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‘‘shut down’’ four times in the last 15 years
without anyone much noticing. After one
such shutdown in 1990, the General Account-
ing Office asked various government agen-
cies what their number one concern regard-
ing a shut down was, most answered ‘‘re-
duced morale.’’ The IRS mentioned that it
was worried about a ‘‘loss of public con-
fidence in the agency’’!

As for payments to U.S. debt holders, a po-
tential default will be no more than a bump
along the road to a balanced budget. In 1987
and 1990, the government hit against the
debt ceiling, and we heard the same apoca-
lyptic rhetoric we hear today. In 1985, as
Congress and the Reagan administration
were busy erecting the Gramm-Rudman-Hol-
lings guillotine, the debt ceiling was
reached, and default loomed. Relying on a
number of technical fixes, the Treasury De-
partment was able to forestall actual de-
fault, but the uncertainty lasted more than
a month. Did the market implode? Far from
it: Stocks actually staged a rally—taking
the S&P index to its then-all-time high.
There’s a lesson in that earlier experience
that holds true today: The value of the debt
investors buy depends on the dynamism of
the U.S. economy—not the fate of the U.S.
government.

As always, in its preference for fear over
fact, the Clinton administration is playing
fast and loose with the numbers. Take the
allegedly increased cost of interest rates if
the government does hit the debt ceiling. Ac-
cording to President Clinton’s chief eco-
nomic adviser, Joseph Stiglitz, a rise of one
hundredth of one percent—a single basis
point—would cost $3.5 billion over seven
years. Three things are wrong with that
number.

First, it ignores the fact that over $1 tril-
lion of government debt is ‘‘owned’’ by an-
other government agency or entity—money,
in effect, that Uncle Sam’s right pocket owes
his left. Second, Mr. Stiglitz apparently as-
sumes the impossible—namely, that all gov-
ernment debt would re-price immediately—
and, third, that it would then carry the new
and higher rate for the next seven years.
That kind of statistical sleight-of-hand may
pass for analysis in the White House, but not
on Wall Street.

How can I be sure? I was serving as direc-
tor of Office of Management and Budget
under Ronald Reagan when one of these
noncrises happened in 1986. At that time, of
course, the roles were reversed. A Demo-
cratic Congress was trying to force increased
spending and higher taxes on a reluctant Re-
publican president. The Democrats thought
Mr. Reagan would ‘‘blink first,’’ approve
their extravagant spending bills, and be
forced to raise taxes to pay for their largess.

Unable to convince them that wasn’t going
to happen, I found myself in the Oval Office
apologizing to the president and saying that
I feared the government would be forced to
close down.

‘‘Jim, Jim,’’ he said, with that famous
smile and a twinkle in his eye, ‘‘just settle
down. Let’s close the place down and see if
anybody notices.’’

Then he went on the radio and said the
same thing: If Congress doesn’t act respon-
sibly, ‘‘I won’t have any choice but to shut it
down. If they want to put a real budget to-
gether by candlelight, it’s OK by me.’’ In the
end, Congress agreed to take the most offen-
sive measures out of their appropriations
bills, and the government engines started
back up after a brief pause.

The moral of the story: No one did notice.
Perhaps President Clinton is heartened by

Mr. Reagan’s example, but there is a pro-
found difference in their positions: President
Reagan stood with the American people in
their desire to cut wasteful government

spending. President Clinton stands against
their wishes and for a continuation of the
spending status quo.

Congress has the moral high road here, and
they shouldn’t be afraid of sticking to it.
Theoretically, the president could engage in
a reckless ‘‘firemen first’’ shutdown strat-
egy. After all, the president has full power to
define which services are essential and which
are not. If he chose, he could define air traf-
fic controllers as ‘‘non-essential’’ and hope
the American people blame Congress for the
closure of the nation’s airports. Or, when the
debt ceiling is reached Nov. 15, he could stop
sending out Social Security checks to senior
citizens, at least temporarily.

But the public will know that none of
these actions is necessary. The law is clear:
After debt holders, Social Security and other
entitlements get first priority, and there is
no good reason why those payments should
ever be disrupted. If the president chooses to
play politics with entitlements, he and only
he will be responsible. If there is a ‘‘train
wreck,’’ he will be the engineer failing to put
the brakes on a runaway spending loco-
motive. And like one of President Clinton’s
favorite musicians, the late Jerry Garcia,
used to sing, ‘‘Casey Jones, you better watch
your speed.’’
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Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I ask my col-

leagues to join me in honoring Marzieh, leg-
endary singer of Iran. The news media has re-
ported the smashing success of Marzieh,
grande dame of Iranian music, at her concert
in California on September 30. You will recall
that Marzieh began her tour of the United
States with a brief stop in Washington, where
many members, including myself, had the
great pleasure of meeting her at a reception
and dinner here on the hill. The sellout crowd
of over 3,000 at Hollywood’s Pantages Thea-
tre gave her a tremendous welcome and one
after another of her songs prompted standing
ovations.

Marzieh is, of course, renowned among her
people not only for her tremendous talent and
career, spanning half a century, but for her
commitment to democracy and human rights
in her troubled homeland, Iran. The civil rights
movement in this country was sustained with
freedom songs and songs of praise. Marzieh
has brought a new voice for Iran, a voice
which has helped to preserve Persian musical
traditions, and a voice which now lends itself
to the battle for freedom and justice in Iran.

Just as the freedom songs of the 1960’s
carried the message of the civil rights move-
ment, Marzieh’s melodic tones will carry the
message of the resistance against the repres-
sive regime in Iran. At 71, Marzieh is already
a musical icon, but with her courageous deci-
sion last year to leave her oppressed home-
land after 15 years of silence and meet with
the Iranian Resistance’s President-elect, Mrs.
Maryam Rajavi, in Paris, she has become
much more: A true champion of her people.
As Mrs. Rajavi’s advisor on the arts and cul-
ture, I am sure that Marzieh will play a signifi-
cant role in reviving the world renowned leg-
acy of Persian art and music.

I send Marzieh my congratulations on her
great success on the west coast, and my best

wishes on her continuing work on behalf of the
National Council of Resistance of Iran.
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Mr. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
recognition of the Montebello Women’s Club-
house in Montebello, CA, which has recently
been given the honor of being listed in the Na-
tional Register of Historic Places.

The Montebello Women’s Club originated in
1885. At that time, the club was primarily an
intellectual and cultural organization that
served the Montebello community. Not content
to meet in their homes, the women’s club
began to raise funds for the construction of a
clubhouse. By 1923 club members had raised
enough funds and purchased two lots at the
corner of Park Avenue and Los Angeles
Street, where the clubhouse stands today.

The Montebello Women’s Clubhouse, built
in 1925, serves as a social gathering place for
resident of the city of Montebello. During the
city’s formative years, the clubhouse was the
only suitable facility for large meetings, ban-
quets, dinners, and dances. As a result, the
clubhouse rapidly established itself as the
community’s primary social and civic gathering
place.

The Montebello Women’s Clubhouse is a
product of the Spanish revival architectural
philosophy and an excellent example of this
influence which was prevalent during the early
1920’s. For the past 70 years, this beautiful
Spanish colonial revival social hall has served
the Montebello community and been host to
Montebello’s memorable historic social, com-
munity, and civic events.

Mr. Speaker, it is with pride that I rise to
recognize the Montebello Women’s Clubhouse
on the occasion of being listed in the National
Register of Historic Places. I also ask my col-
leagues to join me in extending our best wish-
es and congratulations to members of the
Montebello Women’s Club.
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Mr. JOHNSON of South Dakota. Mr. Speak-
er, I am pleased today to introduce legislation
that will direct the President to appoint a spe-
cial commission on the concentration and po-
tentially reduced competition in the meat pack-
ing industry. This legislation is necessary to
ensure the existence of open and fair competi-
tion in the livestock and meat packing indus-
try.

Over the last year, livestock producers have
faced devastatingly low prices that make it
very difficult, if not impossible, to break even,
let alone receive a reasonable return on their
investment. Last spring, cattle and hog prices
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fell to levels that could threaten the very sur-
vival of our Nation’s independent family live-
stock producers. Farmers and ranchers have
questioned whether a free and open market
operates in the livestock and meat packing in-
dustry, and the issues of packer concentration
and market access are at the core of their
concerns.

This legislation will require the President to
appoint a commission on concentration in the
meat packing industry. The commission would
be chaired by the Secretary of Agriculture and
be comprised of cattle, hog, and lamb produc-
ers; experts in antitrust legislation; economists;
corporate chief financial officers; and cor-
porate procurement experts. The commission
would be charged with achieving the following
goals:

First, determine if the upcoming USDA
study on concentration in the red meat pack-
ing industry represents current market condi-
tions. Producers are concerned that the study
is based on outdated information and does not
cover critical aspects of the livestock industry.
This study was mandated by Congress in the
fiscal year 1992 Agricultural appropriations bill.
Producers and consumers need to have con-
fidence that the findings of this study will apply
to current market conditions.

Second, review the adequacy of current
antitrust laws with respect to the livestock in-
dustry. Four large packing companies control
over 80 percent of the cattle slaughtered in
this country. Fifteen years ago this level was
only a third as much. Given this amount of
market concentration, producers question
whether current laws are adequate to ensure
free, open, and competitive livestock markets.

Third, make recommendations regarding the
adequacy of price discovery in the livestock in-
dustry. Producers question whether the regu-
lations governing price discovery in the live-
stock industry ensure the operation of a free
and open market.

Fourth, review the reasons for the large pro-
ducer to retail price spread. Although produc-
ers have been receiving some of the lowest
prices in recent history for their livestock,
packers and retailers have been enjoying
record profits. Both producers and consumers
deserve to know the reasons behind this dis-
tressing price spread.

Mr. Speaker, I invite you and my colleagues
to join me in examining the underlying reasons
behind one of the most difficult periods for
livestock producers in recent memory. This
legislation can accomplish this.
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Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
honor a number of news publications in my
district whose efforts to uphold the highest
principles of journalism were recently recog-
nized by the Illinois Press Association at its
annual awards ceremony.

First place winners in both large and small
weekly newspaper divisions cover portions of
my district. The Southtown Economist of Chi-
cago was named best large daily newspaper

in the State. Press Publications of Elmhurst, IL
took first place in the large weekly category
and The Regional News of Palos Heights, IL
was the winner in the small weekly category.
These newspapers also won other numerous
awards.

Other first place winners from my district in-
cluded the Star newspaper of Chicago
Heights, IL, which was honored for newspaper
design and spot news photography, and The
Doings of Hinsdale, IL which was recognized
for an indepth report on the teardown of
homes in its community.

Mr. Speaker, I congratulate these news-
papers and their hard-working journalists on
earning these prestigious honors.
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Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, I regret that I
was not present for Rollcall No. 717, the Farr
fish habitat amendment. At the time of the
vote, I was meeting with Gen. Ronald
Fogelman, Chief of Staff for the U.S. Air
Force, at the Pentagon regarding the Minot Air
Force Base. Had I been present, I would have
voted ‘‘yes.’’
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Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of the conference report for H.R.
1976, the Agriculture Appropriations bill for fis-
cal year 1996.

H.R. 1976 is not a perfect bill. Next year’s
bill continues an alarming trend in cutting im-
portant programs for agriculture research, ani-
mal and plant inspection, food safety and in-
spection, conservation programs, and rural
housing and development.

Certainly some savings have accrued from
the reorganization of the Department of Agri-
culture and closing of numerous field offices
nationwide.

But we must guard against debilitating cuts
that prevent these agencies from fulfilling their
important missions.

Cuts to research, cuts to inspection, cuts to
food safety, cuts to conservation programs—
we are short-sighted in cutting back on these
investments in this, the most productive sector
of our economy.

But, despite my reservations about these
cuts, we must judge the conference product
against the House version of this bill, and we
must judge it against what is possible this year
and in this political climate—and based on
these comparisons, the conference report is
an improved product.

The conference report improves upon the
House funding level for research and exten-

sion. It improves upon the House funding level
for food safety and inspection. It improves
upon the House funding level for rural housing
and economic development.

I have particular praise for three items of im-
portance to California agriculture and to my
district.

First, funds have been included for buildings
and facilities construction within the Coopera-
tive State Research Service, including funds
for an important integrated pest management
research facility at the University of California
at Davis and at Riverside.

Although some Members disagree with
funding for these facilities, and the House bill
contained no funds for this construction pro-
gram, the conference agreement is the right
decision.

It makes sure that our important agriculture
research institutions who have worked in good
faith over the years are not left high and dry.
But it also directs the institutions to provide a
specific and verifiable cost-share, and it tells
them this is not an unlimited source of funds—
it brings fair closure to this account over the
next 2 years.

Second, the conferees fought successfully
and in defense of the House position for the
Market Promotion Program.

There is probably no more important tool for
export promotion than MPP.

Agriculture exports, projected to exceed $50
billion this year—up from $43.5 billion for fiscal
year 1994—are vital to the United States.

Agriculture exports strengthen farm income.
Agriculture exports provide jobs for nearly a

million Americans.
Agriculture exports generate nearly $100 bil-

lion in related economic activity.
Agriculture exports produce a positive trade

balance of nearly $20 billion.
If U.S. agriculture is to remain competitive

under GATT, we must have policies and pro-
grams that remain competitive with those of
our competitors abroad.

GATT did not eliminate export subsidies, it
only reduced them.

The European Union spent, over the last 5
years, an average of $10.6 billion in annual
export subsidies—the United States spent less
than $2 billion.

The E.U. spends more on wine exports—
$89 million—than the United States currently
spends for all commodities under the market
promotion program.

MPP is critical to U.S. agriculture’s ability to
develop, maintain and expand export markets
in the new post-GATT environment, and MPP
is a proven success.

In California, MPP has been tremendously
successful in helping promote exports of Cali-
fornia citrus, raisins, walnuts, almonds, peach-
es and other specialty crops.

We have to remember that an increase in
agriculture exports means jobs: a 10 percent
increase in agricultural exports creates over
13,000 new jobs in agriculture and related in-
dustries like manufacturing, processing, mar-
keting and distribution.

For every $1 we invest in MPP, we reap a
$16 return in additional agriculture exports. In
short, the Market Promotion Program is a pro-
gram that performs for American taxpayers.

The conferees have wisely held on to this
important program in the face of ill-informed
and short-sighted action by the Senate.

Third, the conference committee has contin-
ued to provide important funding for special
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