competitive-
ness. | support the overall objective of
the amendment offered by the Senator
from Indiana—to provide a rational
framework for the imposition of sanc-
tions by both the Congress and the
President. However, some aspects of
this legislation concern me, in particu-
lar the broad definition of the term
“unilateral economic sanction” and
the extensive process which is to be ex-
hausted before sanctions are imposed.

I have always believed that sanctions
are most effective when they are mul-
tilateral not unilateral, but | also rec-
ognize that there may be cir-
cumstances in which we need the op-
tion of imposing sanctions unilater-
ally, for example to send a message of
disapproval of a given regime as we did
with respect to the military junta in
Burma, or to respond to a horrific
event such as the use of force against
those protesting for democracy in
Tiananmen Square in 1989. | recognize
that the legislation of the Senator
from Indiana does not prevent us from
imposing sanctions in these cases but |
fear that the process in the bill would
make it more difficult to do so expedi-
tiously. In light of these concerns and
the fact that the Senate Task Force on
Sanctions, of which I am a member, is
trying to address the question of uni-
lateral sanctions and is going to begin
hearings later this month, | voted to
table the amendment of the Senator
from Indiana at this time. However, |
believe there is much of worth in this
legislation, and | would like to work
with him and others who believe, as |
do, that we must reign in the tendency
to address every foreign policy problem
with a sanction.

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ar-
kansas.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, let me
just say, at the rate we are going, we
should be able to finish this bill by Sat-
urday night a week around midnight.
We have 64 amendments left. We have
spent about 2% hours on this one. A lot
of the people on this side are going to
the White House at 4:30, and | hoped we
could get a vote on it before they had
to depart. I am always reluctant to
suggest to anybody they cut their re-
marks short, and | guess we have al-
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ready missed the 4:30 deadline. | see
two Senators who are just chomping to
speak, so there is no point in asking for
a time agreement at this point. But I
just want to make the Members aware,
and | know | am joined by my distin-
guished chairman in saying, we are
going to have to do something to speed
this process up or we are not going to
get out before December 1.
I thank the Chair.

Mr. MURKOWSKI addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
Alaska.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. | think the Sen-
ator from Arizona wants to propose a
unanimous consent.

Mr. KYL. Yes. | thank the Chair. I
thank my colleague from Alaska.

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR

I ask unanimous consent that John
Rood be admitted to the floor during
the pendency of this amendment and
other amendments on which he may
desire to be present under my super-
vision.

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

The Senator from Alaska.

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, |
will try to be brief. I recognize the
timeframe.

I think it is fair to recognize another
thing though: That two-thirds of the
world’s population, or thereabouts, are
under some type of sanctions or threat-
ened sanction by the United States. |
think the question we have to ask our-
selves is, As we address the justifica-
tion of sanctions, are we really helping
the people we want to help?

I commend the Senator from Indiana,
Mr. LUGAR, for bringing this matter up,
because we can continue to debate it,
we can continue to evaluate it, but the
reality is, it is time to address the ef-
fectiveness of these sanctions. And, as
a consequence, | rise to support the
amendment of the Senator from Indi-
ana on sanctions.

I think he is offering the amendment
for one reason, which is because sanc-
tions are now a popular choice to pro-
mote our agenda and, of course, legiti-
mately protect our national interests.
There is nothing wrong with this rea-
soning except many times sanctions
simply do not work in the manner that
we have intended. They are one tool
that we can use against rogue na-
tions—granted. The question is, How
effective are sanctions? In what cases
should they be used? Unfortunately, as
| have indicated, the tool of choice is
sanctions. Some suggest it is a hammer
for brain surgery.

In any event, it is time to take stock
in whether this amendment by the Sen-
ator from Indiana passes now or later.
I think it is fair to say we should take
up this matter and resolve it and exam-
ine, if you will, the posture of our poli-
cies.

Let me conclude with one reference
that is in the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Indiana; that is, he sets
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guidelines before imposing sanctions.
That is important, in his amendment.
The amendment will require a check
and balance. It will require informa-
tion on the goals of the sanctions, the
economic costs to the United States,
the effect on achieving other foreign
policy goals, and whether other policy
options have been explored. It is kind
of a cost-benefit risk analysis. 1 wish
we could apply it to some of our envi-
ronmental measures. That is what we
are proposing here, and that is why |
support the amendment of the Senator
from Indiana.

This amendment will require careful
thought before imposing sanctions. It
does not prohibit sanctions. Dozens of
sanctions are now pending before Con-
gress. Sanctions, because they are the
easy way out, have become a knee jerk
reaction.

Between 1914 and 1990 we imposed
unilateral sanctions 116 times. Between
1993 and 1996 alone we imposed unilat-
eral sanctions 61 times on 35 nations.
In 1995 alone, it is estimated that sanc-
tions cost the United States $20 billion
in exports.

The President has declared a na-
tional emergency 16 times during his
term. In the case of Burma, the Presi-
dent invoked unilateral powers re-
served to ‘“‘deal with an unusual and ex-
traordinary threat.”

Is Burma an ‘“‘unusual and extraor-
dinary threat’” to the national security
of the United States? | will go out on a
limb and say perhaps no.

But that is the problem. The choice
to use unilateral sanctions is easy. It is
a choice made for the short term to ap-
pease special interest groups. No
thought is given to the chances of suc-
cess or possible alternatives.

Will unilateral sanctions work in
Burma—probably not! Will they hurt
the people we are trying to help—defi-
nitely so!

We must look to the long term.

I think a perfect example of this is
Vietnam. Restoration of diplomatic re-
lations and the lifting of the trade em-
bargo on U.S. exports led to progress
on the MIA issue and greater economic
freedoms in Vietnam.

The old saying that a rising tide lifts
all boats is true.

When we decide on appropriate ac-
tion to take against rogue countries,
we must make decisions based on what
are the most persuasive actions rather
than the easy way out.

I do not condone the policies of Iran,
or Libya, or North Korea. All these
countries clearly pursue policies con-
trary to our national interests.

But | believe it has come to the point
where U.S. unilateral sanctions run the
risk of being completely counter-
productive because they get in the way
of more effective multilateral steps
that could be pursued.

Unilateral sanctions should be a tool
of last resort and only used after care-
ful thought about the consequences,
the costs, and the chances of success. |
urge my colleagues to support Senator
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LUGAR. Implementing sanctions should
not be based on emotion but on a ra-
tional process. This is what this
amendment does.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. President, |
also keep my statement very short.

Mr. President, | also strongly support
Senator LUGAR’S amendment to in-
clude the Enhancement of Trade, Secu-
rity and Human Rights through Sanc-
tions Reform Act to the agriculture ap-
propriations. Consistent with our com-
mitment yesterday to help American
farmers, | believe this is the appro-
priate time to consider this important
amendment that will help us think
about the consequences of unilateral
sanctions before they are imposed, ei-
ther by the Congress or by the Presi-
dent.

As you have heard, this amendment
does not prohibit the Congress or the
administration from imposing Unilat-
eral sanctions, but it forces us to think
before we act. It is easy to look like we
are combatting various problems such
as human rights abuses, religious per-
secution, nuclear proliferation, child
labor, etcetera, by imposing unilateral
sanctions. But it is not so easy to de-
termine the negative effect they will
have. It is my opinion that unilateral
sanctions do not work. They do not
force countries to adopt our policies, or
our standards. Therefore, they wind up
doing nothing but hurting our Amer-
ican farmers and workers who lose ex-
port opportunities to the affected na-
tions.

Senator LUGAR’S amendment, which |
have also cosponsored in its bill form,
establishes procedures by which we can
analyze the impact of the sanctions—
first, whether they——

Mr. STEVENS. Will
yield for just a moment?

Mr. GRAMS. Yes, sir.

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, |
would like to notify the Senate that at
6 o’clock | shall seek the floor to move
to table the Lugar amendment. | think
it is a vote that must be taken to see
where the votes are on this amend-
ment. If it is not tabled, then it will
still be open to amendment, but hope-
fully we might be able to work some-
thing out to see in what shape we
would agree to take the Lugar amend-
ment to conference and have a vote on
whatever the Senator wants. But | do
expect to make a motion to table the
Lugar amendment at 6 o’clock. | ask
cloakrooms notify their respective
sides of that.

| thank the Senator.

Mr. GRAMS. Just to briefly finish
my statement today, | believe the
Lugar amendment will help to estab-
lish procedures by which we can ana-
lyze the impact of these sanctions.
That is first by whether they will ac-
complish the intended purpose, and
second, the impact they have on U.S.
international competitiveness and
other foreign policy goals.

This amendment is also flexible. The
President can waive the provisions of

will

the Senator
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this amendment in an emergency, and
the amendment does not affect existing
sanctions. It also does not apply to
multilateral sanctions.

I urge my colleagues to take a look
at this, to support this amendment
which will help us determine whether a
particular unilateral sanction will
work or whether we should pursue the
problem in another way. If unilateral
sanctions are imposed, we need to en-
sure they will work and they are initi-
ated only as a last resort, and only
after multilateral sanctions are pur-
sued.

Again, | thank Senator LUGAR for his
leadership on this important issue. For
those of us concerned about the grow-
ing trend toward unilateral sanctions
without analyzing whether they will
work or how they will affect our farm-
ers and workers, | think this is a no-
brainer. This is an amendment that
should have no opposition from this
body.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, 1 am sure
when my colleague just referred to a
‘““no-brainer,” that no one would be in
opposition to it, he wasn’t suggesting
there is not a logical, reasonable argu-
ment in opposition to the amendment,
and | would like to again try to make
that and urge my colleague, if he would
like, to engage in any kind of colloquy
he would like to clarify what | have to
say, to at least assure him that there is
a reasonable argument on the other
side.

I want to begin by commending Sen-
ator LUGAR for identifying many of the
things which ought to be done with re-
spect to the imposition of sanctions in
his amendment. He has a lot of good
material in this amendment. | know he
has given it a lot of thought. | think,
at the end of the day, we will be able to
accept a lot of that.

Mr. President, | also believe there are
some things that are not adequately
thought out here. 1 would like to focus
on a few of those. One of the things |
am pleased with is a very broad defini-
tion of national emergency, which
would permit the President to essen-
tially waive the requirements of the
legislation in the event of a national
emergency, which is very, very broadly
defined here. In one sense, that is good.
But in another sense, all of the good
that we are trying to achieve here
could be easily undone, simply because
the President decided to go forward
and waive in the interests of national
security. If the national security defi-
nition were a little tighter, then what
we are seeking to accomplish here
could probably be done, and the Presi-
dent would not be able to undo it easily
through the invocation of a national
emergency waiver.

So | want to begin this part of the de-
bate by acknowledging that some of
what the Senator from Indiana is seek-
ing to do clearly is going to gain wide
acceptance here. In some cases, we are
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not going to want to let the President
easily get out from underneath these
requirements, which the definition of
national emergency, in my view, would
allow him to do.

I also want to begin by making a
point that one of my colleagues made,
and that is to establish bona fides with
respect to this. | have been getting a
lot of calls from commercial associa-
tions seeking support for this, in the
name of free trade. | have always sup-
ported fast track and do to this day,
and | hope we will take fast track up
again this year and pass it. | have sup-
ported GATT. | have supported
NAFTA. | will proudly call myself a
free trader, too. So my comments are
not made from the perspective of some-
one who has not supported trade. In
terms of business support, | certainly
provided that.

But we also have a national security
obligation as Members of the Senate,
and what | do not see adequately ad-
dressed in this amendment is the care-
ful balancing between support for eco-
nomic considerations on the one hand,
and national security on the other.
Those interests have to be very care-
fully calibrated. | think, with some ad-
ditional work on the amendment of the
Senator, we might be able to help
achieve that calibration, but not if we
have to vote on that today.

Third, I mentioned the definitions
problems, and | would like to get into
that in detail now. | would like to read
from the amendment of the Senator,
the very first definition of what we are
talking about when we talk about a
unilateral economic sanction. Here is
the definition. | am quoting:

The term ‘‘unilateral economic sanction”
means any prohibition, restriction or condi-
tion on economic activity, including eco-
nomic assistance, with respect to a foreign
country or foreign entity. . .

Et cetera, et cetera, et cetera.

That means foreign aid, for example.
So before we do a foreign aid bill here,
are we going to have to go through the
requirements of this legislation? Be-
fore we reduce a country’s foreign aid,
is the President going to have to give
the Federal Register notice for 45 days?
Is the Congress going to have to wait
for 45 days before we can reduce that
aid? Is that reduction going to be in
force only 2 years and then we would
have to revisit it? Something as simple
as foreign aid—we raise and lower a
country’s foreign aid every year for
lots of different reasons.

We may apply a little more money to
the foreign aid budget and be able to
increase aid, or we may reduce it and
have to increase aid. It has nothing to
do with whether we are trying to sanc-
tion somebody or punish somebody or
prohibit trade. Yet, that would be im-
plicated because of the breadth of the
definition of “‘economic sanction’ con-
tained in the legislation.

What about some of the other actions
that we may take? | mentioned before
export controls on sensitive U.S. tech-
nology. | think it is absolutely incred-
ible that restrictions of U.S. trade,
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technical assistance, or any other way
in which the United States would pro-
vide assistance to another country
with respect to sensitive matters would
be deemed subject to the requirements
of this legislation.

This legislation may well be appro-
priate for the kind of sanctions that we
would apply against a country that
doesn’t agree with us on a particular
human rights policy, for example, or
something of that sort or perhaps with
whom we have a trade dispute. But it
certainly should not apply to the limi-
tations that this country imposes upon
U.S. businesses wanting to transfer
technology to another country. There
are good and sufficient reasons we have
an entire regime of export controls in
place.

To show just exactly how far this leg-
islation goes—and | think this is criti-
cal before Senators vote in favor of this
amendment—they had better under-
stand the following: We have just had
exposed a tremendous technology
transfer to the country of China that
occurred because a couple of U.S. com-
panies may—may; they are under in-
vestigation for it—allegedly have vio-
lated U.S. law with respect to tech-
nology transfer.

When a missile blew up and destroyed
a satellite, information was provided to
the country of China. That may have
been in violation of U.S. law. It may
well have compromised our national
security. Yet, the kind of things that
we impose upon companies that are
going to do business with a country
like China to limit the transfer of that
highly sensitive technology would be
implicated because of the breadth of
the definition of this legislation.

Would we be able to limit the kind of
technology transfer that has gone on
to China that we are trying to stem?

Would we be able to require defense
monitors to accompany this equip-
ment?

Would we be able to preclude reports
being issued to the Chinese Govern-
ment on what went wrong with a par-
ticular launch?

Would we be able to require an export
license for the kind of satellites being
exported here or the kind of technology
that is being transferred in aid of the
launch of U.S. satellites to make sure
the rockets themselves don’t blow up?

Would we be precluded from putting
those kind of technology transfers on a
munitions list?

Would we be precluded from requir-
ing reviews by the Justice Depart-
ment?

This morning | talked with the At-
torney General in a hearing of the Sen-
ate Judiciary Committee, and | said,
“Even though you had this matter
under direct investigation, pending in-
vestigation, and Sandy Berger, the Na-
tional Security Adviser, was advised
that it could significantly adversely
impact the judicial process of the pros-
ecution of people who would be in-
dicted for having possibly violated the
law, for the President to grant a subse-
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quent waiver, notwithstanding that the
President granted the waiver,” and |
asked the Attorney General, ‘‘did you
object to that in any formal way?”’

She said, ““No, there is nothing in the
law today that permits or requires
that, and there is not even any proce-
dure for that.”

I said, “Do you think there should
be?”’

Her answer was, ‘“We are working
right now on recommendations that
would get the Justice Department into
the loop here.”

What | am saying, Mr. President, is
that with regard to the transfer of
highly sensitive technology that could
jeopardize the national security of the
United States, we do impose limita-
tions, and as | read the definition of
“unilateral economic sanction,” many
of the kind of activities in which we
engage here would be implicated by
this definition.

I know, or at least | firmly believe,
that the Senator from Indiana would
not want to jeopardize our national se-
curity and that it would not be his in-
tention to have that kind of tech-
nology transfer limited, or the limita-
tions on that kind of technology trans-
fer limited by his amendment. Yet, as
I read his amendment, that is exactly
what occurs, because, again, the defini-
tion is:

Any prohibition, restriction or condition
on economic activity.

Clearly, all of the things that we im-
posed on Loral and on Hughes are re-
strictions and conditions on their eco-
nomic activity with China, and for a
good reason: to prevent the transfer of
technology that we think might harm
our national security.

Are we saying today, are we willing
to vote for an amendment that essen-
tially says, with respect to that kind of
condition, we are going to treat that as
a sanction and we are going to put all
kind of limitations on whether or not
it can be done?

One of the answers is, “Well, there’s
a section in here that permits the
President to waive any of this if there
is a national security interest involved
in that case.”

Mr. President, it seems to me that we
simply ought to make an initial deter-
mination that there are certain kind of
things that we do not deem to be eco-
nomic unilateral sanctions and they
ought to be excluded in the legislation
in the first instance, because otherwise
we are going to have an extraordinarily
cumbersome procedure where thou-
sands of things that this Government
does, in either the executive or the leg-
islative branch, from foreign aid deci-
sions of the Congress to highly sen-
sitive national security technology
transfer limitations, are going to be
deemed to be sanctions that have to go
through the processes of review and
delay and sunset, and so on, of this leg-
islation, or else be exempted by a waiv-
er that the President would then have
to specifically invoke with respect to
each one of those particular actions.
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That doesn’t make sense. That is why
I say this one-size-fits-all kind of ap-
proach is not the right approach. The
kind of things the Senator from Indi-
ana should be dealing with are a fairly
narrow range of economic activities
and limitations on those activities that
either the President or the Congress
has imposed in the past but that don’t
have anything to do with foreign aid,
that don’t have anything to do with na-
tional security technical assistance
limitations and the like.

That is the third point | want to
make.

I should also note that there are
other things that could be deemed con-
ditions or restrictions on economic ac-
tivity, like denials of visas, cuts in tax-
payer-funded export credits such as
from OPIC or Eximbank. Are those
things implicated by this? | think
clearly they are. Is that the intent of
the Senator from Indiana? And, if so,
how are we going to get around those
with a national security waiver? There
are some things that | don’t think we
want this to apply to for which the na-
tional security waiver isn’t going to be
available. There, again, the one-size-
fits-all approach to this just isn’t going
to work.

I will conclude this third point by re-
iterating what | said before. One of the
things the Senator from Indiana is try-
ing to do here is to be sure, before we
invoke sanctions, we think it through,
we analyze the impact, and we have a
set of standards by which to measure
whether it is effective or not and we
have a mechanism for ending the sanc-
tion that forces us to, in effect, focus
on whether or not it has been effective
and we want to continue it or not.

All of those are valid propositions.
My guess is, before we are done with
this, that kind of approach will be
adopted by the Senate. | am not argu-
ing against those things, but what | am
doing is reiterating the argument of
the Senator from Connecticut, the Sen-
ator from Kentucky, and expanding on
a point that 1 made earlier, and that is
that just as we are getting into this
issue with the first meeting of the
sanctions task force—a bipartisan task
force—yesterday to identify exactly
what we want to cover by the kind of
reforms and others that the Senator
from Indiana is proposing, just as we
are beginning this process, we have
placed on the desk an amendment that
is going to do it all and do it with a
definition that is so broad that it
would cover virtually any condition or
limitation on economic activity. That
is not, | think, what the sanctions task
force views as the proper approach.

I urge my colleagues to slow this
process down just a little bit. We don’t
have to have this amendment on this
appropriations bill today. | am sure
that if the Senator from Indiana will
work with us, if there is deemed to be
a necessity to put something in place
fairly soon, and certainly before the
end of this legislative year, we can
come up with a good set of criteria,
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such as those the Senator has in his
bill, for imposing sanctions—a good re-
view process, some mechanisms for re-
visiting the sanctions after a point in
time to ensure we still want them in
place. All of those things that Senator
LUGAR’s amendment goes to | think we
can include in a piece of legislation.
But | also think we are going to want
to take a look at these definitions
carefully and modify them to some ex-
tent so in one case it does not go too
far and embrace just too many things,
and in another case it perhaps does not
go far enough.

Finally, 1 will close with this point,
Mr. President. Sanctions—and because
of the breadth of the definition of sanc-
tions here, | think we are literally
talking about any kind of action the
United States might take—can be in
response to all kinds of different
things.

We have the Jackson-Vanik sanc-
tions that were imposed upon the So-
viet Union when it would not allow the
immigration of Jews from the Soviet
Union. We have sanctions that were
imposed on South Africa to try to
change that country’s behavior. We
have sanctions that were imposed upon
the Soviet Union after it invaded Af-
ghanistan. We have sanctions in aid of
various treaties or agreements that are
hard to enforce unless you can impose
some kind of sanction. The NPT, Non-
Proliferation Treaty, and other kinds
of treaties that we have signed, some
bilateral, some multilateral, have to
provide some kind of enforcement.

As Senator LIEBERMAN pointed out,
you do not want to have to turn to the
military option right off. So all you
have are economic or diplomatic ac-
tivities. Now, diplomatic activities
sometimes work; sometimes they do
not. They more frequently work if you
have some other kind of hammer be-
hind it, like a military or economic
card to play. What it boils down to is
that an economic limitation can some-
times be very important. But | do not
think we ought to blame sanctions nec-
essarily when things do not go right.

The best example of a failed policy is
one which we have all dealt with here
very recently, and that is the auto-
matic sanctions that were imposed
upon India and Pakistan—for doing
what?—for nuclear testing.

Mr. President, 1 submit that the
problem here is not sanctions per se.
The problem is that the policy that
was put in place was a failed policy to
begin with, and to attach sanctions as
the only way to respond to that was
simply wrong. Congress was in error
for doing that. We are now rushing to
correct that error. But we are doing it
in the wrong way.

Let us understand that the problem
with the sanctions on India and Paki-
stan go back to the fact that as a na-
tion we should have recognized that,
just like China, Russia, and France,
these nations are going to do what
they think is in their best national in-
terest, which may include testing nu-
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clear weapons, and that they are going
to do that irrespective of world opinion
or economic sanctions. Their own in-
ternal country opinion was more im-
portant to them.

In both cases, they were willing to
suffer the consequences economically
that might result from sanctions being
imposed. In fact, | think in both coun-
tries there was a certain sense of pride
that they did this and that they could
stand up to the rest of the world. So for
us to have had to impose economic
sanctions was folly. It was never going
to work. These countries were going to
do what they felt was in their best in-
terest, and we were not going to be
able to stop them with economic sanc-
tions.

All we did was hurt a couple of coun-
tries that have been friendly to the
United States—in the case of Pakistan,
a country that is really hurting eco-
nomically. And the last thing | think
we really wanted to do is hurt the peo-
ple of Pakistan with these sanctions;
nor did we want to hurt our own coun-
try’s agricultural interests. The prob-
lem was not sanctions per se. The prob-
lem was in ever thinking that we
could, by the use of something like
sanctions, prevent them from doing
what inevitably they were going to do.

Let us not blame sanctions; let us
blame a failed policy embraced by the
U.S. Congress. Sanctions sometimes do
work; and, as Senator MCCONNELL said,
sometimes they do not work. Our
record has been inconsistent in this re-
gard. | know that is one of the things
that Senator LUGAR is trying to ad-
dress here. But that should animate
our thinking here—not that sanctions
are per se wrong and, therefore, they
have to be used only in very, very lim-
ited situations, and so on, as some of
the language in this amendment sug-
gests. | agree with that as a general
proposition.

We ought to be careful how we use
sanctions because in some cases they
are never going to be effective because
the underlying policy is not a valid pol-
icy. But by the same token, in the in-
terest of satisfying our commercial
constituents, | do not think we should
rush to judgment here and literally
throw out the baby with the bathwater
by making it very difficult to impose
or retain sanctions in the future when,
in point of fact, there are certain areas,
like national security, for example,
where we very definitely want to have
conditions or limitations on economic
activity—the definition in the bill—
that have nothing to do with the ordi-
nary understanding of sanctions.

For that reason, | urge my colleague
from Indiana to withhold for a few days
or a few hours or some point in time
where we can sit down and try to re-
work the definitions and rework some
of the other language so that we are
not applying a one-size-fits-all solution
to what is, as Senator LIEBERMAN
pointed out, a very complex situation.

We were going to address this
through the task force and take quite a
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bit of time to do it. If there is any rea-
son to rush to judgment here, let us at
least take enough time to narrow what
we are doing and try to make it apply
in a fairly restricted way to achieve
whatever short-range objective we have
here until we have time to think it
through more thoroughly to impose a
policy that would cover all of the dif-
ferent kinds of limitations that, as a
country, we may wish to impose.

Mr. President, | urge that this
amendment not be supported, that if a
motion is made by Senator STEVENS,
that we support that motion, and that
we not consider the amendment at this
time. | certainly, as a member of the
sanctions task force, will work with
Senator LUGAR to try to take many of
the good ideas he has in this legislation
and pull them into a bill I think all of
us can support at the appropriate time.

Thank you.

Mr. BRYAN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Ne-
vada.

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, may | in-
quire as to the parliamentary situation
on the floor? The intention of the Sen-
ator from Nevada is to offer an amend-
ment, of which | have alerted the man-
ager. If there is a pending amendment,
if 1 could be so advised, | will make the
necessary request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
a pending amendment to be laid aside.

Mr. BRYAN. | thank the Chair for his
courtesy.

Mr. President, | see the chairman of
the committee is rising. | would cer-
tainly yield to him.

Mr. LUGAR. | ask the Senator a
question. If it is just a parliamentary
procedure, | have no objection if it is a
noncontroversial amendment, because
I would like to help the bill proceed.
But | want us to move toward the con-
clusion of the debate on my amend-
ment.

Mr. BRYAN. Responding to the in-
quiry of my friend, the senior Senator
from Indiana, | wish | could represent
to the Senator that this was non-
controversial. In this Senator’s judg-
ment, it ought to be. But fairness re-
quires me to say, this is an amendment
which has been before the Senate on
many occasions dealing with the Mar-
ket Access Program. It is controver-
sial. 1 was under the impression that
we could lay the pending amendment
aside and consider it, but if the chair-
man has a concern about that, it is not
my purpose to interrupt the orderly
flow of the processing of this appro-
priations bill.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, | suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

The
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Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, Sen-
ator LUGAR desires to make further re-
marks in support of his amendment,
and we hope the Chair will recognize
him for that purpose. Any other Sen-
ators who want to speak on that
amendment should do so now, because
there is the plan that has previously
been announced that Senator STEVENS
will move to table the Lugar amend-
ment at 6 o’clock. We will have a vote
on that motion to table. But if Sen-
ators have completed their remarks on
the Lugar amendment, then we could
set that amendment aside, if the 6
o’clock hour has not yet arrived, and
have other amendments debated. That
would be our hope.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
THOMAS). The Chair recognizes the Sen-
ator from Indiana.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, during
this debate on the pending amendment,
three arguments have been made. |
want to respond to them briefly. One
came about through Senators suggest-
ing that the President of the United
States, who just today proposed sanc-
tions on certain firms in Russia and
pertaining to lranian missile transfers,
would not have had the ability to im-
pose those sanctions if the amendment
that we are debating had been the law
of the land.

Later, the distinguished Senator
from Arizona, after a careful reading of
the legislation, noted that on page 30 of
the amendment—this is the language:
“The President may waive any of the
requirements of subsections (a), (b), (c),
(d), (e)’—and so forth—in the event
that the President determines there ex-
ists a national emergency that requires
the exercise of the waiver.

I made that point in an earlier pres-
entation, but | simply wanted to reit-
erate there are emergency situations
regarding the national security of this
country. The President must have the
ability to act. Our legislation expressly
gives him that waiver ability.

Then the distinguished Senator from
Arizona raised the question as to
whether, in fact, that waiver might be
too broad. Perhaps. But, you cannot
have it both ways. If on one hand you
argue that the President of the United
States is constricted in terms of what
he may do, but then you find out he
has full ability to do it, | suppose you
could then argue that you do not want
to have full ability at that point.

Let me just offer a moment of reas-
surance. On the same page 30 of the
amendment, there is a section setting
up a Sanctions Review Committee in
the executive branch. It reads:

There is established within the executive
branch of Government an inter-agency com-
mittee, which shall be known as the Sanc-
tions Review Committee, which shall have
the responsibility of coordinating United
States policy regarding unilateral economic
sanctions and of providing appropriate rec-
ommendations to the President prior to any
decision regarding the implementation of a
unilateral economic sanction.

Now, that committee is composed of
the Secretaries of State, Treasury, De-
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fense, Agriculture, Commerce, Energy,
the U.S. Trade Representative, and so
forth.

The point being that the President of
the United States should be well ad-
vised before he decides on a unilateral
waiver for even national emergency
purposes.

I suspect that this could be perfected
further, but during the course of the
debate on this legislation | simply note
that many Members—and this is under-
standable—say this is very complex
matter and we need more time to walk
around it, try to think through the na-
tional security implications, the abil-
ity of the players to deal with this suc-

cessfully.
I point out, respectfully, that my
original legislation on which this is

based was introduced last October.
This has been widely discussed in this
city for many months. It is supported
by 37 Senators explicitly who have
thought through all the implications of
this and have studied it at some
length.

Finally, Mr. President, | respond to
the argument that the India and Paki-
stan incidents are the reason we are
discussing this. As | recall, the distin-
guished Senator from Arizona pointed
out we have resolved some of those
problems and, therefore, it may be pre-
mature to move on to other problems.
But, in fact, India and Pakistan had
not gone through their nuclear testing
regimes last October.

The problem that has to come back
to this body is that of the American
farmers—the gist of the overall agri-
culture appropriation bill—need some
hope that this body understands the ef-
fect of economic sanctions on agri-
culture. The USA*Engage group, com-
posed of some 675 businesses, including
the American Farm Bureau, have
strongly encouraged this body to un-
derstand the problems faced by Amer-
ican business.

I think the distinguished Senator
from Nebraska, Senator HAGEL, stated
it well: American business is not a spe-
cial interest. It is not a nefarious group
of people with whom we should have no
contact as we talk about national secu-
rity or economic security. American
business and American farmers provide
the money that gives us the ability to
provide security to this Nation. These
are the people who actually are out
there working and providing jobs. They
are saying to us: You folks with all of
your sanctions are creating unemploy-
ment for 200,000 Americans. That num-
ber of people are losing their jobs be-
cause of what is occurring in the sanc-
tions regime.

Of course, we have to be considerate
of each and every aspect of making cer-
tain that national security is not com-
promised. It would be a stretch to
think of many of these sanctions that
have had a substantial national secu-
rity implication to begin with.

I suspect, finally, there has to be a
balancing of interests in our country.
Even as we are deeply concerned about
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democratic procedures in other coun-
tries, about religious procedures in
other countries, about economic proce-
dures in other countries, we ought to
weigh and we ought to have a proce-
dure in which we say we are going to
impose a sanction on some country and
take the time to state why, and then
take time to say, ‘“What would be con-
sidered a success? How would we know
we have victory? What are the bench-
marks of our success?”’ At least once a
year, we should think about what the
sanction did. Did it make any dif-
ference? Did it make a difference in
American jobs and income that was to-
tally disproportionate to whatever the
impact might have been, in the target
country?

Now, that is what my amendment
calls for—however you weave the argu-
ment around it, the need to state the
purpose of what we are doing, the
benchmarks of success, to examine pe-
riodically whether we have hit the
mark even remotely, and, in any event,
to estimate the cost of sanctions to
Americans. It really is time to think
about Americans, people in this coun-
try, farmers, producers, even as we are
spinning wheels of economic sanctions
for whatever economic purpose we
might think of.

From the beginning—and | think ev-
eryone has heard this clearly—we are
talking about sanctions in the future,
prospective sanctions. | hope Senators
understand that. But that is the case.

Secondly, we are talking about uni-
lateral sanctions which we do ourselves
that hurt us, that have no cooperation
from others, with every other country
grabbing our markets, entering in to
eat our lunch. We have prescribed any
number of ways in which people in this
Congress and the administration have
to think about it, and at the same time
giving the President, as our Com-
mander in Chief, the ability in terms of
our security, to act if he must.

Finally, we have said after 2 years
the sanction comes to an end unless
the Congress reauthorizes it. That is,
take some more time to think about
what has occurred, what the implica-
tions and the costs for Americans have
been.

I am hopeful this amendment will
not be tabled. | regret that the distin-
guished chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee feels he must do that
at 6 o’clock, but | understand the expe-
ditious procedure of this bill, and it is
an important bill, has to go on. | hope
Senators will vote against tabling the
amendment when that time comes,
about an hour from now, because I
think that a vote against tabling sends
a signal of hope to American farmers
that we care, and we had better send
that signal.

I hope Senators understand that we
have a difficult situation in American
agriculture, not because of the farm
bill but because demand from Asia is
down and demand from other countries
will be coming down as their income is
constricted. We will need all of our
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weapons of trade in order to meet that,
and the same eventually will occur to
other industries.

| stress agriculture today, Mr. Presi-
dent, because that is the first wave.
That is where the first implications of
economic downturn have come, with
raw materials and food. But it will
spread unless we are successful in
adopting a new trade strategy that
must surely include greater thought-
fulness about sanctions.

Therefore, | call for a new regime of
thoughtfulness—not a prohibition of
sanctions, not a breach of inter-
national or national security, but a
thoughtful approach, giving full lati-
tude to the Commander in Chief and,
hopefully, better latitude to us, to
think through what we are doing and
to do it more correctly and positively.

I conclude by saying, as | recall, the
distinguished Senator from Arizona
was asking a hypothetical situation
whether as to whether the President
could act or not, | think | have an-
swered the question that he could have
acted on today’s sanction. But let’s say
that the President acts, or the Con-
gress acts; how do we know in advance
that this is going to have any particu-
lar effect? The answer is that we don’t.
As a matter of fact, in most cases, the
effect has been dismal, inappropriate,
and costly to the United States and to
our citizens.

So | say that the President of the
United States has the full ability to
act, but whether he will act appro-
priately is another question. And that
is why even the President is asked to
consult with his Cabinet, and why we
are asked to consult with each other—
in the hope that if we do adopt a sanc-
tion, it will do some good, that it will
have some wisdom behind it, some ra-
tionale and some procedure that the
American people can follow. | submit,
Mr. President, that many of the sanc-
tions we have adopted have not had
that wisdom, that procedure, and they
have not had a very good effect.

It is for this reason that | ask the
support of Senators for this amend-
ment and the support, particularly, on
the vote to table. I am hopeful that
that tabling motion will not be adopted
when that moment comes.

Mr. President, | thank all Senators
for allowing us to have this full debate.
| appreciate that there are many other
issues that should come before the

body.
| yield the floor.
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the

premise of the amendment proposed by
the distinguished Senator from Indiana
is that—as President Clinton recently
put it—the United States has gone
““sanctions happy.’” We’ve all heard the
statistics, repeated without question
by the media, that the United States
has enacted sanctions 61 times in just 4
years, thereby placing 42% of the
world’s population under the oppres-
sive yoke of U.S. sanctions.

Well, it just ain’t so.

I’ve examined these so-called statis-
tics. And I've found that they are fab-
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ricated. The ‘‘6l-sanctions’ figure,
which came from a study by the Na-
tional Association of Manufacturers,
and circulate widely by an anti-sanc-
tions business coalition calling itself
“USA Engage.”’

The NAM claims that, over a 4 year
period (1993 through 1996) “‘61 U.S. laws
and executive actions were enacted au-
thorizing unilateral economic sanc-
tions for foreign policy purposes.” Ac-
cording to NAM, these sanctions have
targeted 35 countries, over 2.3 billion
people (42% of the world’s population)
and $790 billion—19% of the world’s
total—in export markets.

NAM lists a catalogue of 20 new laws
passed by Congress and 41 Executive
Branch actions for a total of 61 new
sanctions in just 4 years.

The “61 sanctions’ figure cries out
for examination. | asked the Congres-
sional Research Service to analyze the
NAM claim. After examining the NAM
study, CRS reported to me, “We could
not defensibly subdivide or catagorize
the entries in the (NAM) catalogue so
that they add up to 61.”’

How did NAM come up with this 61-
sanctions claim? Here’s how:

The National Association of Manu-
facturers includes as examples of “‘uni-
lateral economic sanctions’ every time
the U.S. complied with U.N. Security
Council sanctions—which are, by defi-
nition, multilateral sanctions;

The NAM used double-, triple- and
quadruple-counts certain sanctions;

They included as a so-called ‘‘sanc-
tion’ any executive branch or Congres-
sional actions denying, limiting or
even conditioning U.S. foreign aid.
(Since when, | ask, did foreign aid be-
come an entitlement?)

The NAM lists as sanctions instances
where no sanctions were actually im-
posed, cases sanctions were actually
lifted, and cases where sanctions were
imposed briefly and then lifted.

The NAM piled into their ‘‘sanc-
tions’ list any decision to bar the sale
of lethal military equipment to terror-
ist states, and various actions which
affect just a single corporate entity or
individuals—not countries.

Mr. President, this is not what most
of us have in mind when we think of
“sanctions.” We think of trade bans
and embargoes on states—not seizing
the assets of Colombian drug traffick-
ers, blocking imports from a single fac-
tory in southern China which is using
prison labor, or banning the sale of le-
thal equipment to states which arm
and train terrorists.

The fact is, there is no credible way
to argue that the U.S. has imposed 61
sanctions in just four years, or that
anywhere near 42% of the world’s popu-
lation has been targeted by U.S. sanc-
tions. In other words, there is no basis
for the claim that we in Congress have
gone ‘‘sanctions happy’” or for the
problem that the amendment offered
by the Senator from Indiana proposes
to fix.

But don’t take my word for it. The
staff of the Committee on Foreign Re-
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lations has prepared a document which
analyzes the NAM study and exposes
its failings. 1 now ask uninanimous
consent that this analysis be printed in
the RECORD.

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

The NAM study charges that Congress en-
acted 20 new sanctions laws between 1993 and
1996. This is a deliberate falsehood.

In reality, three-quarters of this total (15)
were denials, restrictions or conditions on U.S.
foreign aid, included as part of normal For-
eign Operations and Defense Appropriations
legislation.

What were these so-called sanctions? One
so-called sanction is a prohibition on aid to
foreign governments that export lethal mili-
tary equipment to countries supporting
international terrorism. Another barred U.S.
assistance for military or police training in
Haiti to those involved in drug trafficking
and human rights violations. Another placed
conditions on assistance for the Palestinian
Liberation Organization. Another prohibited
Defense Department aid to any country des-
ignated as supporting international terror-
ism.

Another withheld foreign aid and directed
U.S. to vote ‘“no”” on loans in international
financial institutions for countries know-
ingly granting sanctuary to persons indicted
by the international war crimes tribunals for
the former Yugoslavia and Rwanda, for the
purpose of evading prosecution.

Are these the kinds of “‘objectionable’” and
“irresponsible’” actions Congress needs to
reign in? | think not. Indeed, of the 20 con-
gressional actions listed by NAM, in reality
only 5 can really be called ‘“‘sanctions laws.”
These are: The Nuclear Proliferation Preven-
tion Act (April 30, 1994); the LIBERTAD
(Helms-Burton) Law (March 12, 1996); the
Anti-Terrorism & Effective Death Penalty
Act (April 24, 1996); the Iran-Libya Sanctions
Act (August 5, 1996); and the Burma Sanc-
tions (September 30, 1996—part of FY97 For-
eign Operations Appropriations Act).

The fact is, Congress has passed a handful
of carefully crafted, highly-targeted sanc-
tions in recent years—most of which passed
the Senate by comfortable margins.

EXECUTIVE ACTIONS (41)

And what about NAM’s claim of 41 “‘Execu-
tive Actions’ implementing sanctions in just
four years? This list is also deceiving. Con-
sider the following breakdown of the NAM
list:

MULTIPLE COUNTING OF THE SAME SANCTIONS: 7

The NAM study double-, triple- and quad-
ruple-counts the same sanctions over and
over again on seven different occasions.

Cuba—Same Sanctions Counted 2 Times.
(NAM counts the LIBERTAD (Helms-Bur-
ton) law as two separate sanctions, once on
the date it was enacted by Congress (in Table
1) and a second time when the President took
measures to implement Title 111 of the act.)

Sudan—Same Sanctions Counted 5 Times.
(NAM counts the imposition of sanctions on
Sudan, and then each adjustment to existing
sanctions policy as a separate new sanctions
episode.)

MULTILATERAL SANCTIONS IMPOSED IN COMPLI-

ANCE WITH U.N. SECURITY COUNCIL RESOLU-

TIONS: 5

The study counts U.S. compliance with
multi-lateral U.N. Security Council sanc-
tions as ‘“‘unilateral economic sanctions”
five times:

Federal Republic of Yugoslavia, Jan. 21,
1993 (NAM: ““These restrictions were designed
to help implement U.N. Security Council
Resolutions 757, 787, 820, and 942.”")
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UNITA & Angola, September 26, 1993 (NAM:
“Designed to help implement U.N. Security
Council Resolution 864.7")

Libya, December 3, 1993 (NAM: ‘“‘President
announces tightened economic sanctions
against Libya in accordance with U.N. Secu-
rity Council Resolution 883.”")

Haiti and Angola, April 4, 1994 (NAM: “The
regulations are amended to add Haiti, as a
result of the U.N. arms embargo against it,
and to reflect the qualified embargo of An-
gola, also in line with U.N. multilateral
sanctions.”” (Sudan?)

Rwanda, May 26, 1994 (NAM: “‘Prohibition
on sales of arms and related material to
Rwanda. Designed to help implement U.N.
Security Council Resolution 918)

LIMITED BANS ON TRADE IN LETHAL MILITARY

ITEMS: 8

The NAM study lists every single executive
order or decision blocking the sale of lethal
military items to a rogue states as a broad-
based ‘‘sanction’’:

Zaire, April 29, 1993 (NAM: “Ban on the
sale of defense items and services to Zaire.”)

Nigeria, June 24, 1993 (NAM: ‘“‘Steps taken
in reaction to the military blocking a return
to civilian government. . . . U.S. announces
there will be a presumption of denial on all
proposed sales of defense goods and services
to Nigeria.”

China, May 26, 1994 (President announces
support for MFN for China, but imposes ban
on import of certain Chinese munitions and
ammunition)

Nigeria, November 1994 (NAM: “U.S. bans
the sale of military goods to Nigeria. In reac-
tion to hanging of nine environmental activ-
ists, U.S. adds to sanctions already
imposed . . . Besides ban on the military
sales, the U.S. also extended a ban on visas
for top Nigerian leaders.””)

Nigeria, December 21, 1995 (NAM: ‘“‘Suspen-
sion of all licences to export commercial de-
fense articles or services to Nigeria.””)

Sudan, March 25, 1996 (NAM: ‘“‘Departments
of State and Commerce announce new anti-
terrorism export controls on Sudan. . ..
They are nearly identical to the controls
maintained on lIran for anti-terrorism pur-
poses.”

Iran, Syria, Sudan, March 25, 1996 (NAM:
“Departments of State and Commerce im-
pose new export controls on explosive device
detectors to Iran, Syria and Sudan.””)

Afghanistan, June 27, 1996 (NAM: “U.S. an-
nounces policy to ban exports or imports of
defense articles and services destined for or
originating in Afghanistan.’”)

CASES WHERE NO SANCTIONS IMPOSED, IMPOSED
BRIEFLY THEN LIFTED, OR THREATENED BUT
NO ACTION TAKEN: 4
Cuba, Libya, Iran, Iraq, North Korea,

Sudan, Syria, December 29, 1993 (NAM: “This

is a restructuring of existing export controls,

and did not result in the imposition of new
controls, except on Sudan.”

[Note: See multiple-counting of existing
Sudan sanctions])

Executive Order, November 14, 1994 (NAM
lists as a sanction an Executive Order which,
in NAM’s own words, ‘“‘establishes some poli-
cies and bureaucratic responsibilities within
the U.S. Government for dealing with the
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction.
It did not impose any specific new sanctions
on any countries.”)

China, February 28, 1996 (NAM: ‘“‘Secretary
of State asks Ex-Im Bank to postpone any fi-
nancing for U.S. companies planning to ex-
port to China because of reports that China
had shipped ring magnets to Pakistan and
was otherwise supporting Pakistan’s nuclear
weapons program. Secretary makes a second
request on April 24, 1996. Sanction lifted on
May 10, 1996)

Taiwan, August 9, 1994 (Import restrictions
imposed based on Taiwan’s trade in tiger and
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rhinoceros products, lifted several months
later)
SANCTIONS AFFECTING ONLY INDIVIDUALS OR

SPECIFIC CORPORATE ENTITIES: 7

None of us would consider seizing the as-
sets of drug traffickers, or blocking imports
from one company using in prison labor as a
““sanction.” The NAM study does—seven
times:

Haiti, June 4, 1993 (NAM: “limits on entry
into U.S. and freezing of personal assets of
specially-designated nationals who act for or
on behalf of the Haitian military junta or
make material contributions to that re-
gime.”)

China, June 16, 1993 (One entity affected:
Qinghai Hide & Garment Factory. Reason:
Use of slave labor)

China, August 24, 1993 (Two Chinese enti-
ties affected. Reason: Nuclear proliferation
to Pakistan.)

Middle East, Jan. 23, 1995 (NAM: ‘‘Presi-
dent blocks assets of persons determined to
have committed or present a significant risk
of committing actions of violence that would
disturb the Middle East Peace process, and
he blocks transactions by U.S. persons with
these foreign persons.’’)

Colombia, October 21, 1995 (NAM: ‘‘Execu-
tive Branch blocked property subject to ju-
risdiction of important foreign narcotics
traffickers. Original list of four traffickers
expanded to 80 entities and individuals on
October 24, and more added in November 1995
[4] and March 1996 [198]."")

China, April 29, 1996 (One Chinese entity af-
fected: Tianjin Malleable Iron Factory. Rea-
son: Use of slave labor.)

North Korea, Iran, June 12, 1996 (NAM:
““‘Sanctions imposed on three entities in Iran
and North Korea that have engaged in mis-
sile proliferation activities.”)

DENIAL, RESTRICTIONS OR CONDITIONS ON U.S.

FOREIGN AID: 6

And, once again, NAM lists every restric-
tion on foreign aid as a sanction, asserting in
effect that foreign aid is an entitlement:

Guatemala, May 27, 1993 (NAM: ‘“‘Suspen-
sion of U.S. aid programs to Guatemala, ex-
cept for humanitarian assistance, and U.S.
opposition in . . . international financial in-
stitutions for loans to Guatemala . . . [in]
opposition to a military coup.”

Nigeria, April 1, 1994 (NAM: “‘President de-
certifies Nigeria for its inadequate anti-nar-
cotics efforts,” making it ineligible for most
U.S. foreign aid and most programs from Ex-
Im Bank or OPIC.)

Gambia, August-October 1994 (NAM: ‘“‘Cut
off of all U.S. economic and military aid be-
cause of a military coup in July against the
duly elected head of state . . . pending the
return of democratic rule to Gambia.’”)

Afghanistan, February 28, 1995 (President
decertifies Afghanistan for inadequate
counter-narcotics efforts. Ineligible for most
U.S. foreign aid, Ex-Im Bank or OPIC sup-
port, direct U.S. to vote ‘‘no” in inter-
national financial institutions)

Colombia, March 1, 1996 (NAM: ““President
Clinton decertifies Colombia for its inad-
equate anti-drug efforts,”” making it ineli-
gible for most foreign aid, Ex-Im Bank or
OPIC support, and subject to U.S. opposition
for loans in international financial institu-
tions.)

DECLINE TO ISSUE A LETTER OF INTEREST: 1

NAM even lists a decision by the Ex-Im
Bank not to issues a ‘“‘letter of interest” in
one case as a ‘‘sanction.”

China, May 30, 1996 (NAM: “Ex-Im Bank
board of directors declined, because of envi-
ronmental concerns, to issue letters of inter-
est to three U.S. exporters.”’)

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, as the re-
view of the NAM study makes clear,
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most of these actions were taken at the
President’s discretion, either by Execu-
tive Order or based a law where Presi-
dent had broad waiver authority.

If the Senate is going to have a de-
bate over sanctions policy, we should
do so on the basis of facts, not distor-
tions presented by the anti-sanctions
lobby. That is the reason that the Re-
publican and Democratic leaderships
have formed a bipartisan sanctions
task force to examine the facts, and
make recommendations.

Apparently, some in the business
community would prefer for the Senate
to act before the facts come out. We
should not fall for such tactics.

Mr. President, | yield the floor.

Mr. COCHRAN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Mississippi.

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, if
there are no other Senators wishing to
speak on the Lugar amendment at this
time, and | see none on the floor, |
think we should proceed to set aside
the Lugar amendment and turn to an
amendment to be offered by the Sen-
ator from Nevada, Senator BRYAN. It is
my hope that we can complete debate
on the amendment of the Senator from
Nevada before the hour of 6 o’clock,
and at 6 there would be a motion to
table the Lugar amendment and a vote
thereon. Then I will move to table the
Bryan amendment and we will have a
vote on that. That is the plan of ac-
tion.

With that, and if there is no objec-
tion, | ask unanimous consent that the
LUGAR amendment be temporarily set
aside.

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

Mr. BRYAN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, | preface
my comments by thanking the Senator
from Mississippi. | think the arrange-
ment he suggests is workable, and we
will work within those time con-
straints.

Once again, | will offer an amend-
ment to eliminate funding for one of
the most egregious examples of cor-
porate welfare in America—the Market
Access Program. This program contin-
ues to waste millions of dollars subsi-
dizing advertising and other pro-
motions in foreign countries.

AMENDMENT NO. 3157
(Purpose: To eliminate funding for the
market access program for fiscal year 1999)

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, | send an
amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. BRYAN] for
himself, Mr. REID, Mr. GREGG, Mr. FEINGOLD,

The

and Mr. KERRY, proposes an amendment
numbered 3157.
Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, | ask

unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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The amendment is as follows:

On page 60, strike lines 4 through 11 and in-
sert the following:

SEC. 717. None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used to provide assist-
ance under, or to pay the salaries of person-
nel who carry out, a market promotion or
market access program pursuant to section
203 of the Agricultural Trade Act of 1978 (7
U.S.C. 5623).

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, | want to
make some general observations. This
is an area that | have had an interest
in for a number of years. We have de-
bated it many times on the floor, and |
say to my friends from the agricultural
heartland of America that | am not un-
mindful that in some of the agricul-
tural regions of our country, there is
real economic crisis out there, particu-
larly in the plains States.

I am not unsympathetic to the con-
cerns of farmers. Indeed, | intend to be
supportive of many of the amendments
that will be offered to provide assist-
ance to farmers who face real economic
crises for a variety of reasons, many of
which | suggest have probably been de-
bated on the floor during the course of
this appropriations bill.

Having said that, | want to talk
about a program that, in my judgment,
provides no real help to America’s
farmers or agricultural producers and,
instead, continues to subsidize some of
the largest corporations in America in
terms of their advertising dollars. | be-
lieve this is a wholly inappropriate use
of taxpayer dollars. As | will point out
during the course of this discussion,
the analysis of the Market Access Pro-
gram by the General Accounting Of-
fice, just released, is a definitive analy-
sis of the efficacy of this program.

Notwithstanding those who have ad-
vocated on its behalf and those who
continue to defend it, the GAO report
reveals that in spite of repeated at-
tempts to make this program account-
able, no credible evidence could be
found to support the claims that the
Market Access Program benefits the
economy. That is why a broad range of
organizations have been joined in oppo-
sition. These are groups that cover the
political spectrum, from right to left.
Among them are: Americans for Tax
Reform, Capital Watch, the Cato Insti-
tute, Citizens Against Government
Waste, Citizens for a Sound Economy,
the Competitive Enterprise Institute,
Friends of the Earth, the National Tax-
payers Union, Taxpayers for Common
Sense, and the U.S. Public Interest Re-
search Group. All of these organiza-
tions have called for the elimination of
this program. Many of these organiza-
tions have joined together in a ‘‘stop
corporate welfare’” effort that named
the Market Access Program among a
select group of the most blatant of
Federal handouts.

The Green Scissors report, which rec-
ommends cutting programs that hurt
both taxpayers and the environment,
has also cited the Market Access Pro-
gram as a waste of money.

Mr. President, | ask unanimous con-
sent that this list | have be printed in
the RECORD.
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There being no objection, the list was
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as
follows:

LIST OF COMPANIES IN BRANDED BUDGETED DOLLAR
ORDER FOR 1997

Participant Budget 1997
E. &1 Gallo . Wl $597,874.00
Tyson Foods .. USAPEEC 440,000.00

Mederer Corporation .. 297,000.00
M&M/Mars, A Division Of Mars, Inc. 280,547.00
Sun Maid 163,938.00
Brown-Forman Corp. . 161,680.00
NAF International . 125,000.00
Precise Pet Products . 110,000.00
Ralston Purina International . 108,547.00
Quality Products Intl., Inc. . 105,710.00
Canadaigua Wine Company 89,620.00
The Seagrams Classic Wine Company Wi 81,000.00
Shoei Food (USA) Inc. WUSATA 70,000.00
Russell Stover Candies .. CMA 60,000.00
Mauna Loa Macadamia Nut Corp. . WUSATA 56,000.00
Schwan's Food Asia Pte. Ltd. MIATCO 52,100.00
Specialty Brands ....... WUSATA 52,000.00
A. Smith Bowman Distillery, Inc. SUSTA 50,000.00
Franklin Mushroom Farms, Inc EUSAFEC 50,000.00
Lyons Magnus ....... WUSATA 50,000.00
Twin County Grocers . EUSAFEC 50,000.00
Seald-Sweet Growers SUSTA 48,000.00
Golden Valley Microwave Foods .. MIATCO 46,000.00
Lion Packing Company .. CRAB 46,062.00
Fruits International, Inc. SUSTA 45,500.00
The lams Company ... MIATCO 44,800.00
Great Western Malting Co. WUSATA 41,000.00
Frontier Foods, International .. USMEF 39,500.00
Blue Bell Creameries, L.P. . SUSTA 39,000.00
Bush Brothers & Company SUSTA 39,000.00
Tootsie Roll Industries, Inc. CMA 38,000.00
Heublein, Inc. wi 36,000.00
Austin Nichols ., Inc. . KDA 35,786.00
Protein Technologies Interna MIATCO 35,500.00
Jones Dairy Farm .. USMEF 35,000.00
Macfarms of Hawaii . WUSATA 35,000.00
Certified Angus Beef . USMEF 32,500.00
H.J. Heins Company Ltd. EUSAFEC 32,500.00
Beechnut (Ralston Foods) . MIATCO 30,900.00
European Vegetable Specialties Farms, Inc. WUSATA 30,000.00
Fetzer Vineyards Wi 30,000.00
CPC International/Best Foods Exports EUSAFEC 29,250.00
Rockingham Poulty ........ USAPEEC 27,500.00
Wm. Bolthouse Farms, Inc. WUSATA 27,000.00
Gourmet House .. MIATCO 26,642.00
Pierce Foods . USAPEEC 25,,000.00
Prime Tanning Co., Inc. . EUSAFEC 25,000.00
The J.M. Smucker Company MIATCO 24,750.00
Maker's Mark Distillery, Inc. KDA 22,410.00
Star Fine Foods, Inc. . WUSATA 22,000.00
General Mills, Inc. . MIATCO 21,200.00
Vie De France Corp. SUSTA 21,000.00
H.E. Butt Grocery Company SUSTA 19,290.00
Grimmway Enterprises, Inc. ... WUSATA 19,000.00
Kroger Co. MIATCO 17,600.00
Well’'s Dairy, Inc. ....... MIATCO 17,500.00
Schreiber Foods, Inc. MIATCO 15,600.00
Barbara’s Bakery, Inc. WUSATA 15,000.00
Del Rey Packing Company . CRAB 15,000.00
Giumarra Vineyards .. wi 15,000.00
Southern Pride Catfish .. SUSTA 13,000.00
Robert Mondavi Wine | 12,000.00
Sara Lee Bakery MIATCO 10,500.00
Acclerated Genetics .. GENETIC 10,300.00
Chinchiolo Fruit Company .. WUSATA 10,000.00
DiMare Company ... WUSATA 10,000.00
Domaine Chandon . | 10,000.00
Hudson Foods, Inc. USAPEEC 10,000.00
Jacklin Seed Company WUSATA 10,000.00
Simi Winery ... Wi 10,000.00
Stimson Lane Vineyards wi 10,000.00
Vogel Popcorn MIATCO 10,000.00
Wine Alliance | 10,000.00
Continental Mills, Inc. WUSATA 9,000.00
Island Coffee Company .. WUSATA 9,000.00
Supervalu International . WUSATA 9,000.00
Sunday House Foods, Inc. USAPEEC 7,500.00
Avonmore Ingredients ... MIATCO 6,600.00
Red River Commodities, Inc MIATCO 6,400.00
Mission Foods ... 6,000,00
Bil Mar Foods .... 5,850.00
EBS, Inc 5,000.00
Maui Pineapple Company, Ltd. 5,000.00
Stahlbush Island Farms ... WUSATA 5,000.00

Total 4,427,555.00

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, it is just
not outside groups that are calling for
the elimination of this program. The
Market Access Program was specifi-
cally targeted for elimination in the
fiscal year 1999 Republican budget reso-
lution. This provision was included in
the legislation passed on the Senate
floor by a vote of 57-41 on April 2 of
this year.

Unfortunately, however, like Laza-
rus, this program seems to rise from
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the dead every year and is currently
authorized to receive some $90 million
in fiscal year 1999.

The Foreign Agricultural Service,
FAS, is a branch of the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture, and it distributes
this $90 million that has previously
been authorized in three different cat-
egories. One is a direct contribution to
private companies. Two is a contribu-
tion that is made to industry associa-
tions which, in turn, makes grants to
members within that association. And
the third category is cooperatives.
These moneys are frequently used for
the promotion of brand-name products,
specifically identified household names
in America, as well as generic commod-
ities overseas.

So we have private companies that
receive money directly from the fund-
ing source—industry associations and
cooperatives.

In spite of numerous reforms that we
have debated and enacted in recent
years in efforts to limit the aid pro-
vided to giant corporations, millions of
dollars continue to flow to large, well-
established producers, agribusinesses
to subsidize their advertising budget.

Let me again make the point.

As part of the ongoing debate that we
have had annually on this program, we
have been able to persuade the Con-
gress that with respect to the direct
contributions made to private compa-
nies that are providing some of the
largest organizations and companies in
the world with money to supplement
their advertising accounts, it simply
cannot be defended and is an out-
rageous use of taxpayer dollars. So we
created a small business category that
is eligible to receive the private com-
pany distributions. That is currently
part of the law.

But that only tells part of the story,
because as you will see, the top recipi-
ents of the Market Access Program—
this is the specific brand of the product
that you can see here—continue to be
some of the largest companies in
America: Sunkist Growers, $2,594,000;
Blue Diamond Nuts, $4,419,000; Welch’s
Foods, $707,000; Sunsweet, $616,000; Er-
nest & Julio Gallo, $598,000; Tyson
Foods, $440,000; and Ocean Spray,
$320,000.

The way that they have been able to
effectively circumvent the limitation
that this money should be made avail-
able only to small businesses is that in-
dustry associations and cooperatives
that receive the money directly from
the Foreign Agricultural Service can in
turn make grants to members of the
association or to the cooperative mem-
bers themselves. So that is how we con-
tinue to see these substantial amounts
of money that continue to flow into
these large companies.

Proponents of the program will jus-
tify this corporate giveaway by point-
ing to various studies that exalt the
benefits reaped by these advertising
campaigns, but none of the studies
cited, nor the benefits that are as-
signed to this program, can be authen-
ticated.
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Mr. President, in the course of the
debate on this floor over the years, we
have seen near magical benefits attrib-
uted to this program—claims that each
dollar of spending through the Market
Access Program yields about $16 in new
agricultural exports in addition to
thousands and thousands of jobs. Those
have been the arguments essentially
that have been used to oppose the
elimination of this program.

First of all, if this analysis were cor-
rect, perhaps what we ought to do is
put more money into this program and
in effect have our Head Start young-
sters participate in this program in
order to achieve these dramatic ‘‘mul-
tiplier affects’ that the advocates and
defenders of this program have asserted
for it.

I want to make a further point: The
figure that is used for these multiplier
numbers is data taken from a 1995
inagency study of the Market Access
Program that has drawn much criti-
cism from GAO.

The GAO found that the analysis on
which this and other fanciful claims
are based is flawed and does not follow
standard cost-benefit guidelines—
guidelines that are recommended by
the Office of Management and Budget.

The GAO’s September report—this is
the report that was released in Septem-
ber of this last year—has found that
the data that has been used and the
methodology does not support the con-
clusions that advocates of this program
attribute to this Market Access Pro-
gram.

This report, which was completed at
the request of the Budget Committee
in the House and its chairman, could
not authenticate any of these claims
that have been made. Here is just a
brief summary of what the GAO con-
cluded.

First, the GAO said there is no credi-
ble evidence that the Market Access
Program has expanded employment
and output, or reduced the trade and
budget deficits.

Second, it goes on to say that in-
creases in farm employment and in-
come cannot be attributed to Market
Access Program spending.

Finally, that the Market Access Pro-
gram is not an effective counterweight
for the export programs of other na-
tions.

That is another argument that | am
sure that we will hear—that other
countries are helping to subsidize their
agricultural industry in providing a
number of export subsidies to assist
those.

But, as the GAO has reported, this
program has not been an effective
counterweight to the export programs
designed by other countries.

| must say that this hardly is a ring-
ing endorsement for continued expendi-
tures for this program. That is, putting
aside the philosophical objections for a
moment, there is really no evidence
that the money that we are spending—
$90 million—accomplishes a thing.

Let me suggest that the Market Ac-
cess Program has another questionable
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aspect to it; that is, what is the jus-
tification for continuing to subsidize
promotional efforts for well-known
brand-name products that do not re-
ceive Federal assistance? These compa-
nies that | have cited, Sunkist, Blue
Diamond Nuts, Welch’s Foods, Tyson
Foods, and Ocean Spray, are fine com-
panies, are highly successful companies
and are huge companies in terms of
their size. What justification is there
to use taxpayer dollars to support in
effect augmenting or increasing the
kinds of advertising dollars that these
companies clearly have the ability on
their own to do? They know how to
make a judgment as to how their ad-
vertising budgets should be spent. That
is a private sector determination. The
Government has no business, in my
judgment, taking hard-earned taxpayer
dollars and saying to each of these
companies we are going to give you an
additional $2.5 million or $1.5 million
to add to your budget. | have an objec-
tion to that philosophically.

Moreover, when the GAO concluded
that these dollars that we have spent
over the years really have not accom-
plished anything, | think it is just to-
tally indefensible.

It is true, Mr. President, as | indi-
cated earlier, that some positive
changes have been implemented in the
program in an effort to focus more ef-
fort on small business and new-to-ex-
port producers. However, one-third of
all MAP promotions are still brand
names. They are product-specific pro-
motions identifying a particular com-
pany, and not a generic product that is
being exported abroad.

I think when you look at how the
money is actually spent, notwithstand-
ing the well-intentioned efforts to
focus this program on smaller compa-
nies, that we have really failed in that
objective.

The top 10 brand-name promotion
grants awarded by USDA, the United
States Department of Agriculture, in
fiscal year 1997 includes some of the
well-known products that most Ameri-
cans probably recognize from U.S.-
based advertising.

These are the companies.

My feeling is that | think it is very
hard—I think it is impossible—to jus-
tify spending taxpayer dollars.
Sunkist, for example, a company that
employs between 500 and 900 people,
and posted sales of over $1 billion, re-
ceived $5 million in Federal advertising
assistance in 1996 and 1997.

What in heaven’s world are the tax-
payers doing subsidizing the advertis-
ing budget of a company with sales ex-
ceeding $1 billion annually? You simply
can’t justify that.

Welch’s Foods, another fine product,
with over 1,000 employees, rang up
more than $550 million in sales, yet was
awarded over $1.5 million over the past
2 years as part of this program.

These examples illustrate what |
have been saying for a number of
years—that this program is a waste of
money and public funds should not be
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used to underwrite private corporate
activity.

Proponents of this program will
point out accurately that in the last
few years, the largest number of
awards have gone to small businesses
and cooperatives. Much of this is due
to the changes to the program that
were passed—with the support of the
ranking member of the Agricultural
Appropriations Committee on the Sen-
ate floor—that gave preference to
small and nonprofit applicants.

However, it is important to note that
the other types of MAP recipients, the
cooperatives and the industry associa-
tions, as we pointed out, do not limit
the contributions that they make to
their members based upon size. That is
how we have these rather large compa-
nies receiving a staggering amount of
public assistance. That is why you will
not see these names on MAP’s award
list. Large companies still receive
funds through their associations. In fis-
cal year 1997, the Chocolate Manufac-
turers Association, the Kentucky Dis-
tillers’ Association and the Mid-Amer-
ica International Agri-Trade Council
passed through funds to M&M/Mars,
Maker’s Mark Distillery, and General
Mills, Inc., respectively, to conduct
name brand promotions overseas.

Finally, let me note in this context
that we take a look at the names of the
top 10 awards for brand name pro-
motions—the top 10 for brand name
promotions. It is interesting to note
that small businesses received only
$825,000 of the $7,816,000 that went to
these 10 applicants. In contrast, the top
two name brand recipients, Sunkist
and Blue Diamond, received more than
$4 million, more than half of that $7.8
million total.

We have attempted to tighten the
program, with limited funding, to
change the definition of preferred par-
ticipants, but the same large and well-
known recipients show up on the MAP
award list year after year.

Many of the problems we discussed 5
and 6 years ago continue to go unre-
solved, and this recent report by the
GAO still cannot verify the claims
made by the USDA to justify MAP.

The distribution, Mr. President, of
millions of dollars of public funds to
private businesses for self-promotion
does not win any commonsense awards,
but continued spending on such a pro-
gram without confirmation of the pro-
gram’s competitiveness is an unforgiv-
able abuse of public funds.

Before | close my comments, | want
to put this program in some perspec-
tive, because | expect many of my col-
leagues will come to the floor to defend
this program that takes $90 million of
taxpayer dollars and uses it for foreign
advertising.

Mr. President, the MAP cannot offset
foreign competitors’ export subsidies,
because it does not make U.S. products
more affordable. It is an advertising
subsidy, not an export subsidy. We
need to ensure that our agricultural
programs provide real and measurable
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benefits to U.S. farmers and consum-
ers, especially as farmers are facing
falling prices, and MAP’s benefits do
not in any way meet this test.

Perhaps a little history on this pro-
gram is in order to give some perspec-
tive:

The Targeted Export Assistance
(TEA) program was authorized as part
of the 1985 Food Security Act to re-
verse the decline in U.S. agricultural
exports and specifically to counter the
unfair trade practices of foreign com-
petitors.

Unlike products promoted under
MAP, only commodities adversely af-
fected by unfair foreign trade practices
were eligible for funding under TEA.
This restriction continued until 1994,
but was eliminated as part of the im-
plementing legislation for the Uruguay
Round trade agreements. So, while a
link between USDA export promotion
aid and foreign trade practices once ex-
isted, it is no longer a requirement for
MAP participants.

Even when the program was still tar-
geted at unfair trade practices, it was
prone to wasteful spending on behalf of
huge corporations such as McDonalds,
Campbell Soup and a host of others.
After a critical audit by GAO, the pro-
gram’s name was changed to the Mar-
ket Promotion Program as part of the
1990 farm bill.

Then, after two more reports critical
of the program, its name was again
changed in 1996, this time to the Mar-
ket Access Program. At that time,
Congress was under extreme pressure
to end the corporate handout, and
some positive and significant changes
to the program’s management were
proposed and adopted:

USDA was directed to stop awarding
funds to foreign companies; Participa-
tion was restricted to small businesses,
cooperatives, and trade associations;
and companies were required to certify
that funds were not merely substitut-
ing for private marketing funds that
were already being spent.

I wish that | could say that these
changes have ensured that the program
provides a fair return to the American
people. Unfortunately, even with these
restrictions written into law, millions
continue to flow to large corporations
through associations and cooperatives
with no real assurance that the funds
are not used to replace private adver-
tising dollars.

These criticisms were restated by the
GAO in the report released last fall fol-
lowing yet another GAO investigation,
requested by Representative JOHN KA-
SICH, into the effectiveness of the Mar-
ket Access Program and the claims
made about its success.

In this key report, the GAO discred-
its the analysis used by the USDA in
reports that claimed that MAP has a
significant impact on the economy, the
agricultural sector, and U.S. trade ef-
forts. The GAO audit found fault with
each of these conclusions because each
was based on the agency’s use of flawed
methodology and incomplete evalua-
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tions of the program’s costs and bene-
fits.

The GAO leveled additional changes
at the program’s management, point-
ing out enduring problems that Con-
gress has tried to fix in the past. For
example, in spite of the requirement
that companies use MAP funds to sup-
plement, not supplant, their own ad-
vertising spending, GAO found no way
to confirm that MAP funds were indeed
being used for unique expenditures.
The 1993 reconciliation bill required ap-
plicants to verify that MAP funds
would not replace their own advertis-
ing dollars, but this requirement is
largely unconfirmed by USDA officials
and verification is left up to MAP ap-
plicants.

It is also difficult to establish that
MAP’s stated goal of introducing firms
to new markets is being met. Major
questions remain unanswered, such as:
when have companies or associations
had ‘‘enough’ assistance? Some firms
will have been participating in the pro-
gram for 13 years before the 5-year
“‘graduation’ requirements (instituted
in 1994) will begin to take effect. The
USDA currently does not have a stand-
ard method for deciding when their
own program goals are reached, so
business interests or associations can
stay in the program without regard to
their NEED for funds to open new mar-
kets.

At the center of the GAO’s criticisms
of MAP’s effectiveness is the faulty
economic analysis used by USDA to
make its case for the program. GAO re-
ported that USDA'’s flawed evaluations
made it extremely difficult to analyze
MAP’s contributions to the economy,
because the program analysis for MAP
does not conform with the Office of
Management and Budget’s (OMB) agen-
cy guidelines for cost-benefit analysis.
These guidelines are used by agencies
to construct a uniform standard for
evaluating programs’ performance as
required under the Government Per-
formance and Results Act (GPRA).
Without using a standard method of
evaluating various government pro-
grams, it would be nearly impossible to
judge any program'’s effectiveness.

OMB instructs agencies, when ana-
lyzing the impact of any program, to
assume that resources are ‘‘fully em-
ployed” [“Guidelines and Discount
Rates for Benefit-Cost Analysis of Fed-
eral Programs,”” OMB Circular No. A-
94, sec 6b(3) (Oct. 29, 1992)]. These
guidelines are in place to ensure that,
in keeping with the implementation of
the Government Performance and Re-
sults Act, each agency follows a uni-
form framework when evaluating costs
and benefits of its programs. This
framework includes the assumption of
fully employed resources.

However, in its 1995 analysis of the
Market Access Program, USDA did not
adhere to the OMB cost-benefit guide-
lines and assumed that program re-
sources would otherwise be unem-
ployed. Clearly, it is not accurate, in
today’s economy, to assume that the
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funds designated for MAP, or any pro-
gram, would have no benefit, no alter-
nate use, if otherwise deployed in the
economy.

Put another way, USDA took the un-
tenable postion that the resources that
went into MAP c