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the Credit is allocated promptly and is 
not dominated by Byzantine Federal 
regulations and paperwork. If any-
thing, Congress should and will move 
beyond the Secretary’s blueprint. But 
we should not terminate a program and 
slow the flow of capital derived from 
the Credit, until hearings have deter-
mined a need for change. 

Mr. President, I urge rejection of the 
proposed Ways and Means Committee 
action to sunset the Credit. As a mem-
ber of the Finance Committee I will 
work assiduously to protect this im-
portant program.∑ 

f 

NATIONAL FUND FOR HEALTH 
RESEARCH ACT 

∑ Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I rise as 
an original cosponsor of the Hatfield- 
Harkin bill. I wish to express my 
strong support for this legislature 
which provides additional resources for 
health research over and above those 
provided to the National Institutes of 
Health [NIH] in the annual appropria-
tions process. 

This legislation would create the Na-
tional Fund for Health Research Act, 
financed by a tobacco tax, in the form 
of 25 cents per pack and an equivalent 
tax on other tobacco products. As a re-
sult of this act, annual revenue in ex-
cess of $4 billion would be raised to pro-
vide additional funds for medical re-
search, which is an important, but 
often underfunded part of our health 
care system. 

Investment in medical research 
yields benefits in countless ways: im-
provements in preventing disease, bet-
ter methods of diagnosis and treat-
ment, and breakthroughs that have led 
to cures and therapies for afflictions 
ranging from cancer to schizophrenia. 

Improvements in public health de-
pend on basic research to find answers 
to fundamental questions about disease 
processes. The most widely heralded 
medical triumphs—such as the dis-
covery of antibiotics, the vaccine for 
polio, the identification of human im-
munodeficiency virus—reflect the vast 
body of fundamental knowledge accu-
mulated through medical research. 

In addition, medical research is the 
first line of prevention defense. Re-
search has produced immunizations, a 
screening test to prevent the trans-
mission of HIV through blood products 
and the finding that AZT can reduce by 
two-thirds the rate of HIV trans-
mission from mother to infant. With 
rising health care costs, it is in our 
best interest to fund medical research 
to further both prevention and treat-
ment of disease. 

This legislation raises funds for re-
search while protecting our children. 
Everyday more than 3,000 children be-
come smokers and more than 1,000 of 
them will eventually die as a result of 
smoking. Raising tobacco taxes is a 
highly effective manner in which to re-
duce tobacco use by children. A 25 cent 
tax will discourage an estimated 1.3 
million children and adults from smok-
ing. 

I urge my colleagues to recognize the 
importance of medical research to the 
American people and support the Hat-
field-Harkin bill.∑ 

f 

NAFTA 

∑ Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, during 
the Senate debate over the North 
American Free-Trade Agreement I put 
together a brochure entitled ‘‘NAFTA 
MATH: It Doesn’t Add Up.’’ This bro-
chure questioned the job creation 
claims of NAFTA proponents and 
showed those job claims to be a distor-
tion of what would really happen under 
NAFTA. 

In the brochure and during the 
NAFTA debate I pointed out that the 
job gain claims were based solely on 
expected increases in exports. These 
job creation claims totally ignored any 
potential and expected increase in im-
ports from Mexico—which result in the 
loss of American jobs. 

An op-ed published in Monday’s New 
York Times confirms the worst of my 
fears. I will ask to have printed in the 
RECORD a September 11 New York 
Times op-ed by Bob Herbert which con-
firms the fact that NAFTA has not re-
sulted in the increase in U.S. jobs 
promised by its supporters. In fact, it 
has resulted in the opposite. 

Mr. Herbert writes about the findings 
of a Public Citizen study of U.S. jobs 
created under NAFTA. Public Citizen 
looked at the job creation promises of 
dozens of companies that supported 
NAFTA. Mr. Herbert writes, ‘‘Public 
Citizen noted that every one of those 
companies has already ‘laid off workers 
because of NAFTA.’ ’’ In addition, ‘‘Of 
the companies surveyed, 89 percent had 
failed to take any significant step to-
ward fulfilling their promises of job 
creation or export expansion.’’ 

In addition, ‘‘There has been no 
meaningful job creation from NAFTA, 
which has been in effect for 20 months. 
But the U.S. Department of Labor, 
through its NAFTA Trade Adjustment 
Assistance Program, which was de-
signed to help people thrown out of 
their jobs by NAFTA, has certified that 
38,148 workers lost their jobs by mid- 
August. An additional 30,000 workers 
have filed for assistance under the pro-
gram. It is expected that the true job 
loss under NAFTA will reach 1 million 
by the end of the year.’’ 

Finally, Mr. Herbert writes that al-
though exports from the United States 
have increased to Mexico as NAFTA 
proponents predicted, as I feared, im-
ports to the United States from Mexico 
increased even faster, especially for 
high value-added manufactures such as 
automobiles and other high-technology 
items. 

Unfortunately, some of our fears 
about the implications of NAFTA were 
well founded. NAFTA’s problems were 
evident even before the devaluation of 
the peso which hurt hopes for a grow-
ing consumer market in Mexico. With 
Mexico’s current fiscal problems, these 
trends could well get worse. 

I ask that the op-ed by Bob Herbert 
be printed in the RECORD. 

The material follows: 
[From the New York Times, Sept. 11, 1995] 

NAFTA’S BUBBLE BURSTS 

(By Bob Herbert) 

Back in 1993, in a typical declaration of 
faith in the projected glories of the North 
American Free Trade Agreement, a vice 
president of the Mattel Corporation named 
Fermin Cuza assured a Congressional sub-
committee that Nafta would result in the 
creation of new jobs at Mattel and have ‘‘a 
very positive effect’’ on the 2,000 men and 
women already employed by Mattel in the 
United States. 

Mr. Cuza’s was just one of many promises 
made during that season of devotion to free 
trade. The consumer group Public Citizen 
took a look back at them. 

Let’s start with Mattel. Not only have no 
jobs been created, but a check of Federal 
records by Public Citizen found that 520 
workers at Mattel’s Fisher-Price facility in 
Medina, N.Y., have been certified as laid off 
specifically because of ‘‘increased company 
imports from Mexico’’ that resulted from 
Nafta. 

Public Citizen’s Global Trade Watch unit 
surveyed the job creation promises of dozens 
of staunchly pro-Nafta corporations. They 
included, in addition to Mattel, Allied Sig-
nal, General Electric, Procter & Gamble, 
Scott Paper and Zenith. 

In a report released last week, Public Cit-
izen noted that every one of those companies 
has already ‘‘laid off workers because of 
Nafta.’’ 

Of the companies surveyed, 89 percent had 
failed to take any significant step toward 
fulfilling their promises of job creation or 
export expansion. 

In November 1993, President Clinton as-
serted, ‘‘If this trade agreement passes— 
Nafta—we estimate America will add an-
other 200,000 jobs by 1995 alone.’’ 

He was mistaken. There has been no mean-
ingful job creation from Nafta, which has 
been in effect for 20 months. But the U.S. De-
partment of Labor, through its Nafta Trade 
Adjustment Assistance program, which was 
designed to help people thrown out of their 
jobs by Nafta, has certified that 38,148 work-
ers lost their jobs by mid-August. An addi-
tional 30,000 workers have filed for assistance 
under the program, which is not well known 
and not available to most workers who are 
at risk. It is expected that the true job loss 
under Nafta will reach one million by the 
end of the year. 

It is fashionable now for Nafta supporters 
to blame the end-of-the-year peso crash for 
problems that were inherent in the trade 
agreement. During the first year of Nafta, 
before the big devaluation in December, the 
value of the peso relative to the dollar had 
already declined by nearly 15 percent. That 
wiped out any advantage the U.S. would 
have realized from Nafta’s lower tariffs. The 
average tariff decline was just 10 percent. In 
other words, the ‘‘market access advantage’’ 
that the U.S. was supposed to enjoy had van-
ished before the peso crash. 

Proponents of Nafta are quick to note that 
U.S. exports to Mexico increased during the 
first year of Nafta. True. But what they fail 
to mention is that imports to the U.S. from 
Mexico increased even faster, with auto-
mobiles and other high-technology items in-
creasing twice as fast. We were well on our 
way to a trade deficit with Mexico (and the 
big job losses that would entail) before the 
crash of the peso. 

Worse, much of the increase in exports to 
Mexico came from items that boomerang 
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back to the U.S. in the form of imports—for 
example, component parts shipped to Mexico 
for assembly into finished goods and infra-
structure equipment for use in the building 
of factories. 

And then there’s the small matter of the 
wages of American workers. In Nafta’s first 
year, before the collapse of the peso, Amer-
ica’s 77 million production workers endured 
a 3 percent drop in their real hourly wages— 
the steepest one-year decline ever recorded. 

That, of course, was directly related to the 
overall expansion of the labor pool under 
Nafta, and the fact that the number of com-
panies choosing to relocate to Mexico has, as 
expected, accelerated. The chilling effect of 
these developments on wage demands should 
be obvious. 

The peso devaluation has dried up the con-
sumer market in Mexico. That simply means 
that as bad a deal as Nafta was originally, 
Mexicans are now even less able to buy 
American goods. 

But it was Nafta that put us on this high-
way to nowhere in the first place. The col-
lapse of the peso just increased the speed.∑ 

f 

SUPPORT OF THE LOW-INCOME 
HOUSING CREDIT 

∑ Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my great dismay at a 
proposal passed this week by the House 
Ways and Means Committee to repeal 
the low-income housing tax credit. 

The housing credit is the Federal 
Government’s principal and most suc-
cessful affordable housing program. 
The Enterprise Foundation estimates 
that the housing credit is responsible 
for almost all of the new private con-
struction of housing units for lower in-
come renters, and that almost 800,000 
units of rental housing for lower in-
come working families and the elderly 
have been constructed or rehabilitated 
as a result of the housing credit. They 
also report that the 106,000 affordable 
housing units generated with the hous-
ing credit in 1993 resulted in the cre-
ation of approximately 90,000 jobs, $2.8 
billion in wages, and $1.3 billion in ad-
ditional tax revenues. 

I have visited many of the projects in 
New York that have been made pos-
sible by the housing credit, and I can 
assure you the credit is having a dra-
matic effect on the availability of 
good, affordable housing. Yet now some 
of our colleagues in the House would 
repeal it. I do not understand what 
their reasoning is. 

The House Ways and Means Com-
mittee proposal would sunset the cred-
it at the end of 1997. The committee 
acted without holding any hearings to 
review the housing credit. And while 
the committee calls on the Govern-
ment Accounting Office to review the 
management and operation of the 
housing credit, it acts nonetheless. 

The housing credit was devised by 
the Senate Finance Committee during 
consideration of the Tax Reform Act of 
1986, and was signed into law by Presi-
dent Reagan. It has enjoyed solid bi-
partisan support for nearly a decade. 

I was pleased in 1993, as Chairman of 
the Senate Finance Committee, to 
bring legislation before the Senate 
which permanently extended the hous-

ing credit. That legislation was en-
acted as the Omnibus Budget Rec-
onciliation Act of 1993. We were able to 
permanently extend the housing credit 
in a bill which produced the largest 
amount of deficit reduction in this 
country’s history. The Office of Man-
agement and Budget estimates that the 
direct and indirect effects of the bill 
were to reduce the baseline deficit by a 
cumulative amount of one trillion dol-
lars. In sum, while making a very sig-
nificant attack on the deficit, we were 
still able to find the resources for this 
important national priority. And yet 
just 2 years later we see an effort to re-
peal it. This is an odd development, in-
deed, and I urge my colleagues to join 
me in opposing it.∑ 

f 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT 
AGREEMENTS 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that at 9:30 a.m. on 
Friday the Senate proceed to the con-
ference report to accompany H.R. 1817, 
the military construction appropria-
tions bill, and it be considered under 
the following time agreement: 20 min-
utes equally divided between Senators 
BURNS and REID, or their designee; 10 
minutes under the control of Senator 
BINGAMAN; and, 20 minutes under the 
control of Senator MCCAIN. 

I further ask that, following the con-
clusion or yielding back of time, the 
Senate proceed to a vote on the adop-
tion of the conference report. 

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

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate considers the conference report to 
accompany H.R. 1854, the legislative 
appropriations bill, that it be consid-
ered under the following time agree-
ment: 30 minutes to be equally divided 
between Senators MACK and MURRAY; 
and 10 minutes under the control of 
Senator SIMON. 

I further ask that, following the con-
clusion or yielding back of time, the 
Senate proceed to vote on the adoption 
of the conference report. 

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

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that, immediately 
following the disposition of the mili-
tary construction appropriations con-
ference report on Friday, the Senate 
proceed to Calendar No. 188, S. 1244, the 
District of Columbia appropriations 
bill. 

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

f 

MERCURY-CONTAINING BATTERY 
MANAGEMENT 

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of calendar No. 1882, S. 619. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A bill (S. 619) to phase out the use of mer-
cury in batteries and provide for the efficient 
and cost-effective collection and recycling or 
proper disposal of used nickel cadmium bat-
teries, small sealed lead-acid batteries, and 
certain other batteries, and for other pur-
poses. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the bill? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill which 
had been reported from the Committee 
on Environment and Public works, 
with amendments, as follows: 

(The parts of the bill intended to be 
stricken are shown in boldface brack-
ets and the parts of the bill intended to 
be inserted are shown in italic.) 

S. 619 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Mercury- 
Containing and Rechargeable Battery Man-
agement Act’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that— 
(1) it is in the public interest to— 
(A) phase out the use of mercury in bat-

teries and provide for the efficient and cost- 
effective collection and recycling or proper 
disposal of used nickel cadmium batteries, 
small sealed lead-acid batteries, and other 
regulated batteries; and 

(B) educate the public concerning the col-
lection, recycling, and proper disposal of 
such batteries; 

(2) uniform national labeling requirements 
for regulated batteries, rechargeable con-
sumer products, and product packaging will 
significantly benefit programs for regulated 
battery collection and recycling or proper 
disposal; and 

(3) it is in the public interest to encourage 
persons who use rechargeable batteries to 
participate in collection for recycling of used 
nickel-cadmium, small sealed lead-acid, and 
other regulated batteries. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

øIn¿ For purposes of this Act: 
(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term ‘‘Adminis-

trator’’ means the Administrator of the En-
vironmental Protection Agency. 

(2) BUTTON CELL.—The term ‘‘button cell’’ 
means a button- or coin-shaped battery. 

(3) EASILY REMOVABLE.—The term ‘‘easily 
removable’’, with respect to a battery, 
means detachable or removable at the end of 
the life of the battery— 

(A) from a consumer product by a con-
sumer with the use of common household 
tools; or 

(B) by a retailer of replacements for a bat-
tery used as the principal electrical power 
source for a vehicle. 

(4) MERCURIC-OXIDE BATTERY.—The term 
‘‘mercuric-oxide battery’’ means a battery 
that uses a mercuric-oxide electrode. 

(5) RECHARGEABLE BATTERY.—The term 
‘‘rechargeable battery’’— 

(A) means 1 or more voltaic or galvanic 
cells, electrically connected to produce elec-
tric energy, that is designed to be recharged 
for repeated uses; and 

(B) includes any type of enclosed device or 
sealed container consisting of 1 or more such 
cells, including what is commonly called a 
battery pack (and in the case of a battery 
pack, for the purposes of the requirements of 
easy removability and labeling under section 
103, means the battery pack as a whole rath-
er than each component individually); but 

(C) does not include— 
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