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April 4, 1996:

H.R. 2854. An act to modify the operation

of certain agricultural programs.
April 9, 1996:

H.J. Res. 168. Joint resolution waiving cer-
tain enrollment requirements with respect
to two bills of the One Hundred Fourth Con-
gress.

H.R. 2969. An act to eliminate the Board of
Tea Experts by repealing the Tea Importa-
tion Act of 1897.

April 24, 1996:

H.J. Res. 175. Joint resolution making fur-
ther continuing appropriations for the fiscal
year 1996, and for other purposes.

April 25, 1996:

H.R. 3034. An act to amend the Indian Self-
Determination and Education Assistance Act
to extend to 2 months the authority for pro-
mulgating regulations under the act.

April 26, 1996:

H.R. 3019. An act making appropriations
for fiscal year 1996 to make further downpay-
ment toward a balanced budget, and for
other purposes.

April 30, 1996:

H.R. 255. An act to designate the Federal
Justice Building in Miami, Florida, as the
“James Lawrence King Federal Justice
Building.”

H.R. 869. An act to designate the Federal
Building and United States courthouse lo-
cated at 126 Market Street in Youngstown,
Ohio, as the ‘“Thomas D. Lambros Federal
Building and United States Courthouse.”

H.R. 1804. An act to designate the United
States Post Office-Courthouse located at
South 6th and Rogers Avenue, Fort Smith,
Arkansas, as the ‘‘Judge Isaac C. Parker
Federal Building.”

H.R. 2415. An act to designate the United
States Customs Administrative Building at
the Ysleta/Zaragosa Port of Entry located at
797 South Zaragosa Road in El Paso, Texas,
as the “Timothy C. McCaghren Customs Ad-
ministrative Building.”’

H.R. 2556. An act to redesignate the Fed-
eral building located at 345 Middlefield Road
in Menlo Park, California, and known as the
BEarth Sciences and Library Building, as the
“Vincent E. McKelvey Federal Building.”

May 6, 1996:

H.R. 3055. An act to amend section 326 of
the Higher Education Act of 19656 to permit
continued participation 1in Historically
Black Graduate Professional Schools in the
grant program authorized by that section.

SENATE
June 5, 1996:

The President has approved the fol-
lowing:

March 28, 1996:

S. 1494. An act to provide an extension for
fiscal year 1996 for certain programs admin-
istered by the Secretary of Housing and
Urban Development and the Secretary of Ag-
riculture, and for other purposes.

April 1, 1996:

S.J. Res. 38. Joint resolution granting the
consent of Congress to the Vermont-New
Hampshire Interstate Public Water Supply
Compact.

April 9, 1996:

S. 4. An act to give the President line item
veto authority with respect to appropria-
tions, new direct spending, and limited tax
benefits.

April 24, 1996:

S. 735. An act to deter terrorism, provide
justice for victims, provide for an effective
death penalty, and for other purposes.

May 2, 1996:

S.J. Res. 53. Joint resolution making cor-

rections to Public Law 104-134.
May 20, 1996:

S. 641. An act to amend the Public Health

Service Act to revise and extend programs
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established pursuant to the Ryan White
Comprehensive AIDS Resources Emergency
Act of 1990.

May 13, 1996:

H.R. 2024. An act to phase out the use of
mercury in batteries and provide for the effi-
cient and cost-effective collection and recy-
cling or proper disposal of used nickel cad-
mium batteries, small sealed lead-acid bat-
teries, and certain other batteries, and for
other purposes.

May 15, 1996:

H.R. 2243. An act to amend the Trinity
River Basin Fish and Wildlife Management
Act of 1984, to extend for 3 years the avail-
ability of Moneys for the restoration of fish
and wildlife in the Trinity River, and for
other purposes.

May 16, 1996:

H.R. 2064. An act to grant the consent of
Congress to an amendment of the Historic
Chattahoochee Compact between the States
of Alabama and Georgia.

May 17, 1996:

H.R. 2137. An act to amend the Violent
Crime Control and Law Enforcement Act of
1994 to require the release of relevant infor-
mation to protect the public from sexually
violent offenders.

May 24, 1996:

H.R. 1743. An act to amend the Water Re-
sources Research Act of 1984 to extend the
authorizations of appropriations through fis-
cal year 2000, and for other purposes.

H.R. 1836. An act to authorize the Sec-
retary of the Interior to acquire property in
the town of East Hampton, Suffolk County,
New York, for inclusion in the Amagansett
National Wildlife Refuge.

May 29, 1996:

H.R. 2066. An act to amend the National
School Lunch Act to provide greater flexi-
bility to schools to meet the Dietary Guide-
lines for Americans under the school lunch
and school breakfast programs.

June 3, 1996:

H.R. 1965. An act to reauthorize the Coast-
al Zone Management Act of 1972, and for
other purposes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Committee will resume its sitting.
————

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

The

ISTRATION, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 1997

The Committee resumed its sitting.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1% minutes to the gentleman from Or-
egon [Mr. COOLEY].

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, the Ani-
mal Damage Control Program rep-
resents one of the most efficient and
cost-effective programs within the U.S.
Department of Agriculture. It benefits
the general public as well as the agri-
cultural industry. Without animal
damage control, studies have indicated
that agriculture’s annual losses would
total in excess of $1 billion. In 1994 in
Oregon alone, the National Agricul-
tural Statistics Service estimated that
4,275 sheep and 15,200 lambs were lost to
predators.

What kind of signal are we sending to
these ranchers? When urban residents
are robbed of their private property,
they rely on publicly financed services
to regain their property. It this a sub-
sidy to private property owners? Is the
taking of private property in the East
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worthy of publicly financed services,
while in the West it is not?

Mr. Chairman, ranchers are hard-
working, tax-paying citizens who con-
tribute mightily to their communities.
And the Animal Damage Control Pro-
gram is a tool they rely on to maintain
a successful operation. It should be
protected.

Oppose the DeFazio amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I oppose the DeFazio
amendment, and I want to state that
predator control is not only a western
issue; it is an issue throughout the en-
tire country. I think that we need to
retain this program because we re-
tained other predator control programs
that pertain to our police protection.
This is just another form of that, and
we need it.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. BROWN].

(Mr. BROWN of California asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in strong support of the
DeFazio amendment that would cut
$13.4 million from the fiscal year 1997
budget for animal damage control.

Mr. Chairman, I ask the indulgence
of my good friend, the chairman of the
committee, to understand my position
because I hope I understand his. I have
a small spread in California. I engage
in predator control. I believe in pred-
ator control. I will not describe the
type of predator control that I use, but
I think it is reasonably effective.

What I am suggesting here in this ef-
fort to cut the budget for animal dam-
age control is that we can do this job
more effectively and in a more prin-
cipled fashion than we do. I believe in
strong cooperation on the part of the
Government, the Department of Agri-
culture in this case, to help the farm-
ers, ranchers, and other people of this
country. I have demonstrated that
time after time.

On the other hand, I do not believe in
an unnecessary and less than beneficial
subsidy that is being used to support
this program.

As I think we all know, the Depart-
ment of Agriculture is authorized to
levy fees to support this program, but
have never used that authority. We
move in that direction in almost every
other area in which we are providing
services to a segment of the business
community, and it is my view that we
should be moving in this direction as
far as the Animal Damage Control Pro-
gram is concerned.

In previous legislation the Congress
has indicated that there are preferred
ways to carry out this operation and
they do not require the extensive use of
the kinds of traps, snares, poisons, aer-
ial hunting, and other things that are
going on today under the name of con-
trolling animal damage. There are
more effective ways, and the Congress
has directed that these be used.

We have GAO reports that the ADC
has been using these methods that I
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have described in essentially all in-
stances, despite the Department’s writ-
ten policies and procedures which call
for preference to be given to nonlethal
methods. Now I confess that I am an
unabashed animal lover and like to
protect their lives where possible, and I
think in this case we can achieve the
control of predator damage by the use
of nonlethal technologies, and that we
can do it cheaper and we can distribute
the costs of doing this in a more equi-
table fashion by levying fees which
would be levied on the people who get
the benefit from the program.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from Wy-
oming [Mrs. CUBIN].

Mrs. CUBIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the pending amendment
which would reduce funding to the Ani-
mal Damage Control Program.

Mr. Chairman, I think that this
amendment is at the very best unin-
formed, and possibly at the worst,
mean-spirited. When we talk about
predators, we are not talking only
about coyotes, we are talking about
the wolf which has been introduced
into Wyoming, into my State, which is
an endangered species. The grizzly bear
is an endangered species. Eagles and
hawks, many of them are endangered
species.

We do not have any right or any will
to kill these predators, and we cannot
legally do that to protect our live-
stock. I believe in predator control, but
when an endangered animal, an endan-
gered species kills some livestock, the
only way that the owner of that live-
stock can get compensated is through
the Animal Damage Control Program.

O 1130

I would suggest that, if the gen-
tleman who offered the amendment had
a dog that was worth $10,000 and this
dog was in his very own yard, and there
are bulls that are worth that much,
much more than $10,000, but this dog
was in its very own yard and my dog
went over and killed his dog, then he
would say that I ought to be respon-
sible to pay him back for the value of
his dog. This is all this predator con-
trol program does.

If a species or if a predator, including
an endangered species, Kills a cow, a
bull, a sheep, whatever, all we are ask-
ing is that a portion, a very small por-
tion of the value of that livestock be
given back to the owner of the live-
stock. That is what we are asking. This
is not a subsidy. It is merely paying
someone for a small portion of what is
rightfully theirs.

The animal loss in the livestock in-
dustry is enormous, as the gentleman
from Oregon [Mr. COOLEY] stated ear-
lier. Aside from the livestock issues,
there have also been wildlife losses, not
just in Wyoming but in Oregon and
across the western United States, due
to predation. It is the livestock pro-
ducers who, by controlling predators,
who keep the burgeoning numbers of
coyotes, foxes, mountain lions, and
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brown bears down, who have provided
the most protection for wildlife, which
are preyed upon by these same destruc-
tive animals. The Animal Defense Con-
trol Program is the last line of defense
for the wildlife that we enjoy and that
everyone wants to preserve in our
State.

If Members have any real interest in
protecting wildlife, they will vote
against this amendment, because the
ranchers and the livestock growers are
the ones who are helping control the
predators, and they need the animal
control money to enable them to do
that.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

The issue here is a subsidy, subsidy.
That side of the aisle is consistently
against government programs and sub-
sidies except when it goes to their own
parochial interests. This bill does noth-
ing, nothing to prevent predator con-
trol by individuals, by counties, by
States. As I said previously, when I was
a county commissioner, we canceled
the predator control program, walked
away from the Federal match. They en-
gaged in private predator control, and
the losses did not go up. But that is the
issue here.

Will we continue a $13.4 million sub-
sidy to a selected few of the livestock
producers in the Western TUnited
States?

As I stated earlier, yes, the losses are
largely due to predation. Almost 3 per-
cent of the losses last year were due to
predation. The other 97 percent were
due to a number of causes, some of
which are not preventable, like weath-
er, but others which could be prevent-
able with research, like respiratory
problems, 27 percent; digestive prob-
lems, 25 percent. Fifty-two percent of
the losses in this industry were due to
respiratory and digestive problems.

Maybe we should invest this money
in our veterinary schools. Maybe we
should invest it in a vaccination pro-
gram for livestock. I do not know. But
there would be a heck of a lot better
return than the 3 percent that was due
to predation.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. BONILLA].

Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my friend from New Mexico for
yielding time to me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to the DeFazio amendment. It is
bad news, it is bad news for agri-
culture. It is bad news for consumers.
It is bad news for the environment.
And it is bad news for America’s chil-
dren.

Here is the bad news the DeFazio
amendment has for agriculture. In 1994,
520,000 sheep and lamb were killed by
predators, direct losses to agriculture
from wildlife damage totaled $461 mil-
lion. The DeFazio amendment says too
bad, so sad, let us increase these losses.

The DeFazio amendment would cut
animal damage control that is essen-
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tial for the continued viability for
many American ranches already bat-
tered by the drought. Let us not forget
about the drought. The DeFazio
amendment would punish these ranch-
ers with increased losses. My friends,
that is wrong, it is just plain wrong.

Here is the bad news the DeFazio
amendment has for consumers. Higher
grocery bills are on the way for mil-
lions of American families struggling
to make ends meet. These higher costs
are courtesy of the DeFazio amend-
ment which will increase predator
damage and reduce supply.

At the same time, ADC plays a vital
role in the safety of millions of air
travelers. By 1991, 635 airports partici-
pated in the ADC program. The impor-
tance was illuminated when a bird
strike at Kennedy Airport in New York
caused severe damage to a plane and,
more importantly, threatened the lives
of 300 passengers. The DeFazio amend-
ment says so sad, too bad, we should
accept this level of risk.

That is wrong. It is plain wrong. We
should reject this amendment for that
reason as well.

Here is bad news the DeFazio amend-
ment has for the environment. ADC ac-
tivities protect threatened and endan-
gered species from predators. The
black footed ferret, the San Joaquin
kit fox, the desert tortoise, the Aleu-
tian Canadian goose might well be ex-
tinct were it not for ADC protection
from predators. The DeFazio amend-
ment says too bad, so sad, we may as
well terminate these species. That is
wrong, plain wrong, another reason to
reject this amendment.

Finally, and most troubling, the
DeFazio amendment delivers bad news
to America’s children. Rabies is
rearing its horrifying face across
America. Between 1988 and 1992, rabies
cases have doubled. New York reported
1,761 new cases, while 640 of my fellow
Texans were treated for rabies. Preda-
tors also directly threaten our youth.
In Los Angeles, a 3-year-old girl was
killed in her front yard by a coyote.
ADC fights these threats. The DeFazio
amendment tells us not to worry about
the predator threat. It is not impor-
tant, too bad, so sad.

This is wrong. We should reject the
DeFazio amendment. If we care about
either agriculture, consumers, the en-
vironment or children, we should stand
strong and reject the DeFazio amend-
ment.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

The gentleman should read the
amendment before he rises with such
extraordinary charges that the amend-
ment will be responsible for the col-
lapse of American democracy and the
final victory of the totalitarian Soviet
state, which I think was part of the
statement there.

It has exceptions for human health
and safety. It has exceptions for endan-
gered or threatened species. The endan-
gered, threatened species are often
dealt with in a better manner by fish
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and wildlife, who has a line item in
their budget. All this does is eliminate
a subsidy for a ridiculous anachronistic
program first implemented in 1931 that
has no discernible impact.

It has had an impact, and it is inad-
vertent, against nontarget species, poi-
soning of nontarget species, the de-
struction of predators which, like
coyotes, in many cases prey on rodents
or on groundhogs and gophers and
things which cause problems with pas-
tures and with horses breaking their
legs. So the gentleman, by Killing
coyotes, is responsible for people whose
horses have put their legs in gopher
holes, broken them, fallen and then
been killed.

I will not make that charge, but his
charges were equally irresponsible.

This is an absurd subsidy to a se-
lected few, a very small percentage of
privileged western livestock producers.
It is something that if they need, they
can contract for themselves without a
subsidy from the U.S. taxpayers to con-
tinue this ineffective and indiscrimi-
nate program.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr. STENHOLM].

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to this amendment. I
have listened attentively to much of
the debate. I think that the proponent
of this amendment is completely over-
looking the reason why some of us be-
lieve that it is a good program.

If you have ever talked to a rancher
that has lost 200, 300, 400, or 500 kid
goats, baby goats just born, if you have
talked to ranchers that have lost 200 or
300 or 400 baby lambs that have just
been born, then the 3-percent figure in
the Nation makes no sense whatsoever
to that individual.

This program is designed to take care
of a problem. When there is no prob-
lem, when you do not have an undue
number of coyotes or other predator
animals in an area, you do not have a
program. But when you do have one,
and it becomes a problem, then you
have a need for a program, and it does
not just benefit the rancher.

Living in my part of the country
today, as my friend and neighbor from
San Antonio just pointed out, rabies,
we have a serious problem that we are
trying to contain and control. It is
spread by coyotes and bobcats. And it
is a problem that is now coming within
the city limits of some of our towns in
the southern part of Texas.

This program, as it is designed, is de-
signed to be a responsible way to deal
with problems like this. So I would
hope that my colleagues, both sides of
the aisle, would not support this
amendment. It does nothing other than
create some tremendous economic
problems for certain ranchers, and it is
not just in the far west, it is in Texas,
it is in Oklahoma, it is in New Mexico,
in all areas in which you have for
whatever reason a problem with preda-
tory animals.
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I would hope that Members would not
support this amendment. I think the
committee has done a very responsible
job. They have had a difficult time
with the amount of moneys available.
They have put the moneys where they
believe is in the best and highest pri-
ority. I believe that it is something
that almost every one of us can find a
way to justify and support.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
LINDER). The gentleman from New
Mexico [Mr. SKEEN] has 3% minutes re-
maining and has the right to close, and
the gentleman from Oregon [Mr.
DEFAZIO] has 2 minutes remaining.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, we have had a lot of
red herrings drug across the floor here.
Rabies is not affected by this amend-
ment. Human health and safety activi-
ties are totally exempt. Whether it is
rabid animals or problem animals,
those things can still be taken care of
by ADC.

We have heard about environmental
concerns from the other side. I am
pleased to finally hear environmental
concerns from the other side from the
gentleman from Texas, maybe not a
first but definitely somewhat unprece-
dented.

We accommodate endangered and
threatened species in this amendment.
It does not affect control efforts that
deal with the preservation or safety of
endangered or threatened species.

Quite simply, the amendment goes to
the heart of this issue, which is, should
the U.S. taxpayers subsidize a program
of poisoning, baiting, killing, shooting
from airplanes and others of predator
species that may or may not be a par-
ticular problem, should they continue
to avoid their mandate that they use
other controls, should we spend $14
million doing this? Maybe we should go
out and have a Federal program to ac-
quire dogs. We could buy Great Pyr-
enees, kuvasz, Komondors, Bouvier des
Flandres. You can get a heck of a 1ot of
them for $14 million, and if they live 10
yvears, we would not have to spend any
more money.

The issue is, many ranchers have be-
come dependent upon practices that
are not the most prudent practices, to
have calving or birthing of lambs in
areas that are problem areas without
any herders present, without them-
selves being present.

As we saw earlier, actually more of
the livestock die with calving prob-
lems, 17 percent, than with the preda-
tion problems, 3 percent. But in any
case, they are saying we need this pro-
gram. If they need the program, they
should pay for it themselves. They
should go to their county or State,
have the county or State pay for it.

It is time to put this Federal anach-
ronism to bed. At a time when we are
cutting back on every other program
here in order to get to a balanced budg-
et, we should no longer subsidize the
indiscriminate killing by the animal
disease control people and we should
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continue in the areas of health, safety,
airports, and endangered species.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Let me say to the gentleman, who is
existing in oblivious and euphoric
unawareness, that is the closest I can
come to being real kind about this
issue, I understand his problem. He
feels so good that he is cutting money.

Let me say to the gentleman, by cut-
ting funding for the program there will
not be any personnel available to take
care of the health and safety issues
that he is espousing because that is
built into the program.

0 1145

I ask the Members to vote ‘‘no’ on
this issue. Let us go back a little bit in
history. We had the perfect answer to
the kind of predatory control in the
United States at one time with the for-
mula known as 1080. It did not cost
near as much as it does for the pro-
gram that we have today because it
took care of the problem. It was benign
and it was species-specific. But, no, the
animal rights people decided that this
was a lethal method that was objec-
tionable to them, and we did away with
it, we banned, the use of 1080 in West-
ern ranges.

So they came up with this program,
and it is a participation program in
which ranchers, farmers, and others
put up money, that is to some degree,
matching the Federal funding that is
involved.

Yes, we want to cut the budget, and
how, but we need to take care of a
problem that is so onerous and so crit-
ical to those people who are livestock
raisers and grazers. The are not being
subsidized. They are paying their part
because they have to spend enormous
amounts of time checking traps and
doing whatever they do to keep their
predator control situation under abso-
lute control.

So I say to the gentleman, “‘Get out
of the county courthouse that you were
sitting in so comfortable; get out there
and live with a family for a little while
that has a predator problem so that
you actually understand what predator
control means.”

This program also assists those who
have trouble going in and out of air-
ports with huge flocks of birds that fly
through jet engines and things of that
kind. We are using a mental approach
and a research approach to solving that
problem; lethal means, are used as a
last resort.

I agree with the gentleman that
there ought to be a better system. We
had a better system at one time, but it
was not looked upon with great favor.
In our great wisdom we banned it by
executive decree, and I think that was
a horrible mistake.

So I say to the gentleman and to
those who are interested in this par-
ticular thing that I sure would appre-
ciate a ‘“‘no’’ vote because I think it has
a devastating effect, and the gen-
tleman, giving him all due credit, does
not know what he is talking about.
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Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. PORTER. Mr. Chairman, | rise in strong
support of this amendment. Currently, the
Federal Government spends $27 million on
the Animal Damage Control Program. Various
activities covered under this program include
prevention of the spread of rabies and control
of bird flocks near airports. | strongly support
these programs because they protect human
health and safety. However, there are other
activities within the ADC program which serve
as an unnecessary subsidy to livestock pro-
ducers. By the Federal Government paying for
predator control, livestock owners are not en-
couraged to deter predators and improve the
protection of their herds. By leaving newborn
calves and lambs in fields far from the protec-
tion of the barn, livstock producers are entic-
ing animals such as wolves, mountain lions,
and foxes to prey on this young stock. In addi-
tion, the Department of Agriculture is already
authorized to levy fees for predator control
services but will not do so while the Federal
government continues to pay the bills.

By cutting this program in half, we will focus
the remaining money on the more beneficial
programs that protect human health and safe-
ty. In these times of budgetary constraints,
supporting this amendment will save taxpayer
money and provide an incentive for livestock
producers to take responsibility for protecting
their herds.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chairman, | rise
in opposition to the DeFazio amendment,
which would reduce funds for the Animal
Damage Control Program of the Animal and
Plant Health Inspection Service.

This is not a well-known program, but it is
an important program for California and the
United States.

ADC’s activities range from preventing bird
strikes to aircraft at JFK International Airport in
New York, to seeking solutions to the severe
problem of canine rabies in Texas, to pro-
tecting threatened and endangered species in
California.

In California, ADC has worked with the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service to protect the west-
ern snowy plover, the California clapper rail,
the desert tortoise, and the California least
tern.

In addition, ADC works with ranchers and
grazers to prevent losses due to predation.

Losses of sheep and goats due to predation
averages approximately $24 million a year.
Cattle losses due to predation average ap-
proximately $40 million annually. In the ab-
sence of an operational ADC program, these
losses will increase dramatically.

The effect of the DeFazio amendment would
be significant and devastating. Seven ADC
States offices would be closed, including the
gentleman’s home State and six other West-
ern States. Twenty ADC district offices will
close from Wisconsin to my home State of
California. Approximately 200 field positions
would be subject to reduction-in-force. Match-
ing cooperative would decrease by 50 per-
cent—amounting to a $10 million loss in coop-
erative funding.

In short, this is an effective program
throughout the United States, and this amend-
ment would severely reduce its effectiveness.

| urge my colleagues to oppose the DeFazio
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
LINDER). The question is on the amend-
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ment offered by the gentleman from
Oregon [Mr. DEFAZIO].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 139, noes 279,
not voting 16, as follows:

[Roll No. 230]

AYES—139
Abercrombie Gilchrest Obey
Ackerman Goss Olver
Andrews Gutierrez Owens
Barrett (WI) Gutknecht Payne (NJ)
Becerra Hall (OH) Pelosi
Beilenson Harman Petri
Berman Hinchey Porter
Bilbray Hoekstra Rahall
Bilirakis Jackson (IL) Ramstad
Blumenauer Johnston Rangel
Blute Kelly Reed
Bonior Kennedy (MA) Rivers
Borski Kennedy (RI) Roemer
Brown (CA) Kennelly Rohrabacher
Brown (OH) Kleczka Roth
Catin K Roukem
Castle LaFalce gggs:l Allard
Chabot Lantos Saho
Chrysler Levin Sanders
Coburn Lewis (GA) N
Cox Lipinski Sanford
Coyne Lowey Scarborough
Cummings Luther Schroeder
DeFazio Maloney Schumer
DeLauro Manzullo Sensenbrenner
Dellums Markey Serrano
Deutsch Matsui Shays
Dingell McCarthy Sla}lghter
Dixon McDermott Smith (NJ)
Doggett McHale Stark
Doyle McKinney Stearns
Duncan McNulty Stockman
Ehlers Meehan Studds
Engel Meek Stupak
English Menendez Taylor (MS)
Eshoo Meyers Torres
Farr Millender- Towns
Fawell McDonald Upton
Filner Miller (CA) Velazquez
Flanagan Miller (FL) Vento
Foglietta Mink Wamp
Fox Moakley Waters
Frank (MA) Morella Waxman
Furse Nadler Woolsey
Gejdenson Neal Yates
Gephardt Neumann Zimmer
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Allard Bunning Davis
Archer Burr de la Garza
Armey Burton Deal
Bachus Buyer DeLay
Baesler Callahan Diaz-Balart
Baker (CA) Camp Dickey
Baker (LA) Campbell Dicks
Baldacci Canady Dooley
Ballenger Chambliss Doolittle
Barcia Chenoweth Dornan
Barr Christensen Dreier
Barrett (NE) Clay Dunn
Bartlett Clayton Durbin
Barton Clement Edwards
Bateman Clinger Ehrlich
Bentsen Coble Ensign
Bereuter Coleman Evans
Bevill Collins (GA) Everett
Bishop Collins (IL) Ewing
Bliley Collins (MI) Fattah
Boehlert Combest Fazio
Boehner Condit Fields (LA)
Bonilla Cooley Fields (TX)
Bono Costello Flake
Boucher Cramer Foley
Brewster Crane Forbes
Browder Crapo Ford
Brown (FL) Cremeans Fowler
Brownback Cubin Franks (CT)
Bryant (TN) Cunningham Franks (NJ)
Bunn Danner Frisa
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Frost Latham Rush
Funderburk LaTourette Salmon
Gallegly Laughlin Sawyer
Ganske Lazio Saxton
Gekas Leach Schaefer
Geren Lewis (KY) Scott
Gibbons Lightfoot Seastrand
Gilman Linder Shadegg
Gonzalez Livingston Shaw
Goodlatte LoBiondo
Goodling Lofgren S?Slil:f:r
y
Gordon Longley Ska
g8s
Graham Lucas Skeen
Green (TX) Manton Skelton
Greene (UT) Martinez .
Greenwood Mascara Sm%th MI)
Gunderson McCollum Smith (TX)
Hall (TX) McCrery Smith (WA)
Hamilton McHugh Solomon
Hancock MclInnis Souder
Hansen McIntosh Spence
Hastert McKeon Spratt
Hastings (FL) Metcalf Stenholm
Hastings (WA) Mica Stokes
Hayes Minge Stump
Hayworth Molinari Talent
Hefley Mollohan Tanner
Hefner Montgomery Tate
Heineman Moorhead Tauzin
Herger Murtha Taylor (NC)
Hilleary Myers Tejeda
Hilliard Myrick Thomas
Hobson Nethercutt Thompson
Hoke Ney Thornberry
Holden Norwood Thornton
Horn Nussle Thurman
Hostettler Oberstar Tiahrt
Houghton Ortiz Torkildsen
Hontor Oxley Torricell
Hutchinson Packard '\I;f:'ggzﬁt
y
Hyde Pallone Volkmer
Istook Parker Vucanovich
Jackson-Lee Pastor Walker
(TX) Paxon
Walsh
Jacobs Payne (VA) Ward
Jefferson Peterson (FL)
Johnson (CT) Peterson (MN) Watt (NC)
Johnson (SD) Pickett Watts (OK)
Johnson, E. B. Pombo Weldon (FL)
Johnson, Sam Pomeroy Weldon (PA)
Jones Portman Weller
Kanjorski Poshard White
Kaptur Quillen Whltﬁeld
Kasich Quinn Wicker
Kildee Radanovich Williams
Kim Regula Wilson
King Richardson Wise
Kingston Riggs Wolf
Knollenberg Roberts Wynn
Kolbe Rogers Young (AK)
LaHood Ros-Lehtinen Young (FL)
Largent Rose Zeliff
NOT VOTING—16
Bass Frelinghuysen McDade
Calvert Gillmor Moran
Chapman Inglis Pryce
Clyburn Lewis (CA) Schiff
Conyers Lincoln
Emerson Martini
O 1207
Messrs. KILDEE, FATTAH, and

ROSE changed their vote from ‘‘aye”
to “no.”

Mrs. KENNELLY, Mrs. MEEK of
Florida, and Messrs. COX of California,
BILBRAY, SCHUMER, LEWIS of Geor-
gia, and NEUMANN changed their vote
from ‘“‘no” to ‘“‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Chairman, during rollcall
vote No. 230 on H.R. 3603 | was unavoidably
detained. Had | been present, | would have
voted “aye.”

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. MARTINI. Mr. Chairman, this morning
during rollcall votes 229 and 230 | was un-
avoidably detained. Had | been present, |
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would have voted “aye” on rollcall vote No.
229, and “nay” on rollcall vote No. 230.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KENNEDY OF
MASSACHUSETTS

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I offer amendment No. 1.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 1 offered by Mr. KENNEDY
of Massachusetts:

At the end of the bill (page 69, after line 5),
insert the following new section:

SEC. . None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act for
market access activities under section 203 of
the Agricultural Trade Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C.
5623), or made available for the salaries of
employees of the Department of Agriculture
who provide assistance under such section,
may be used to provide assistance to eligible
trade organizations (as defined in such sec-
tion) to promote the sale or export of alcohol
or alcoholic beverages.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
this amendment and all amendments
thereto close in 10 minutes, and that
the time be equally divided.

The CHAIRMAN pro temprore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New Mexico?

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, reserving the right to ob-
ject, I would ask the gentleman, did he
request 10 minutes?

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
yield to the gentleman from New Mex-
ico.

Mr. SKEEN. Yes, 10 minutes.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts.
Five and five?

Mr. SKEEN. Five and five, yes.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, that is fine with me, and I
withdraw my reservation of objection.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New Mexico?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
KENNEDY] and the gentleman from New
Mexico [Mr. SKEEN] will each be recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY].

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I think many people
that saw the news yesterday that Sea-
grams Liquor Co. is now going to begin
advertising directly hard liquor on tel-
evision, were shocked at that develop-
ment.

In a country that currently is in-
volved in a situation in the United
States of America where the No. 1 kill-
er of people under the age of 24 in this
country is alcohol and alcohol-related
deaths, when we spend $15 billion a
year of taxpayer funds to fight the war
on drugs, and yet we have the singly
most abused drug in this country, alco-
hol, now Kkilling many, many more
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Americans than all other drugs com-
bined, we have a tragedy on our hands.

We have spent time and time again
debating on this floor the need to cut
back programs that provide for the
education of our children, that provide
for the research and development of
our country, that provide for the
health care of our senior citizens. But
in this bill is a hidden subsidy worth
millions and millions of dollars to ad-
vertise some of the most profitable al-
coholic beverages abroad. It is a shame
and it is a scam. It ought to come to a
stop.

In this Market Access Program, we
will be spending millions of dollars to
advertise Ernest and Julio Gallo, the
richest winemakers in the world, who
receive $25 million worth of United
States taxpayer money to advertise its
wine and brandy in Thailand, the Phil-
ippines, Canada, and England. Jim
Beam got over $2.5 million to push its
whiskey abroad. Other whiskey giants
like Hiram Walker and Brown-Forman
profited from the Market Access Pro-
gram.

The MAP program adds insult to in-
jury by asking the taxpayers to foot
the bill of the world’s largest foreign
alcohol giants. We actually spend
money subsidizing Seagrams, the very
company that has gone on television
yesterday to advertise its hard liquor,
we are now subsidizing that Canadian
company with United States taxpayer
dollars to advertise their products
abroad.

This is a scandal that ought to come
to an end. Mr. Chairman, I would just
suggest to the Congress of the United
States that it is about time that if we
are going to stand up to the senior citi-
zens and tell them we spend too much
money on their health care, if we are
going to stand up to kids and tell them
we spend too much money on their edu-
cation, if we are going to stand up to
the poor and vulnerable and tell them
we spend too much money on poverty
programs, then we can stand up to the
biggest alcohol producers, the biggest
winemakers in the world and tell them
we are sick and tired of using tax-
payers’ money to subsidize their prof-
its.
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If they want to advertise their alco-
hol products abroad, let them do it
with their own money. Let them stay
out of the taxpayer’s back pocket.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. FAZIO].

Mr. FAZIO of California. I thank the
gentleman for yielding time.

Mr. Chairman, let me see if I can
shed some light on this subject. We are
talking about helping export American
agricultural products under this pro-
gram. I am specifically talking about
small wine grape growers, most of
whom market their products through
several large wineries. This is an
amendment to help small agriculture.
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Remember, the European Union
spends more on the export promotion
of wine than the United States spends
promoting all of our agricultural prod-
ucts. They do a great deal to help their
growers promote their foreign sales.
The European Community wine indus-
tries are heavily subsidized to the tune
of $1.5 billion, which includes $90 mil-
lion alone for export promotion. That
is the total amount provided for all of
agriculture in this bill, if it is not re-
duced or eliminated.

Other countries do even more than
the European Union. The Italian Gov-
ernment through its trade commission
is funding an additional $25 million for
Italian wines alone. So when it comes
to the wine industry, the MAP program
that we are now debating is a program
that helps small business, not visit the
giant wineries, not only the names
that we have heard bandied about here
on the floor.

In fact in 1994, for example, 101
wineries participated and 89 of them
were small wineries. So there is no
question that this is not a subsidy sim-
ply to big agriculture or big vintners.

We are not talking about people who
are purveying distilled spirits. This is
wine, a product that we lead not only
this hemisphere but this world in the
production of a quality product. MAP
promotes independent businesses. It is
important that 90 percent of the small
wine grape growers in this country be
given an opportunity to be part of an
export promotion  program. This
amendment would put an end to it.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FAZIO of California. I yield to
the gentleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I would just like to suggest
to the gentleman that if he reads the
fine print of this legislation, what he
will find is there is a big gap. The gap
says that they can put money through
the association. It is through those as-
sociations that then launder the tax-
payers’ dollars that then go into the
pockets of the biggest wineries in the
United States. Ernest and Julio, et
cetera.

Mr. FAZIO of California. If I could re-
claim my time, the people who are in-
volved in this program are putting up
half the money. This is not all Govern-
ment money. Half the money comes
from the private sector, both from the
wine grape growers through their asso-
ciation and those who make wine and
help market the product.

This is a program that works for all
elements of one of our most successful
agricultural industries. If we want to
be successful in getting down our trade
imbalance, if we want to help small
growers, we ought to continue to sup-
port this very modest program, which
is all we can afford at the present time.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. NETHERCUTT].

Mr. NETHERCUTT. I thank the
chairman of the subcommittee for
yielding time.
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Mr. Chairman, I think we have to
keep in mind in this debate with re-
spect to the Kennedy amendment that
this program helps small farmers. This
helps small farmers out in Washington
State who, I might say to my friend
from California, make the best wine in
the world.

But also I want the gentleman from
Massachusetts to understand that the
USDA directs the Market Access Pro-
gram to small businesses, small farms,
small wineries. I do not think we want
to cede our industry to the European
winemakers.

That is what we are really doing
here. We are developing a program that
allows our Government to contribute
some money to competition, unfair
competition in my judgment, from for-
eign governments who assist their
winemakers for shelf space. That is
really what we are doing. What we are
doing is developing a program that al-
lows our products in this country to
have some shelf space in foreign mar-
kets. That means jobs to Americans.
That means jobs to people in my dis-
trict, small wineries. I urge the rejec-
tion of this amendment.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I think it is inter-
esting to note that people are talking
about how this program assists small
vintners. I would anticipate after a
vote on this amendment, Mr. Chair-
man, offering a follow-up amendment
that would simply limit the subsidy
program to go only to small vintners.

As long as the gentlemen that talked
so heartily about the need to assist
those small vintners would put their
vote where their mouth is, I think we
might be able to work out a com-
promise on the underlying issue about
whether or not the program should go
directly to those small businesses.

My true feeling, and I know that the
gentleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN] has
offered this amendment with me in the
past, I wish he was here—I do not think
he expected the amendment to come up
quite so quickly—is that we do not be-
lieve that the U.S. Government ought
to be involved in subsidizing alcohol
products abroad. That is the funda-
mental question that is involved with
this debate. It is fundamentally, I
think, wrong for us to tell people that
we do not have money in the coffers of
the Federal Government to provide for
the health care and the education of
our people, but we do have money in
the coffers to be able to subsidize alco-
hol advertising for some of the richest
companies in America abroad.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. FARR].

Mr. FARR of California Mr. Chair-
man, I say to the last speaker, Wake
up.

We turn on the television set, we see
Colombia’s Juan Valdez selling us cof-
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fee. We see Mexico selling us Corona
beer. This is a global market. If we
want people to buy American, then we
have to tell them what is American.

This is a program that requires that
the Government match by private
funds to advertise and to promote
these products abroad. If we are indeed
going to sell our products grown in
America abroad, we are going to have
to maintain this program. I urge a
“no” vote on the amendment.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, how much time remains on
each side?

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
LINDER). The gentleman from Massa-
chusetts and the gentleman from New
Mexico each have 30 seconds remain-
ing, and the gentleman from New Mex-
ico [Mr. SKEEN] has the right to close.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself the balance of
my time.

Mr. Chairman, I cannot believe that
we are hearing Members of Congress
that normally speak out so strongly
against corporate subsidies and say
that is how we ought to balance the
budget, all of a sudden switching when
it comes to a corporate subsidy that
happens to go to the wine industry.

Let us listen to Edward Nervo of the
Famiglia Nervo Vines and Wines in
Sonoma County, CA, who has written
to me and said, ‘“With corporate wel-
fare programs like these, no wonder
the biggies get bigger and the small fry
end up in the frying pan.”

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. RIGGS].

Mr. RIGGS. I thank my distinguished
chairman for yielding time.

Mr. Chairman, let me just say, first
of all, the 5 largest recipients of mar-
ket access promotion funds purchase
over 90 percent of their grapes from
small independent grape growers. This
is a program that is working. It is a
public-private partnership that has
been improved by the Congress over
the last few years. I just want to re-
mind my colleagues that this same
amendment went down to defeat in this
House last year on a vote of 268 to 130.
The American wine industry and the
farmers who depend on that industry
need our help to again defeat the Ken-
nedy amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Massachusetts
[Mr. KENNEDY].

The amendment was rejected.
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KENNEDY OF
MASSACHUSETTS

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. KENNEDY of
Massachusetts: At the end of the bill (page
69, after line 5), insert the following new sec-
tion:

SEC. . None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act for
market access activities under section 203 of
the Agricultural Trade Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C.
5623), or made available for the salaries of
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employees of the Department of Agriculture
who provide assistance under such section,
may be used to provide assistance to eligible
trade organizations (as defined in such sec-
tion) to promote the sale or export of alcohol
or alcoholic beverages unless it is made
known to the Federal official having author-
ity to obligate or expend such funds the the
promotion activities benefit a small-business
concern.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
this amendment and all amendments
thereto close in 10 minutes and that
the time be equally divided.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is
there objection to the request of the
gentleman from New Mexico?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
KENNEDY] and the gentleman from New
Mexico [Mr. SKEEN] will each control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY].

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I want to commend
the chairman of the committee along
with my good friend from Illinois, Mr.
DURBIN, for some language that they
inserted in the ag bill last year as a re-
sult of the same debate that just took
place on the House floor. I shall read
what those changes are:

The funds shall not be used to provide di-
rect assistance to any nonprofit corporation
that is not recognized as a small business
concern described in section A of the Small
Business Act. Secondly, a cooperative; or,
third, an association described in the first
section of the Act.

Essentially what that is attempting
to do is to reform this act so that the
big subsidies do not go to the big com-
panies, Seagrams, Ernest and Julio
Gallo and the other major vintners and
major producers of alcohol that have, 1
think, very unfairly skimmed money
from the American taxpayer while they
are making millions and millions of
dollars in their exports.

The language of this amendment
very simply suggests that while what
is really occurring is through this
trade association loophole, the money
is now being funneled through to trade
associations and then the trade asso-
ciations redistribute it to the very big
companies.

I had a long talk last evening with
the Department of Agriculture about
this loophole that is contained in the
law. All that this amendment would do
would be to extend the small business
criteria to any funds that get funneled
through the trade association to make
sure that the concerns of my good
friend from California, who is so very
worried about those small vintners,
will actually make sure the money
goes to those small vintners.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. DOOLEY].
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Mr. DOOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong opposition to this amendment.

What the market Assistance Pro-
gram is all about is trying to ensure
that U.S. farmers get their fair share of
expanding export markets. What the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
KENNEDY] is trying to do now is define
a different criteria and that we try to
say that only small businesses are
going to be involved in achieving those
expanded markets.

As a farmer and as any grape farmer
or wine grape grower out there will
say, what is important is to increase
the sales of wine. What is important is
to assure that U.S. wineries have a fair
playing field when they take on the
European Union and the 6-to-1 advan-
tage that they have in export pro-
motion over U.S. wineries.

What we would be doing in this case
if we limit the money on where it goes,
we would be saying to that small grow-
er who is growing grapes that is selling
them to a larger winery that they are
not ever going to benefit from the Mar-
ket Assistance Program. We would be
saying to that winery out there and
that winery who might be owned by an
individual that might be farming 10,000
acres but has his own winery that he is
going to benefit from the Market As-
sistance Program. That is not fair.

What we are trying to do is to ensure
that that average wine grape grower in
California, or other parts of the coun-
try, that grows less than 100 acres of
wine that they will have a tool that
will ensure that U.S. wine will be at a
competitive advantage or have a fair
playing field when we take on the
winemakers and the wine grape grow-
ers of the European Union.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DOOLEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts.
Does the gentleman really believe that
we should be providing Government tax
subsidies to the richest companies in
the U.S. regardless of what their profit
lines are?

Mr. DOOLEY. Reclaiming my time,
what the issue is is that the U.S. farm-
er have fair access. In a perfect world if
the European Union were not spending
six times the amount that the U.S.
Government was to provide exports,
then we would not need this program.
But if we want to ensure that the U.S.
farmer has a level playing field, this
Government needs to stand behind
them, and that is what the Market As-
sistance Program does.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts.
May I inquire of the Chair how much
time remains on each side?

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
KENNEDY] has 3 minutes remaining and
the gentleman from New Mexico [Mr.
SKEEN] has 2 minutes remaining.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I would just like to
suggest that I do think that we ought
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to have some kind of test in this pro-
gram as to whether or not companies
who are making tens of millions of dol-
lars worth of profit and then coming in
and reaching into the back pocket of
the taxpayer and asking us to subsidize
them when they are already making all
these dollars.
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The real question is whether we
should be promoting alcohol products
abroad to begin with, but if we are to
do it and we have to do it because the
Europeans are subsidizing their indus-
try, I say fine, but let us not go out and
needlessly line the pockets of compa-
nies that are already making tens of
millions of dollars’ worth of profits.

Come on, Congress of the United
States, stand up to the wine lobby.
That is what this is all about. Just for
once say to the wine lobby, look, we
will accept that we are going to help
out the little guy, but let us not go out
there and line the pockets of the rich-
est wine companies.

These are people that for all the time
have gone out and gotten all the farm
workers picking the grapes and all the
rest of it. They make plenty of profits.
Let us stand up to them, for crying out
loud. Have a little heart, have a little
soul, and stand up to the big boys every
once in a while. It is good for the soul.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. FAZIO].

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair-
man, first of all, I would say to the
gentleman from Massachusetts that
the Department of Agriculture and the
Department of Health and Human
Services say that a little wine in each
individuals’ daily diet is healthy for
them. So exporting wine is something
we should not be ashamed of. We
should be proud of it, and we should be
out there competing with the rest of
the world.

But the point the gentleman does not
get is that we are talking about small
growers who own 30, 40, or 50 acres.
They are not the ones who make wine
and send it overseas. They have to have
a winery buy their product. We are try-
ing to help, as the gentleman from
California [Mr. RIcGSs] said, 90 percent
of the small grape growers in this
country to find a home for their prod-
uct. They will find it in many cases do-
mestically but we are expanding our
international markets, and we are
doing it with a cooperative program
that is shared between those who profit
and the taxpayer who profits even
more by a modest investment in terms
of income producing tax paying jobs.

And I can tell the gentleman, in this
MAP Program we get back $16 in agri-
cultural exports for every dollar that
we spend. So please understand we are
talking about small farmers here and a
benefit for taxpayers as well.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, how much time do I have re-
maining?
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The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
LINDER). The gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] has 2 minutes
remaining and the gentleman from new
Mexico [Mr. SKEEN] has 2 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I want to address my com-
ments to my good friend from Cali-
fornia, Mr. FAz10. The truth is that all
this amendment does is limit it to
small businesses. All we are saying is if
the gentleman is truly concerned about
small businesses and the small vendor,
then he should be supportive of this
amendment.

This amendment simply says that
the trade association funding can only
go to businesses that will qualify under
the Small Business Act as small busi-
ness. Instead of the big boys, the little
guy.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. I
yield to the gentleman from California.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I would note, as the gentleman
from California [Mr. DOOLEY] said, a
winery may be called a small business
but 90 percent of the grapes grown by
farmers move through the five largest
wineries. So the gentleman is not help-
ing the grower if he makes this distinc-
tion. He is trying to do something that
is a worthy cause, but he is missing by
a mile.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, reclaiming my time, the
truth of the matter is, if these people
are part of a trade association they
still have access. What this bill does is
limit the ability of the trade associa-
tions to go about providing big sub-
sidies to the biggest wine companies. It
does not, in fact, stop us from pro-
viding small businesses with the abil-
ity to gain access to the program.

I think the whole program is crazy,
but I think it is even crazier to suggest
that what we will do is continue to
skip a loophole open that provides all
this money to go to the biggest compa-
nies in the country.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair-
man, if the gentleman will continue to
yield, the craziest thing we could do
would be to eliminate 90 percent of the
wine grape growers, who are small
farmers. They do not make wine and do
not export it. They need private sector
help to do it. and this program provides
the partnership to do it.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, the truth of the matter is,
this will have absolutely no impact.
And if the gentleman talks to people
seriously about the impact of this
whole MAP program, it will not have a
penny’s worth of difference in terms of
what the actual sales are.

The gentleman and I both know we
can produce wine. People want to buy
the wine and will produce the wine, and
it has nothing to do with the small
amount of subsidies that end up going
into this program. It is the principle of
the fact that we are providing taxpayer
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dollars, millions and millions of dollars
worth of taxpayer funds, that go into
the back pocket of the biggest compa-
nies. That is a scam and a scandal that
ought to be dealt with.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. RIGGS], the remainder of
my time.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I wish the
gentleman from Massachusetts could
devote so much time and energy to
helping us address the competitive and
trade disadvantage that our wine ex-
ports have against Chilean and Euro-
pean wines.

But the gentleman was correct when
he said last year in conference we re-
structured the MPP, now known as the
Market Access Program, to restrict di-
rect participation of for-profit corpora-
tions that are not small businesses
while requiring a direct match from
any small business that participates in
this program. These reforms should si-
lence this unwarranted criticism of the
Market Access Program.

The accusations that corporations
are advertising products at taxpayers
expense are simply not true. The pri-
mary emphasis of this program, as has
been pointed out repeatedly over the
last few minutes of debate, is toward
the small family farmer. Historically,
60 percent of market access promotion
funds have gone to generic advertising;
the remaining 40 percent is allocated to
brand promotion, with priority again
given to small entities.

I quote from the act: In addition, a
sizable number of large corporations
receiving market access promotion
moneys are actually grower coopera-
tives. All benefits those organizations
derive from brand assistance under this
program are directly returned to their
grower members, who themselves tend
to be small and medium sized oper-
ations.

Mr. WARD. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RIGGS. I yield to the gentleman
from Kentucky.

(Mr. WARD asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WARD. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I wanted
to conclude by saying the Market Ac-
cess Program is not corporate welfare;
it is a valuable resource for America’s
small farmers to compete in highly re-
strictive foreign markets. In fact, this
program is pro-trade, pro-growth, and
pro-jobs.

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Chairman, although |
have the utmost respect for the gentleman
from Massachusetts, unfortunately, | must rise
in strong opposition to this amendment.

| must do so because this amendment di-
rectly and unfairly targets my constituents in
Sonoma and Marin Counties, CA, who
produce some of the world’s finest wine. If this
amendment passes, however, their world-fa-
mous wine would no longer be able to com-
pete in the world market.

This amendment would devastate the small
wine producers in my district, who rely upon
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Federal export assistance to enter and com-
pete in the global marketplace.

Unlike Europe and South America, U.S.
wine producers receive no production sub-
sidies whatsoever. Furthermore, our competi-
tors outspend the United States in export sub-
sidies by more than 6 to 1!

Mr. Chairman, small California wineries can-
not compete in such a lopsided marketplace
without some assistance. And let there be no
mistake, this amendment targets small, family-
owned businesses—89 out of 101 wineries
that participate in the Market Access Program
are small wineries.

The Kennedy amendment takes this critical
assistance away from small wine producers
and, in doing so, It takes away jobs; it takes
away trade; and, it takes away fairness.

Mr. Chairman, we should be working today
to help export California wine, Not California’s
jobs. Vote “no” on the Kennedy amendment.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. All
time for debate has expired.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. KENNEDY].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote,
and pending that, I make a point of
order that a quorum is not present.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, further proceedings on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN-
NEDY] will be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

The Chairman pro tempore. Are there
further amendments?

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KOLBE

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. KOLBE: At the
appropriate place in the bill, insert the fol-
lowing new section:

SEC. . None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used to administer a pea-
nut program that maintains a season aver-
age farmers stock price for the 1997 crop of
quota peanuts in excess of $640 per ton.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
this amendment and all amendments
thereto close in 20 minutes with the
time being equally divided and to roll
the vote.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I ob-
ject.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Objec-
tion is heard.

The gentleman from Arizona [Mr.
KOLBE] is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
offer this amendment with the gentle-
woman from New York [Mrs. LOWEY].
It is an amendment that simply carries
out the intent of Congress on the pea-
nut program. The farm bill, the Free-
dom to Farm Act, made some ex-
tremely modest changes to the peanut
program. The change that was sup-
posed to benefit consumers was a 10
percent reduction in support prices
from $678 to $610. This amendment
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would ensure that the price of quota
peanuts would actually be $610 per ton,
as approved in the recently passed farm
bill.

Now, why is this amendment nec-
essary, if all we are doing is seeking to
implement what the farm bill said we
were going to do? It is necessary be-
cause the Secretary of Agriculture, not
without reason, since he represents ag-
ricultural interests, has chosen to ad-
minister this program in a way that
makes sure that peanut prices will con-
tinue to stay at previous, much higher
levels.

The Secretary was able to do this, to
keep the peanut pries high, by an-
nouncing a national peanut quota pro-
duction level that is going to be at
least 100,000 tons less than the pro-
jected domestic demand. In other
words, the Government is creating an
artificial shortage.

Mr. Chairman, what we have is a
Government-created artificial shortage
of peanuts and, thus, a consequent
higher price for peanuts. That is con-
trary clearly to what we intended to do
in the farm bill.

At a time when we have a peanut in-
dustry that is certainly in a serious
state of decline, with peanut consump-
tion dramatically declining over the
last 5 years, it does not seem to me
that we can afford to let bad govern-
ment policy excessively inflate the
prices for domestic consumers. Inflate
the prices, I might add, to what is now
double, double, the export price. The
domestic price of peanuts is double
what our producers get when they sell
it into the export markets. In other
words, we have this artificially created
price.

Even at $610 a ton, which we are not
going to get to because of this reduc-
tion in the quota, U.S. peanuts are 33
percent above the world price of $350
per ton.

So this amendment only ensures that
the administration will carry out the
will of Congress to reduce the price of
quota peanuts by 10 percent, which is
what we though we were getting when
we voted for the Freedom to Farm Act.

If some would question whether or
not there is a precedent in this, I would
point out that the Committee on Ap-
propriations has already adopted an
amendment which places a price cap on
the price of raw cane sugar at 117.5 per-
cent of the loan rate. It was done for
the exact same reason we are talking
about here today. This cap was nec-
essary in order to ensure that the price
of sugar did not rise too far.

In both cases, the Department of Ag-
riculture has created this false short-
age of a very basic commodity that we
use.

Mr. Chairman, the bottom line here
is very simple. We thought, we in-
tended, and we wanted to get market
reform when we voted for the Freedom
to Farm Act. We got the least in the
commodity programs, but we thought
we were getting something with a 10-
percent reduction in the target price.
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However because of the other aspects
of this, the quota, the Secretary of Ag-
riculture has been able to undermine
any kind of a price reduction by set-
ting a quota that is below what the
market can consume.

So all we are seeking to do is to
make sure that the market works; that
the Freedom to Farm Act works ex-
actly the way it is intended. We are
making no basic change to the pro-
gram.

And I might to also add, Mr. Chair-
man, that this is a fix that can only be
good for 1 year. This is an appropria-
tion bill for 1 year. It can only work for
1 year, that is we can try to make the
farm program work they way we in-
tended in the Freedom to Farm Act for
1 year any one year only. If everybody
really want to find a way to make this
work over the course of the next 7
years of the freedom to farm legisla-
tion, then we can find a way to do that.
But this is only to be sure that in the
calendar year 1997 it is already too late
for 1996—that we can have a price for
peanuts that does not mean that con-
sumers will pay more for their peanut
butter, more for their candy bars, more
for everything that they buy that has
peanuts in them.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge my
colleagues to support this amendment.

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
speak in opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I am not sure, and I
would like to engage my colleague in a
colloquy. I do not believe he under-
stands how the peanut program works.
In the first place, $610 was not a ceil-
ing. It is a floor. In other words, the
Department of Agriculture price sup-
port level for peanuts is $610. The gen-
tleman is trying to fix the price of pea-
nuts at $610.

The ‘‘Dear Colleague’ letter that
when out from about 15 institutions in
this town is a flagrant violation of the
Federal antitrust laws against price
fixing. I have never seen anything to
beat it.

Does the gentleman actually believe
that if the price of peanuts is $610 a ton
that the people who buy those peanuts
are going to pass the savings on to the
American housewife?

O 1245

Mr. Chairman, I would ask the gen-
tleman if he really thinks that?

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROSE. I yield to the gentleman
from Arizona.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, the an-
swer is ‘‘yes.” I guess I have a naive be-
lief in market systems that there will
be some passing on of that price. And if
the gentleman is correct about this
being the floor, then why do we have to
lower the quota 100,000 below the level
of consumption?

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming
my time, the purpose of the program is
to provide a safety net for the thou-
sands and thousands of farm families
across this country who raise peanuts.
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Mr. Chairman, $610 is way below the
marketplace price, and the program is
probably not even going to click into
effect. And if it was, has the gentleman
not raised the number in his amend-
ment about four times and is it not
now, what is it, $645?

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman would yield, to respond to
the gentleman it is $640 per ton in the
amendment.

Mr. ROSE. Six hundred forty. Mr.
Chairman, I, for the life of me, cannot
understand why the gentleman would
want to introduce an amendment like
this. It is not going to save any money.
The Department of Agriculture is per-
fectly content with operating the pro-
gram at $610 a ton. That is a floor, it is
not a ceiling.

Mr. Chairman, I would say to my col-
leagues I think this is a very mis-
chievous amendment. It actually prob-
ably will not have any legal effect if it
passes because of the way it is written.

But it is a hoax to tell the American
housewife that if we vote for this
amendment, that they are going to
save anything on the price of peanuts
at the grocery store. This will go into
the pockets of the companies that
manufacture candy.

Candy manufacturers are worried
about only two things: the cheap sugar
and cheap peanuts. We could give pea-
nuts to candy manufacturers, and do
you think they would drop a nickel or
a dime off the cost of a candy bar? Ab-
solutely not.

This amendment does not relate to
the peanut program because it does not
even understand how the peanuts pro-
gram works. I urge my colleagues in
the House, vote ‘‘no” on this amend-
ment. Let us get on to letting the De-
partment do what we agreed to in the
farm bill, and that is that the price
support floor is $610 for peanuts. Let us
do not even attempt to fix the price of
the peanuts in this bill.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
Arizona [Mr. KOLBE] and I are offering
this amendment today to ensure that
the minor reforms, and I say minor re-
forms, to the peanut program that
were included in the farm bill are actu-
ally implemented. I do not think that
is too much ask. The peanut program
epitomizes wasteful, inefficient Gov-
ernment spending and it supports pea-
nut quota holders at the expense of 250
million American consumers and tax-
payers.

This is an outdated program. It is
based on a system reminiscent of feu-
dal society. Quotas to sell peanuts are
handed down from generation to gen-
eration. And let us remember that two-
thirds of the people who own these
quotas do not even farm. They do not
even live on the farm. They probably
do not remember what a farm looks
like.

Mr. Chairman, the GAO has esti-
mated that this program passes on $500
million per year in higher peanut

June 12, 1996

prices to consumers. To my good friend
from North Carolina I would like to
say I know that there are a lot of stud-
ies, but there is a study done by Public
Voice for Food and Health Policy, be-
tween 1988 and 1993, that showed that
as the Government-set price of peanuts
went up, the retail price went up and
as the Government-set price went
down, the retail price went down. I
know that there are a lot of studies,
but this was on study that testified to
that fact.

Mr. Chairman, the Kolbe-Lowey
amendment is a reasonable approach to
ensuring that the reforms that were ac-
tually passed in the farm bill are im-
plemented. The amendment ensures
that the average price of peanuts is no
greater than $640 per ton, which is $38
lower than last year’s price, and $30
higher than the price support rate in-
cluded in the farm bill.

As many of my colleagues know, I
was not satisfied with the reforms to
the peanut program included in the
farm bill, but the very least we can do
is to ensure that these reforms are im-
plemented and executed.

Lowering the price of peanuts is also
good for American jobs because the
price of peanuts in the United States is
so high, peanut butter and candy bar
manufacturers are actually leaving the
United States to open up plants in Can-
ada and Mexico because the peanuts
can be purchased there are at the world
market price, which is half the United
States price, and the finished product
can be brought into the United States
and sold here.

Seems to me that what we have to do
is artificially lower the high price of
domestic peanuts to save these manu-
facturing jobs. I urge my colleagues to
stand up for American consumers, pass
the amendment. It is good policy, and
it is only asking that the reforms
passed as part of the farm bill are im-
plemented.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. LOWEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Arizona.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding, and I
commend her for the statement she
made.

Mr. Chairman, I want to respond to a
couple of things said by the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. ROSE] when
he is talking about this being a floor.
He is right. But he forgets to talk
about the other aspect of this program,
which is the quota that the Secretary
can manipulate.

The Secretary has toyed with the
quota, which, as far as I know, has
never in recent times ever been set
below the level of consumption. By
lowering it below the level of consump-
tion, he has assured that that price
will not drop to that floor of $610 a ton.
So we know that we will not have a 10-
percent reduction.

And if we are talking about a safety
net for growers, where is the safety net
for those who do not have quotas, that
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sell only in exports? There is no safety
net for them. Why do not we have a
price that reflects the world market
price?

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, I want to respond to one
other point that was mentioned by my
good friend from North Carolina. We
have heard a lot about fixing the price,
but maybe I am missing something. It
seems that that is just what this feudal
system is about, fixing the price.

Mr. Chairman, if we do not want to
fix the price and mess with the market,
then let us let it go free on the market.
What we are doing here is actually
price-fixing by keeping this in place.

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. LOWEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina.

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Chairman, the gentle-
woman was responsible, she and her
colleagues were responsible, for reduc-
ing the price support level for peanuts
from $678 dollars a ton to $610 a ton.
That is a substantial, tremendous fi-
nancial hit on the peanut farmers of
America. The gentlewoman has charac-
terized it as not a very substantive re-
form. We think it was too much re-
form, but she has that to her credit.

It is a floor under which the Govern-
ment support program buys the pea-
nuts. The gentlewoman and her col-
leagues are trying to say that if the av-
erage price of peanuts——

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr.
LINDER). The time of the gentlewoman
from New York [Mrs. LOWEY] has ex-
pired.

(On request of Mr. ROSE, and by
unanimous consent, Mrs. LOWEY was
allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mrs. LOWEY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina.

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Chairman, what the
gentlewoman from New York is saying
is that if the price of peanuts goes over
$245, that the program disappears.
Well, who is going to tell the Depart-
ment of Agriculture what peanuts sell
for when they do not monitor that, if
they are not within the program?

In other words, the gentlewoman has
come up with something that will not
work. Will Rogers used to say, ‘It ain’t
what people do not know that bothers
me; it is what they think they know
that is just dead, damn wrong that
bothers me.”

The gentlewoman from New York
and her colleagues all have wandered
into that area here rather beautifully.
There is no way the Department of Ag-
riculture can go out and see every pea-
nut farmers in America and say, ‘‘Did
you sell your peanuts for more than
$654 a ton? If so, we want you to sign a
paper.” How you are going to monitor
this monster that you all have created?
I beg to offer to you that it will not
work, and I urge my colleagues to vote
against it.

Mrs. LOWREY. Mr. Chairman, reclaim-
ing my time, I just want to say to my
distinguished colleague I am very re-
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spectful of his knowledge on this pro-
gram, but many of us as consumers do
face the impact of these programs. And
all we are saying is we are not chang-
ing by this amendment any of the im-
provements, any of the modifications
that were put in place that the gen-
tleman supported, or many of my col-
leagues supported, in the freedom to
farm bill.

All we are saying is let us not be able
to squeeze the market, squeeze the
quota so we push the price higher. CBO
has estimated that this amendment
will be zero cost. The growers will not
have to pay anything. It is my under-
standing that that is all the amend-
ment does. My distinguished colleague
is actually making sure that the re-
forms, as modest as they were, be im-
plemented.

Mr. ZIMMER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from
North Carolina referred to a monster
that he said we would be creating by
passing this amendment. The real mon-
ster and the real offense against the
market system is the current peanut
quota system. It locks up the market
tighter than a drum. It is a Govern-
ment-sanctioned cartel, and it is offen-
sive to everything that we as Ameri-
cans believe in with respect to free en-
terprise.

Mr. Chairman, as for the gentleman’s
contention that none of the cost sav-
ings to the manufacturers would be
passed on to the consumers, if that is
the case, then let us set the price at
$1,000 a ton or $2,000 or $5,000 a ton.

Of course, if we completely lose sight
of rational economics and we decide
that there will be one corner of
Stalinistic economics in our economy,
then anything should go, and why do
not we go for $5,000 a ton?

The fact is that the lower the price of
the raw material, the lower the price of
the product. And it is adding 33 cents
to the cost of a jar of peanut butter to
implement the current program. This
is a cost that is borne disproportion-
ately by the working poor and by the
middle class. It is paid every day by
that working mother who makes the
peanut butter and jelly sandwich for
her children to take to lunch at school.
And that is the true impact.

It is time that we stop treating the
peanut industry as a special, privileged
sector of the agricultural economy.
The Freedom to Farm Act made some
important reforms in many commod-
ities, but in order to get the votes to
enact those reforms, it went very light
on sugar and very light on peanuts.

Mr. Chairman, I believe it is time for
us to get serious about this. This is a
very modest step to make sure that we
do not pay even more than the Free-
dom to Farm Act contemplated.

So, it is absolutely essential that we
pass this amendment, and I strongly
urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.
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Mr. Chairman, that last exchange
was truly amazing. If my colleagues
would only stop for a moment; when we
talk about the consumer, and I want
my colleague from New York to listen
very carefully, look at what has been
happening in the marketplace for ce-
real in the last 2, 3, 4 weeks. The price
of cereal has dropped from $4 a box to
$3 a box while the price of grain has
doubled to the farmer. Why? Because
the manufacturing interests that the
two sponsors of this amendment are
carrying the water on today have de-
cided that they do not need to take $2
from the consumer for advertising in
order to sell more of their product,
that by lowering the price they can sell
more.

That is what is happening in the
marketplace, and the same is true for
peanuts. You can find and document
the exact same facts in the manufac-
turing side. There is more cost in the
container of a jar of peanut butter than
the value of the peanuts within the
peanut butter. So the argument that
was just made by the gentleman from
New Jersey, better go back and check
the facts.

Let us review what the Committee on
Agriculture did in the farm bill this
year. We, much to the chagrin of the
small producers that many of us rep-
resent, agreed to cut the price to the
producer from $678 down to $610. Pretty
good cut, folks, by anybody’s definition
of cut. And this is not cut from rate of
increase. This is a cut in net farm in-
come that does not seem to satisfy
some folks around here today because
they want to do more.

Now, what is truly amazing to me
about this amendment and this argu-
ment, which I do not believe the pro-
ponents of the amendment truly under-
stand the peanut program or what they
are proposing.

Mr. Chairman, if, in fact, we want
the market to work, by cutting the
quota from 1.3 million tons to 1.1, we
are allowing the market to work. We
are reducing the amount of subsidized
peanuts and allowing the probability of
farmers who have no quota to produce
peanuts for the market.

Now, lo and behold, what the com-
plaints are today is what? You cannot
find a seller for $650 for peanuts. Farm-
ers want more. If the marketplace says
they should get more, then they will
get more. If this says they will get less,
they will get less. Because who now has
an opportunity to sell peanuts? Any-
body in the United States today can
raise peanuts.

O 1300

There is no prohibition on who can
raise peanuts. If you choose to raise
them for this market that everybody is
concerned about, you take a guarantee
of $138 a ton. That is all you are guar-
anteed. You can produce for the inter-
national marketplace, get a contract
perhaps for $400, but if you want to go
for the market in the belief that there
will be increased consumption, you
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may do so. But you also take a chance
on losing. That is what the market is
all about.

Listening to this debate today, I am
saying, am I living in a different world?
All of the arguments being made are
being made in direct opposition to the
market. That is why I believe that
those offering the amendment truly do
not understand the intricacies of the
peanut program.

In conclusion, let me say this, please,
to my colleagues: Understand what we
have already done to the peanut pro-
gram. We are doing it because we, too,
recognize the market needs to work.
We have moved the program in that di-
rection. We have reduced the support
price from $678 to $610. We are allowing
people to produce peanuts.

Yet we hear now those who are con-
cerned that the consumer is being hurt,
take a look at cereal. Take a look at
the argument. Ask those people that
are giving you the information of why
you ought to come in here and do to
the peanut farmer what you are doing,
ask them what and why they are doing
in the marketplace to the consumer
other than trying to take it out of the
farmer’s pocket.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. STENHOLM. I yield to the gen-
tlewoman from New York.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, I would
just like to ask my distinguished col-
league a question. The gentleman is
saying that the committee and the
freedom to farm bill passed some very
important reforms, and I would agree
that there have been some reforms
made. It is my understanding, and I am
trying to understand why he objects,
that this amendment, which we are
proposing, is just making sure that
these reforms, which are an important
step in the right direction, are imple-
mented.

The question that I have, with these
reforms, the prices continuing higher
than the $610. My colleague is saying
that it is the market. There may be a
case to be made that, because the
quota is squeezed and the quota is re-
duced, that continues to push the price
up. Maybe there is a faulty administra-
tion of the quota system.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM]
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. STEN-
HOLM was allowed to proceed for 3 addi-
tional minutes.)

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, if, in
fact, this amendment is implemented,
and I hope it is today, then what it is
trying to do is just to be sure that the
reforms which my colleague states
were made, and they were in the free-
dom to farm bill, are implemented cor-
rectly.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman for her ques-
tion, but follow this very -carefully.
There is no prohibition on anyone rais-
ing any number of peanuts. Last year,
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I believe the domestic market for pea-
nuts was 937,010 tons. That was the do-
mestic market last year. The adminis-
tration has reduced from 1.3 to 1.1; 1.1,
the last time, I checked, was more than
937. So really, you cannot make an ar-
gument that even the reduced quota is
going to short the market.

But the important thing to under-
stand is that anybody can raise any
number of peanuts. If there is a short-
ing of the market because there are not
enough peanuts to go around, anybody
can go into the pools that we have,
pools in which peanut farmers sell
their peanuts into a joint pool. If the
market price is greater, they share in
the benefits and, if it is not greater,
they lose.

So the argument that we, by reduc-
ing from 1.3 to 1.1 is unduly influencing
the market, it might be right now
when some folks are trying to con-
tract. And if I were a buyer right now,
I would be doing everything in my
power to do, to get somebody to come
on the floor and to put a cap on what
farmers can receive. That is good busi-
ness. I understand that. That makes
eminent good sense, put a cap on,
which is what this amendment would
do. No farmer may ever get more than
$640 a ton for their peanuts.

Mrs. LOWEY. But my colleague
agreed to $610 already.

Mr. STENHOLM. As floor, as a floor.
But it is the same in corn. I suppose
the next thing we will have an amend-
ment to put a cap on is corn. Put a cap
on wheat, put a cap on cotton. Control
the price. Control. Let us have price
fixing, which is what you are proposing
right here with this amendment. Let us
fix the price on the up side.

As we all know, what we have tried
to do with farm programs is to put
some bottom-side protection to grow-
ers; bottom-side protection, because we
are in the international marketplace in
all of agriculture. And in peanuts it is
a unique program, I concede that. It is
very unique. But I wish my colleague
would give credit to the Committee on
Agriculture for doing that which we
recognize we had to do, and that is
move the program more into the mar-
ket orientation side. And we did that.
But it is never enough for those that
want to kill the program. Those that
want to go in and eliminate the total
program and would love to pay $400 a
ton for peanuts and buy all the peanuts
for 1 year until you break the farmers,
I understand that. It makes good sense.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. STENHOLM]
has again expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. STEN-
HOLM was allowed to proceed for 1 addi-
tional minute.)

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Chairman, I
only want to point out again, which I
think is the most relevant counter-ar-
gument to the amendment being of-
fered: There is no restraint on produc-
tion of peanuts. The market is the one
that has to react. If the market choos-
es to pay $800 a ton, peanut farmers
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will be happy. If they choose to pay
$610, they will not be so happy. Some
will be very happy with $610. I have got
growers that make good money at $500,
$400 a ton. I have got others that strug-
gle to make it at $610. We tried to bal-
ance that constituent interest because
I happen to represent both quota and
nonquota. I happen to represent some
of the theory that the gentleman from
Arizona [Mr. KOLBE] is trying to put
forward here.

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, I just
want to say again that, respectfully to
my good friend, the only difference in
our view is, you are calling price fixing
our amendment which attempts to put
in place the change in the freedom to
farm program where we are saying that
this feudal program is price fixing all
along.

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

I will not take the full 5 minutes. Let
us just put this in perspective. What is
going to happen if this amendment
passes, the small farmers is going to
get hurt. We have practiced this in
other areas. He is going to get hurt. We
talk so much about the consumer. Ev-
erybody is a consumer, even the small
peanut farmer. He buys peanut butter,
he buys candy bars. He buys all the
stuff that is made with peanut prod-
ucts. What is going to happen is the
small farmer is going to be hurt, it is
going to cost him money. But if you
think for 1 minute that, if you pass
this bill, the savings are going to be
passed on to the consumer, then we
have got some good property over in
North Carolina on the coast that fluc-
tuates with the tides, we like to sell
you over there.

You are not going to pass along the
so-called savings to this. The people
that make the Baby Ruths and the Pay
Days and the Hershey bars, they are
not going to pass along the savings to
the consumer. So what it is going to
boil down to is the small farmer, who is
a consumer, he has to go out and buy;
but the masses of the consumer that go
every week to the Safeways and to the
Giants and the places and buy the
snack bars, what have you, he is not
going to see any savings on this.

It is going to be a tremendous profit
to the people, the big manufacturers
that make the, that use peanuts to go
into their profits. So we can talk a lot
about the consumer, but let us just
keep in mind, we have had it in the
past when we had sugar programs that
said, if you pass a sugar program, hey,
soft drinks will come down. We have
the same situation. They do not come
down. They do not pass on to the con-
sumer. You are not doing anything in
this amendment but doing harm to the
small farmer and giving exorbitant
profits to the people that use the pea-
nuts in their products. The consumer,
bless his heart, he is mentioned a lot,
but he is not going to receive one pen-
ny’s worth of benefits if you pass this
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amendment. I strongly urge you to
look at the reality of it and vote this
amendment down.

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

As a member of Committee on Agri-
culture and one who comes from a
heavy peanut-producing area, we began
work on reform of the peanut program
on November 9, 1994. We began talking
to folks in the industry. We began talk
to go growers. We began talking to
shellers, everybody that is involved in
it, because there was a continual at-
tack on the peanut program. Within
the Committee on Agriculture, in a bi-
partisan way, we made real reforms to
the peanut program that ensured three
things. We talked an awful lot about
this: One was that we secure a no-net-
cost program to the American tax-
payer. We did that.

The second thing was that we make
the program more market oriented. We
did that. We allowed the transfer of
peanut quota across county lines, we
did a number of things that would
make it more market oriented.

The last thing we did was to provide
a safety net for our farmers. We did
that with the program that we came up
with in the Committee on Agriculture.

Now, there has been some conversa-
tion about the domestic demand versus
domestic quota. It is true that domes-
tic quota under the previous farm bill
was set at 1,350,000 tons. In order to
make the program more market ori-
ented, we removed that floor. That was
not at the request of the manufacturer,
the people who you are talking in favor
of right now. They did not want a floor
on it. By doing that, we ensured a no
net cost, but it also eliminated a floor
for domestic demand.

Now, once we did that, the Secretary
had the authority to come in and to set
that floor at whatever domestic quota,
whatever he thought domestic demand
would be. It is true that the Secretary
set it at 1,100,000 tons, and domestic de-
mand had been 1,200,000 tons. That is a
100,000-ton difference.

Does the gentleman understand the
buy-back provisions in the peanut bill?
Does the gentleman understand the
buy-back provision?

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CHAMBLISS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Arizona.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, yes, I do
understand. I confess that I am cer-
tainly not the expert on the buy-back
provisions that my colleague would be.

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Does my colleague
understand that under the buy-back
provision that that 100,000-ton gap can
be filled with additional peanuts by the
Secretary?

Mr. KOLBE. In theory.

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Not in theory, in
actuality, that is the way the program
works?

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, my
understanding of the way the program
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works in actuality, this is not the case.
I would just point out the difference
between the domestic price and the ex-
port price of peanuts. It is clear that
the reduction of the quota is designed
to keep the domestic price at an artifi-
cially high level.

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Chairman, let
us move on to talk about domestic
price. the amendment establishes the
fact that no grower of peanuts any-
where in the United States, of quota
peanuts, can achieve a price in excess
of $640 per ton. No grower of additional
peanuts can receive a price in excess of
$640 a ton; is that correct?

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, no
one who would be under the quota pro-
gram would get a price in excess of $640
a ton.

Mr. CHAMBLISS. So we have set a
maximum price on peanuts irrespective
of the market oriented provisions of
this bill, set a maximum of $640 a ton.
Is that or is that not price fixing?

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, the price
fixing that is going on has been going
on in this program, as we know, since
the 1930s when we created this pro-
gram. The reason for this amendment
is because the Secretary has chosen to
use the other provision of the law, the
quota provision, by reducing that
below the level of consumption. The re-
sult is a dramatic increase in the price,
the actual domestic price consumers
pay for peanuts. I would be happy, if
the gentleman would agree to an
amendment, to do away with this en-
tire program in one fell swoop.

Mr. CHAMBLISS. I will be happy to
go back to my friend from New Jer-
sey’s recommendation that we go to
$1,000 or $5,000 a ton limit.

But the gentleman is correct in say-
ing that his amendment does fix the
price. If I am wrong about that, please
correct me.

That flies in the face of everything
we have tried to do from a reform of
agriculture programs and in particular
the peanut program, which is now mar-
ket oriented. The growers of peanuts
took a significant reduction of $678 a
ton to $610 a ton in anticipation of sell-
ing their peanuts more in the world
market. That is the whole idea behind
it.

What this amendment does is to
come in and slap those folks in the face
and say, irrespective of how much it
costs you to grow it, how much it in-
creases the cost of growing your pea-
nuts next year, throw those facts out
the door. The maximum you can get
for a ton of peanuts is $640. That is
wrong. It is un-American. It is price
fixing. I urge my colleagues to vote
against this amendment.
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Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I urge a ‘‘no” vote on
the Kolbe-Lowey amendment because
it is indeed unfair. It is unfair because
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the peanut industry and agriculture
has made an honest attempt, notwith-
standing those who are not satisfied
that we have not gone far enough in
$678 to $610, a substantial reduction in
what that forwards.

Further, the Government’s program
is supposed to be a safety net, only
used as a bottom line, not the ceiling.
Now we are imposing a ceiling, and I
also think this is now antimarket. I
would think, I say to the gentleman
from Arizona [Mr. KOLBE], this was cer-
tainly in contradiction to what the Re-
publican Party said they were all
about.

This is unfair because, I want to say
to the gentlewoman from New York
[Mrs. LOWEY], ‘“You may not know who
those farmers are, but I do know, and
many of them are minority farms,
many of them are low-income farms,
because you can have a small lot of
land and still farm.”” So this will have
a disproportionate hardship on smaller
farmers and minority farmers.

By the way, to those who may not
know, more minorities participate in
farming of peanuts because it is rel-
atively cheap to get into. They do not
need as much land. So there is an op-
portunity here. This opportunity will
be removed from those who have had
that opportunity.

I would urge a ‘“No’’ vote on that.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to my col-
league, the gentleman from Virginia
[Mr. SISISKY].

(Mr. SISISKY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SISISKY. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding. Many of
the arguments I was going to give have
already been expressed.

Let me just explain something. I
went to peanut hearings, and we had a
Senate hearing in my district, and one
of the manufacturers who has peanuts
in the can said about the program that
he could reduce the price, I think,
about a dollar a can. And I asked him,
“Do you have 50 cents worth of peanuts
in that can?’’ He said, ‘“No, as a matter
of fact, 48 cents.”

I said, ‘“You must be a genius.”

Six or seven years ago I was in a
hearing in the ag room in the Long-
worth Building, and it was a candy
manufacturer from the Midwest who
said he can save 30 percent on a candy
bar, and I asked the chairman, and it
was the gentleman from North Caro-
lina [Mr. ROSE], and I said, ‘“May I in-
terrupt for a minute?”’ I said, ‘‘Thirty
percent.” I said, ‘“‘Retail or wholesale?”’
He said, ‘“‘Retail.”

I said, ‘“That’s 15 cents. Do you have
2 cents worth of peanuts in there?’’ He
said, ‘““No, got about a penny and a
quarter, and that is what the problem
is.”

The gentleman from Texas [Mr.
STENHOLM] mentioned something
which was basically true. I have been
in a consumer product business, so I
know what I am talking about. The
container is more expensive than the
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ingredients by a large margin. It is not
just the ingredients that are in there.
And if my colleagues think for a
minute that the gentlewoman from
New York [Mrs. LOWEY] mentioned
that we would open plants in Canada.
Why? They send peanut paste down
here already. They send peanut paste
from China through Canada to come in
at a discount. But we have not seen the
price of peanut butter drop, I guar-
antee.

So with that I would ask this House,
and I thank the gentlewoman for giv-
ing me the time to oppose vehemently
the Kolbe-Lowey amendment.

Mr. Chairman, | want to express my very
strong opposition to the Hobson/Lowey
amendment, which would gut the peanut pro-
gram.

Only a few months ago Congress passed a
farm bill that included a series of reforms to
the peanut program. Congress made sure this
would be a no-cost program that would not
add to the deficit.

But for peanut farmers, there was a price to
pay. Farmers had to accept a cut in the sup-
port price from $678 to $610. As a result of
that cut, planting of peanuts has already gone
down 5 percent this year because it just does
not pay to plant peanuts.

Now just a few months later, with the ink
barely dry on the farm bill, here we are debat-
ing whether to go back on that package of re-
forms.

The Hobson/Lowey amendment was drafted
to correct a problem that does not exist. Its
supporters claim that peanut prices are too
high because there is a shortage of supply.
They claim the national poundage quota is set
too low. But what is their evidence for this?
Every indication is that there will be no short-
age of peanuts in 1996 or 1997.

Supporters of this amendment point to
prices in some parts of the Southeast that are
higher than the support price. But this has
nothing to do with the national quota being set
too low. It is not unusual for prices in the
Southeast to be higher than they are else-
where. In the Virginia-Carolina area and the
Southwest, prices are lower. The price that’s
been offered in my district, for example, is
$610. That is the support price exactly.

The real problem that some of the manufac-
turers have is that peanut prices are not as
low as they would like. They did not succeed
in eliminating the peanut program in the farm
bill, and they would prefer a support price that
would make the program worthless to farmers.

What supporters of this amendment would
like to do is slash the price paid to farmers
below the cost of production. But that is simply
not fair to peanut farmers.

The support price is meant to be a safety
net to keep farmers from going out of busi-
ness. This amendment sets up a cap on the
price that can be paid to the farmer. Nowhere
in the farm bill did it place a limit on the prices
farmers could receive.

The truth is that this amendment does not
carry out the intent of the farm bill, as its sup-
porters would have you believe. In fact, it re-
neges on the compromise that was made in
that legislation.

| urge you to stand by the reforms we
agreed to in the farm bill and give them a
chance to work. Vote “no” on the Hobson-
Lowey amendment.
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Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
Kolbe-Lowey amendment to establish a
maximum market price for peanut
sales of $625 per ton.

As my colleagues know, we all re-
member when the 1996 farm bill was
passed, one of the reform measures
that passed in that legislation was a 10-
percent reduction in the price of pea-
nuts. This amendment merely insures
that the peanut program will be admin-
istered as we intended in the 1996 farm
bill.

The peanut program comes up every
year. It is an antiquated program;
there is no doubt about it. Peanuts
cannot be sold for fresh use in this
country unless they are grown on land
that has a quota for peanut production.
This system prevents new farmers from
growing peanuts. Only so many U.S.
producers are permitted to produce
peanuts for the U.S. market. Their pro-
duction is limited to estimated domes-
tic demand or just below to guarantee
them a congressionally set support
price.

So by producing the peanut support
price to an effective rate of $610 per
ton, the U.S. support price would still
be $200 per ton above the world price of
$350 per ton. The price of domestically
produced peanuts would still be 43 per-
cent above the world price.

The Kolbe-Lowey amendment would
insure that some measure of reform is
carried out by encouraging the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to set the na-
tional peanut quota system production
at a realistic level.

So, Mr. Chairman, the existing quota
and price support program for peanuts
is anticonsumer, anticompetitive, inef-
ficient. It needs to be changed, and I
urge my colleagues to support the
Kolbe-Lowey amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from Arizona [Mr. KOLBE], the
amendment introducer.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding, and I
will not take the full time, but I just
want to emphasize a couple of points
that have been made here and to reit-
erate that this has been a controversial
program; I think we all acknowledge
that, a controversial program since its
very inception, and frankly growers,
manufacturers, and consumers have
been constantly at odds on this pro-
gram.

But I think the freedom to farm bill
clearly had a philosophical direction,
and that was to make commodities, to
market commodities, consistent with a
market-oriented approach, to move us
in that direction.

There is a huge difference, a huge gap
it seems to me, when we are talking
about peanuts. It is being treated in a
very different fashion, particularly
with regard to this gigantic loophole
that the Secretary has used. When we
talk about setting prices, we are set-
ting prices at $610 a ton, we are setting
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prices at $640 a ton, whichever one we
are using. But the fact of the matter is
the Secretary has used a huge gap in
the law which allows him to put the
quota below, below where the actual
level of domestic consumption is to
force prices back up. One does not have
to be an economics major to figure out
that that is going to have a effect on
the demand, and it is going to have a
effect on the price. If we artificially set
the amount of peanuts that can be sold
in the United States and one cannot
sell any peanuts in the United States
without that, it is going to drive that
price up. That is what we are trying to
correct here.

I have talked to numerous Members
here who represent peanut growing in-
terests and they have said, ‘“‘Look, we
did not do it; it was the Secretary that
did this.” OK, if that is the case, all we
are trying to do is correct what we
thought we were getting in the farm
bill, which was some very modest re-
duction in the price, and that is why I
think this is so essential.

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I am appalled. I be-
lieve that this amendment is clearly
nothing more than a fraud. Proponents
would have us to believe that it will
lower the cost of peanuts, peanut prod-
ucts to the consumer. That could not
be farther from the truth, as has al-
ready been stated. Not one single man-
ufacturer anywhere in this country has
agreed to lower the cost of a candy bar,
a jar of peanut butter or a bag of salted
peanuts one red cent if this amendment
passes. Instead the amendment would
put a ceiling on what a farmer who has
weathered the storms, the droughts
and all of the other risks of growing to
what that farmer can get for his prod-
uct after he has worked so hard.

It seems to me what we are doing
here is artificially, as the gentlewoman
from New York pointed out, artificially
fixing the price. If this is not a viola-
tion of antitrust laws, what is? No mat-
ter what the market price might be,
this amendment limits the amount of
profit that a poor farmer in Georgia
could make on his peanuts. This is
price-fixing, pure and simple.

Now, the gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. CHAMBLISS] and I offered earlier
last year the national peanut reform
bill because the gentlewoman from
New York and the gentleman from
Texas and many other places have
pointed out that they had some prob-
lems with the way that the peanut pro-
gram was structured. As a con-
sequence, we passed a reform bill which
was folded into the new farm bill, a re-
formed peanut program. As a con-
sequence, as the gentleman from Geor-
gia pointed out, we achieved a program
that has no net cost to the Govern-
ment, that is market oriented, but at
the same time provides a safety net for
our farmers. That is all that it does.
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What this amendment will do is take
away that safety net, and the min-
imum profit that a farmer might get
because the market has driven the
price up will be taken away, and that
windfall will be placed in the hands of
those people who manufacture that
candy bar, who manufacture that jar of
peanut butter and who manufacture
that bag of salted peanuts. Those are
the ones that will get the benefit of
that. The poor farmer is going to suf-
fer, and we will see fewer and fewer
family farms.

Now, the attack has been made on
the Secretary. The Secretary is ac-
cused of setting the national pound
quotage too low; as a result, artifi-
cially driving up the price because of a
reduction in supply. But I want to
point out, as someone has already said,
that in 1995, last year, the national
poundage quota was 937,010 tons. This
year it is almost 200,000 tons more.
That does not sound like anything that
is going to reduce the supply. The sup-
ply is going to increase. And what is
consumption? Consumption is what the
market will bear.

This amendment is a fraud, it should
be defeated, it is an attack on family
farmers, and particularly peanut farm-
ers. I represent the largest peanut
farming district in the country. Our
farmers work hard, and they suffer
great risk to try to turn a profit. We,
at great sacrifice, passed a bill, the
farm bill, that would address some of
the concerns that the critics have had
although we felt that they were not
well taken. Nevertheless, we com-
promised, and we have taken a great
deal of profit away from our farmers
already, reducing the price from $678 a
ton to $610 per ton. That is a signifi-
cant decrease in what our farmers can
make on their hard labor and the risk
they take.

I ask my colleagues to defeat this
amendment, protect family farms, pro-
tect all of what we have tried to do in
farming, our commodity programs and
our farm programs, in this 1996 farm
bill. This peanut program has been re-
formed, we have fixed it, and we do not
need to break it as this amendment
would do. It is clearly a fraud, and I
urge my colleagues to defeat it.

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I want to make it
plain that we do not grow peanuts in
my district. We have had some of the
large peanut growing districts get up
here and speak, but I did have the re-
sponsibility of chairing the sub-
committee that produced the peanut
program for the farm bill and other
speciality crops. And I want to say that
I believe that the peanut program was
in need of reform, and I believe that we
reformed the peanut program, and I be-
lieve that it is in the continuing proc-
ess of being reformed, not with amend-
ments like this, but because of the
world market situation of the NAFTA
and GATT treaties that we have ap-
proved in this House. It will happen
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and is going to happen. And I think
that some of the reforms should be
pointed out to this House if my col-
leagues forget that we eliminated price
support escalators, we eliminated
undermarketing, we eliminated the
quota floor, and we reduced and modi-
fied and reformed the quota provisions,
and people are going to lose their quota
eligibility. And it was designed to put
quota with the farmers of the South,
where peanuts are grown. Sale, lease,
and transfer of quota is freely made be-
tween the peanut growing areas.
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The loan rate was reduced consider-
ably. We did all of this, and now those
who oppose this program are back here
wanting to reform it before it has ever
had a chance to work.

Mr. Chairman, I kind of resent, or I
think it is unfair, that the peanut
farmers of America are not in the
halls, the manufacturers are in the
halls seeking somebody to carry this
amendment. Where and who is rep-
resenting the farmers of America, the
people that grow our food and fiber? I
gladly say I do represent them. It is
time to let this program work. Yes, if
we need more reforms we can come
back and do it later. Let us get the De-
partment of Agriculture to do their job
down there. Then we will not have this.

The one thing we tried to put in the
farm bill was not shackles on American
agriculture. If we can get more for our
products, we should have this, we
should have it in the free market, and
this is a floor for the peanut industry
and not a ceiling. I suggest that this
amendment is ill-timed and should be
defeated.

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I want to compliment
the chairman of the subcommittee on
our Committee on Agriculture for his
previous remarks. He was right on tar-
get. I probably just will not take 5 min-
utes to reiterate what he has already
said. But I do want to say, first of all,
that this is a consumer-oriented pro-
gram. We are taking care of the con-
sumers, because we are giving them
quality and we are giving them guaran-
teed quantity. Yes, we are helping the
farmers, too, because we are helping
assess some of the risk that they are
taking. These are incredible risk-tak-
ers that we have, Mr. Chairman, these
small farmers, who are not in the halls,
incidentally. They are out there plant-
ing crops and tending to the crops now,
they are not out there with the manu-
facturers up here, asking that this
amendment pass.

In fact, Mr. Chairman, I ask that this
amendment be pulled. This is a very
bad, un-American amendment. It is not
well thought out. It does not do the
things that we tried to do in the reform
process of this program. This is price-
fixing at its worst. I think everybody
agrees that this is price-fixing.

In fact, Mr. Chairman, not only does
it price-fix, but it has this absolute line
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drawn that says if you go above that,
then the program is dead. What kind of
Congress is that, that is going to take
all of these small farmers in America
and just cut their throats in one fell
swoop because they are participating
in the free market? Is that not un-
American? That, to me, is un-Amer-
ican.

The program that was reformed in
the Committee on Agriculture last
year was real reform. This took from
$678 to $610 on the quota price. It did a
number of things on the quota transfer.
The biggest issue is that it is now, for
the first time ever, a no net-cost pro-
gram. This is not a program that is
costing the Federal Government mil-
lions and millions of dollars. We need
to defeat this amendment. This amend-
ment is as bad as any amendment that
has ever come across anybody’s desk,
and for whatever reason we are doing
this, I cannot find a good one.

I ask my colleagues to seriously look
at this, look at the fact that we are, in
fact, injuring not only peanuts in this
regard, because what we are going to
do if we take this to its final conclu-
sion, we are going to destroy all of the
other programs that are out there.

I will tell the Members, if we do this,
the American public is going to have
sticker shock in the supermarket. Not
only are they going to have sticker
shock, but they are going to be a Third
World country when they go to the su-
permarket and try to find these prod-
ucts at the quality levels with which
we are producing them now. This is a
very poorly thought out amendment.
Anybody can look at the fact that it is
un-American from the standpoint that
it is price-fixing and taking people out
of the free market. We need to defeat
this amendment today, without delay.

Mr. QUINN. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I want to rise in sup-
port of the Kolbe and Lowey amend-
ment, a fellow New Yorker, a colleague
of mine. I ask Members to support the
amendment and ask my colleagues to
continue to listen to this debate. I also
want to take a minute to congratulate
the subcommittee chairman, the gen-
tleman from Illinois, on the work that
he has done and the reform he has put
forward in the full bill.

I also believe that while he is a rep-
resentative and a great representative
of the farmers, that we need to make
certain that the consumers are also
represented here in this discussion and
in the amendment and in the bill. I be-
lieve that the one small farm bill
change of moving the price support
from 678 to 610 has been negated by the
fact that the USDA has set the quota
on the amount of peanuts that can be
grown at such a low level as to basi-
cally short the market and to drive up
the actual price.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that this re-
form, the amendment, the Lowey-
Kolbe amendment, is one that is a
moderate reform in the peanut pro-
gram for consumers and it represents
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exactly that kind of information, ex-
actly the kind of modification. I do not
think it is as drastic as we could offer
here today. I urge its support.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. QUINN. I yield to the gentleman
from Connecticut.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I do not
know how any opponent of this amend-
ment can say with a straight face ‘‘un-
American” or use the word ‘‘world
market” and talk about ‘‘consumer-
oriented” and talk about the free mar-
ket. Give me a break. Un-American?
Yes, it is un-American not to let Amer-
icans grow peanuts, but you can go to
jail if you grow peanuts and sell in the
market. You can certainly get arrested
and you can be fined. The point is, you
cannot grow peanuts and sell at the $6
price.

Mr. Chairman, I just would say, the
bottom line is I would be embarrassed
to be opponents of this amendment and
talk about un-American, consumer-ori-
ented program, world market, free
market. The bottom line is the world
market cannot compete. They are not
allowed to sell peanuts unless they
come and they crush them and they do
not get the price. There is no free mar-
ket, because people from outside this
country cannot sell and people in this
country, Americans, cannot sell pea-
nuts unless it is to be crushed.

Talking about consumer-oriented,
what is consumer-oriented about fixing
supply? They fix supply. They are told
it is going to be about 900-and-some
tons, 1,000 tons. That is fixing the
price. What is American about that?
What is free market about that?

The problem is we only allow a few
people to farm peanuts, only a few. We
fix the price by limiting the supply. We
attempted to reform that system and
we failed. We then said the price should
not be $610, not lower than that, the
Government will buy it. What has hap-
pened by what the Department of Agri-
culture has done, they have fixed sup-
plies so the price will be well above the
$610 price. We may end up having to be
more than $678. I think this is an out-
rage that you can say with a straight
face that it is un-American, that it is
against the consumer, that it is the
free market. How can Members do it?
How can they in a straight face use
those words?

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. QUINN. I yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina.

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Chairman, I wanted
to humbly say to my good friend, who
I admired for his support of the min-
imum wage, we have a little modest
minimum wage here for peanut farmers
at 610. I just want to chide the gen-
tleman a little, because I have great re-
spect for the gentleman and have read
about him in the paper very well the
other day, and I was very proud of that.
This is a modest minimum wage pro-
gram. It puts a floor under the peanut
farmer.
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Mr. SHAYS. If the gentleman will
continue to yield, Mr. Chairman, the
bottom line is the price is double in
this country what the world market
price is.

Mr. ROSE. If the gentleman will con-
tinue to yield, Members should go up
to Canada, where this so-called free
market works, and see if peanut butter
does not cost more than it does in this
country. It is cheaper in this country.
We keep it that way and we want it to
stay that way.

Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, this is so ridiculous.
We have sponsors of amendments up
here that have no idea about the pro-
gram, do not serve on either the au-
thorizing or the appropriating commit-
tees, the Committee on Agriculture, or
its subcommittees. Frankly, this is an
ill-conceived amendment, as my col-
league, the gentleman from Florida,
said. It really ought to be pulled. This
is an embarrassment to the House.

First of all, it is price fixing. it is
kind of odd that these folks want to fix
the price to a farmer who goes out
there and puts his capital out there,
who sweats and earns his living by his
brow, but they do not want to fix the
price to the sheller or the manufac-
turer. They can charge as much as they
want to.

Another definition that needs to be
explained here is when these folks get
up and talk about consumers and quote
the GAO report, guess who they are
talking about? They are talking about
the first buyer of that peanut, which is
the sheller and manufacturer. They are
not talking about the housewife. We
have congressional testimony in com-
mittees where these manufacturers say
they will not pass one thin dime on to
the housewife, not one thin dime.

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, will be
the gentleman yield?

Mr. EVERETT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina.

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, is the
gentleman telling this House and the
people watching this debate that he
does not believe that the manufactur-
ers would pass this savings on to the
consumer? That is what the argument
is about, the consumer. The consumer
is not going to benefit from this
amendment one iota. Am I correct on
that?

Mr. EVERETT. Not one iota, Mr.
Chairman. Anybody that believes that
has driftwood where their brains ought
to be. There is no question about that.
There is no evidence whatsoever that
one dime of this, and anybody that
would say anything like it was going to
reduce the cost of peanut butter by 35
cents a jar has no idea where he is com-
ing from, has nothing to support that
with, absolutely nothing. Mr. Chair-
man, this is price fixing without ques-
tion. It is price fixing without ques-
tion. Next week I guess we should ex-
pect a price-fixing amendment on corn,
wheat. After all, they are in short sup-
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ply this year. We have a terrible situa-
tion with corn and wheat.

Let me tell the Members what this is
all about, pure and simple. This is
about corporate greed. This is about
people who are carrying the water for
these major corporations who are lin-
ing the halls out here, carrying the
water for them, and as my colleague
pointed out, we do not see any farmers
out there lobbying. Every dime of this
will go to these corporations’ pockets.
Not a penny would be passed on to the
consumer. This is the most ill-con-
ceived, crazy amendment I think I have
seen come on this House floor since I
have been here.

For the first time ever, the peanut
program is a no cost program. We were
asked to do that and we did that. The
CBO estimates savings, it says, of $400
million in the next 7 years. It has al-
ready been pointed out the price sup-
port escalator is gone, the national
pound quota floor has been eliminated.
That makes the program market-ori-
ented. Institutional and out-of-State
quota holders are stripped of their pea-
nut poundage quota. No more Sam
Donaldsons getting checks, from the
Government. That has been taken care
of. Sale and lease across country lines,
that has been taken care of. My grow-
ers bitterly opposed that, but we com-
promised and passed it.

The growers who abused the program
and refused to sell the peanuts on the
commercial market will be kicked out
of the program. No other commodity
program in this country has such a se-
vere penalty, not one, none. The price
support has been reduced. Overall, the
farmers are going to get about 30 per-
cent less in income now because of this
new program that has been passed.

For the benefit of the House, I would
like to remind the membership that
these reforms were made at the ex-
pense of the farmer. When we had a
hearing in Georgia with both gen-
tleman, my colleagues from Georgia
were there, and the gentlewoman from
Florida was there, I asked the manu-
facturers, come work with us. Help us
reform this program. But do Members
know what? It was their way or no
way. They would not move one inch
and never moved one inch. Every re-
form that has been made has been
made at the expense of the farmer. As
a matter of fact, there are multi-
national manufacturers, and six or
seven of them control 83 percent of the
peanut crop, and they just want to line
their pockets even more.

Mr. Chairman, this is corporate
greed, this is price fixing. Why do we
not fix the price, as I said, on peanut
butter, candy bars? Let us just fix the
price on everything around here, I say
to all the free market folks. I ask my
colleagues to vote against this amend-
ment. It is absolutely ridiculous.

O 1345

Mr. FUNDERBURK. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.
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Mr. Chairman, the peanut program
which was debated on and passed by
the full House earlier this year has al-
ready been extensively reformed. It is
now a no-cost program representing a
$434 million savings. The support price
has been cut by 10 percent, reducing
grower income.

These changes already made will re-
duce farmer income by over 20 percent,
$200 billion annually. Further reduc-
tions to the price support level or
elimination of the peanut program al-
together will only cause the economic
ruin of America’s 15,000 family peanut
farmers and the thousands of rural
communities they support without
benefiting consumers or taxpayers.

Mr. Chairman, the small family
farmers in my district have taken sub-
stantial cuts and they have done their
part to reduce Government spending
and help balance the budget. We do not
need a price-fixing amendment. For
once let us look out for the concerns of
the small family farmers and let us
vote “no’”’ to this Kolbe-Lowey amend-
ment.

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FUNDERBURK. I yield to the
gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Chairman, I
would like to ask our friend from Ari-
zona, Mr. KOLBE, the sponsor of this
amendment, the gentleman from North
Carolina has just reiterated the fact
that in our peanut title of the 1996 farm
bill there was a reduction in the price
from $678 to $610, in excess of 10 per-
cent. Would the gentleman accept an
amendment to his amendment which
would reduce the price of a candy bar
by 10 percent? And would the gen-
tleman also accept an amendment that
would put a cap on the price of all
candy bars in this country?

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FUNDERBURK. I yield to the
gentleman from Arizona.

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Chairman, I would
say to the gentleman from North Caro-
lina and the gentleman from Georgia
that the last I checked, there is no
Government price program for candy
bars as there is for peanuts, so I do not
think that the question is a relevant
question.

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Chairman,
that is exactly the point. There should
not be a price-fixing cap by the Federal
Government on any product in this
country.

My friend from Texas made a classic
point. I think he struck at the heart of
this amendment. We have the highest
prices for corn and wheat in this coun-
try today that we have ever seen in the
history of anybody that sits in this
House. Yet this week the manufactur-
ers of cereal, the manufacturers who
process corn and wheat, have reduced
their prices at the retail level.

That shows us that a reduction in
price is not going to translate into a
reduction at the retail level. An in-
crease in the price in that instance
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translated into a reduction at the re-
tail level. I again say this amendment
is deplorable, it is un-American, it is
price fixing, and it ought to be de-
feated.

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

First off I would like to apologize to
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle
who feel very strongly about this issue
because I know they are speaking from
their heart. I would never want to give
the impression that I doubt their sin-
cerity. I guess we have a sincere dis-
agreement about what different words
mean. But I also apologize, I guess, to
my own Republicans because I thought
Republicans believed in the concept of
supply and demand. I thought that was
one of the things that my party be-
lieved in, and I thought my party be-
lieved in competition, and so that is
why I get so exercised, because I really
believe in some of these things that we
have said we want and why we got
elected.

I also believe that when we went
after social welfare that we were also
going to go after corporate welfare and
after agricultural welfare. I define wel-
fare as a very simple thing, when you
start doing things and giving to people
that basically become handouts and
protections that just promulgate an in-
efficient system. I see it in this agri-
cultural program.

The program to me, as I see it, is
quite simple. We say only some Ameri-
cans in this country have the right to
farm peanuts. I view that as un-Amer-
ican, to say that only some can farm
peanuts. I think it is immoral to say
that only some in this country.

If we have someone who wants to
farm peanuts and sell it at the U.S.
price of $678 or $610 or whatever, they
cannot do that, because they do not
have a quota. In this country, unbeliev-
able to me, you need a quota to farm
peanuts and sell at that inflated price.

We lost that debate—and I did not in-
troduce this amendment—we lost it by
a few votes. We wanted to get rid of the
program. But we at least thought that
$610 number was a real number in
which a farmer, it would go from $678
to $610. We thought that was a real
number that meant something and
that if a farmer sold at the $610 price to
the Government and the Government
bought it at $610 but could not sell it at
$610, we were told that the farmers
would make up the difference in the
next year.

But what we learned is we are now
going to limit supply to 935,000 tons.
My basic Republican tenet told me
that when you limit supply, and you
have a certain amount of demand, the
price starts to go up. And so what you
have done effectively or what the Com-
missioner has done, what the Secretary
has effectively done, we went from $678
with a support price to $610, and you
say it is a 10-percent reduction, but it
is never going to be at that $610 price
because we have limited production. So
it may be even more than $678.
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What the gentleman from Arizona
[Mr. KoLBE] wanted to do was at least
say it would be at $640 and not higher.
That is price-fixing. It is price-fixing in
a system that is fraught with fixing. It
is a system where only some Ameri-
cans in this country can farm.

I have gone after social welfare in my
urban areas, I want to go after cor-
porate welfare and I want to go after
agricultural welfare. That is what this
program is. We need to get people out
of it gradually, I agree. That $640 price
is a fair price. They are going to go
from $678 to $640. That is fair. We did
not eliminate the program. We are just
asking for some protection because we
did not think the Secretary would ma-
nipulate price by limiting supply of the
product so much.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SHAYS. I yield to the gentle-
woman from North Carolina.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, did I
understand the gentleman to say that
the $610 was a ceiling or the floor?

Mr. SHAYS. It is the price at which
a farmer can sell to the Government.

Mrs. CLAYTON. It is a price below
which the Government will have a safe-
ty net to help.

Mr. SHAYS. That is the safety net.
When the Government buys it and has
to sell it if it does not get $610.

Mrs. CLAYTON. What does the Gov-
ernment buy it for?

Mr. SHAYS. It is the floor.

Mrs. CLAYTON. It is the floor for
which the Government will make it eli-
gible for a farmer to buy.

Now the gentleman wants to fix the
price at $640.

Mr. SHAYS. No, no. We want to put
a ceiling on that price, because by lim-
iting supply, the supply may even go
over $678. That is the irony. We talk
about the manufacturer and we talk
about the farmer. Who is talking for
the consumer?

Mrs. CLAYTON. I would like to think
that I am.

Mr. SHAYS. No, I think the gentle-
woman is talking for the farmer, be-
cause the consumer is getting screwed
in this system. The consumer is get-
ting screwed.

Mrs. CLAYTON. They are not getting
screwed by the farmers.

Mr. SHAYS. If they were paying the
market price, it would be $350.

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The
question is on the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Arizona [Mr.
KOLBE].

The question was taken; and the
Chairman pro tempore announced the
noes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN PRO
TEMPORE

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. If no
intervening business occurs after this
vote, there will be a 5-minute vote on
the Kennedy amendment.
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The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 189, noes 234,
not voting 11, as follows:

[Roll No. 231]

AYES—189
Andrews Gejdenson Miller (CA)
Archer Gekas Miller (FL)
Armey Gibbons Minge
Baldacci Gilchrest Moakley
Barr Gilman Molinari
Barrett (WI) Goodling Moran
Barton Goss Morella
Bass Greene (UT) Nadler
Becerra Greenwood Neal
Beilenson Gunderson Neumann
Bereuter Gutierrez Oberstar
Berman Hall (OH) Obey
Bilbray Hancock Olver
Blumenauer Harman Packard
Blute Hayworth Pallone
Boehlert Hinchey Pelosi
Boehner Hobson Petri
Bono Hoekstra Porter
Borski Hoke Portman
Brown (OH) Holden Pryce
Brownback Hostettler Quinn
Bunn Hutchinson Ramstad
Burton Jacobs Reed
Camp Johnston Regula
Campbell Kanjorski Rivers
Cardin Kasich Roemer
Castle Kelly Rohrabacher
Chabot Kennedy (MA) Ros-Lehtinen
Christensen Kennedy (RI) Roukema
Chrysler Kennelly Royce
Clay Kim Rush
Clement King Sabo
Collins (IL) Klink Salmon
Conyers Klug Sanford
Cox Knollenberg Sawyer
Coyne Kolbe Schumer
Crane LaFalce Seastrand
Cremeans Lantos Sensenbrenner
Cunningham LaTourette Shadegg
DeLauro Lazio Shaw
DeLay Leach Shays
Deutsch Levin Slaughter
Doggett Lipinski Smith (NJ)
Doyle LoBiondo Smith (WA)
Dreier Lofgren Stark
Duncan Longley Stokes
Dunn Lowey Studds
Ehlers Luther Talent
English Maloney Tate
Ensign Manzullo Torkildsen
Eshoo Markey Upton
Fawell Martini Velazquez
Flanagan Mascara Vento
Foglietta McCarthy Visclosky
Forbes McDermott Walker
Ford McHale Wamp
Fox McHugh Waxman
Frank (MA) MecIntosh Weldon (PA)
Franks (CT) McNulty White
Franks (NJ) Meehan Wolf
Frisa Menendez Yates
Furse Meyers Zeliff
Gallegly Mica Zimmer

NOES—234
Abercrombie Burr DeFazio
Ackerman Buyer Dellums
Allard Callahan Diaz-Balart
Bachus Canady Dickey
Baesler Chambliss Dicks
Baker (CA) Chapman Dingell
Baker (LA) Chenoweth Dixon
Ballenger Clayton Dooley
Barcia Clinger Doolittle
Barrett (NE) Clyburn Dornan
Bartlett Coble Durbin
Bateman Coburn Edwards
Bentsen Coleman Ehrlich
Bevill Collins (GA) Engel
Bilirakis Collins (MI) Evans
Bishop Combest Everett
Bliley Condit Ewing
Bonilla Cooley Farr
Bonior Costello Fattah
Boucher Cramer Fazio
Brewster Crapo Fields (LA)
Browder Cubin Fields (TX)
Brown (CA) Cummings Filner
Brown (FL) Danner Flake
Bryant (TN) Davis Foley
Bryant (TX) de la Garza Fowler

Bunning Deal Frost
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Funderburk Manton Schroeder
Ganske Martinez Scott
Gephardt Matsui Serrano
Geren McCollum Shuster
Gonzalez McCrery Sisisky
Goodlatte McInnis Skaggs
Gordon McKeon Skeen
Graham McKinney Skelton
Green (TX) Meek Smith (MI)
Gutknecht Metcalf Smith (TX)
Hall (TX) Millender- Solomon
Hamilton McDonald Spence
Hansen Mink Spratt
Hastgrt Mollohan Stearns
Hastings (FL) Montgomery Stenholm
Hastings (WA) Moorhead Stockman
Hefley Murtha Stoc a
Hefner Myers ump

X N Stupak
Heineman Myrick Tanner
Herger Nethercutt Tauzin
Hilleary Ney
Hilliard Norwood Taylor (MS)
Horn Nussle TaYIOI’ XNC)
Houghton Ortiz Tejeda
Hoyer Orton Thomas
Hunter Owens Thompson
Hyde Oxley Thornberry
Istook Parker Thornton
Jackson (IL) Pastor Thurman
Jackson-Lee Paxon Tiahrt

(TX) Payne (NJ) Torres
Jefferson Peterson (FL) Torricelli
Johnson (CT) Peterson (MN) Towns
Johnson (SD) Pickett Traficant
Johnson, E.B. Pombo Volkmer.
Johnson, Sam Pomeroy Vucanovich
Jones Poshard Walsh
Kaptur Quillen Ward
Kildee Radanovich Waters
Kingston Rahall Watt (NC)
Kleczka Rangel Watts (OK)
LaHood Richardson Weldon (FL)
Largent Riggs Weller
Latham Roberts Whitfield
Laughlin Rogers Wicker
Lewis (CA) Rose Williams
Lewis (GA) Roth Wilson
Lewis (KY) Roybal-Allard Wise
Lightfoot Sanders Woolsey
Linder Saxton Wynn
Livingston Scarborough Young (AK)
Lucas Schaefer Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—11
Calvert Hayes Payne (VA)
Emerson Inglis Schiff
Frelinghuysen Lincoln Souder
Gillmor McDade
[J 1415

The Clerk announced the following

pair:
On this vote:

Mr. Frelinghuysen for, with Mr. Calvert

against.
Messrs. WARD,
TINEZ, SERRANO,

Messrs.

NELLY, and Mr.

DICKEY,
and DELLUMS
changed their vote from ‘“‘aye’ to ‘“‘no.”
REED, DEUTSCH, KIM,
PACKARD, BECERRA, Ms.
and Messrs. SAWYER, BURTON of In-
diana, WHITE, Ms. FURSE, Mrs. KEN-
BROWNBACK
changed their vote from ‘‘no” to ‘‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
[J 1415

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KENNEDY OF
MASSACHUSETTS

The CHAIRMAN. The pending busi-
ness is the demand for a recorded vote
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN-
NEDY] on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by a voice vote.

The Clerk will designate the amend-

ment.

The Clerk designated the amend-

ment.

MAR-
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RECORDED VOTE

The CHAIRMAN. A recorded vote has
been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 133, noes 288,
not voting 13, as follows:

[Roll No. 232]

AYES—133
Archer Gutknecht Poshard
Armey Hall (OH) Ramstad
Barton Hancock Reed
Bass Hansen Regula
Beilenson Hayworth Rivers
Bereuter Hoke Rohrabacher
E,utf{' goitiptler Roukema

rski utchinson

Brown (OH) Hyde gzzﬁe
Brownback Jackson (IL) Salmon
Burton Jacobs
Cardin Johnston Sanders
Castle Kanjorski Sanford
Chabot Kennedy (MA) ~ Scarborough
Christensen Kennedy (RI) Schumer
Chrysler Kildee Sensenbrenner
Coburn LaFalce Shadegg
Collins (IL) Lazio Shaw
Conyers Linder Shays
Cox Lipinski Shuster
Coyne LoBiondo Skaggs
Cunningham Lowey Smith (MI)
Davis Luther Smith (NJ)
Deal Markey Smith (TX)
Doyle Martini Smith (WA)
Duncan McInnis Souder
Ehlt?rs McKinney Spence
Ensign McNulty Spratt
F{Lwell Mgehan Stearns
Fleld's (LA) M}ller (FL) Stockman
Foglietta Minge Studds
Fox Moakley Tate
Frank (MA) Moran Tiahrt
Franks (CT) Morella )
Franks (NJ) Myrick Torkildsen
Furse Nadler Velazquez
Gejdenson Neumann Vento
Gibbons Oberstar Visclosky
Gilchrest Obey Wamp
Goodlatte Olver Weldon (FL)
Goss Orton Weldon (PA)
Graham Pallone Wolf
Greene (UT) Payne (NJ) Yates
Gunderson Petri Zeliff
Gutierrez Porter Zimmer

NOES—288
Abercrombie Buyer Dooley
Ackerman Callahan Doolittle
Allard Camp Dornan
Andrews Campbell Dreier
Bachus Canady Dunn
Baesler Chambliss Durbin
Baker (CA) Chapman Edwards
Baker (LA) Chenoweth Ehrlich
Baldacci Clay Engel
Ballenger Clayton English
Barcia Clement Eshoo
Barr Clinger Evans
Barrett (NE) Clyburn Everett
Barrett (WI) Coble Ewing
Bartlett Coleman Farr
Bateman Collins (GA) Fattah
Becerra Collins (MI) Fazio
Bentsen Combest Fields (TX)
Berman Condit Filner
Bevill Cooley Flake
Bilbray Costello Flanagan
Bilirakis Cramer Foley
Bishop Crane Forbes
Bliley Crapo Ford
Blumenauer Cremeans Fowler
Boehlert Cubin Frisa
Boehner Cummings Frost
Bonilla Danner Funderburk
Bonior de la Garza Gallegly
Bono DeFazio Ganske
Boucher DeLauro Gekas
Brewster DeLay Gephardt
Browder Dellums Geren
Brown (CA) Deutsch Gilman
Brown (FL) Diaz-Balart Gonzalez
Bryant (TN) Dickey Goodling
Bryant (TX) Dicks Gordon
Bunn Dingell Green (TX)
Bunning Dixon Greenwood
Burr Doggett Hall (TX)
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Hamilton Manton Rogers
Harman Manzullo Ros-Lehtinen
Hastert Martinez Rose
Hastings (FL) Mascara Roth
Hastings (WA) Matsui Roybal-Allard
Hefley McCarthy Sabo
Hefner McCollum Sawyer
Heineman McCrery Saxton
Herger McDermott Schaefer
Hilleary McHale Schroeder
Hilliard McHugh Scott
Hinchey McIntosh Seastrand
Hobson McKeon Serrano
Hoekstra Meek Sisisky
Holden Menendez Skeen
Horn Metcalf Skelton
gg§§rton ﬁieg:r s Slaughter
Hunter Millender- Sgiggon
Istook McDonald Stenholm
Jackson-Lee Miller (CA) Stokes

(TX) Mink Stump
Jefferson Molinari Stupak
Johnson (CT) Mollohan Talont
Johnson (SD) Montgomery )
Johnson, E. B. Moorhead Tanner
Johnson, Sam Murtha Taylor (MS)
Jones Myers Taylor XO)
Kaptur Neal Tejeda
Kasich Nethercutt Thomas
Kelly Ney Thompson
Kennelly Norwood Thornberry
Kim Nussle Thornton
King Ortiz Thurman
Kingston Owens Torres
Kleczka Oxley Torricelli
Klink Packard Towns
Klug Parker Traficant
Knollenberg Pastor Upton
Kolbe Paxon Volkmer'
LaHood Pelosi Vucanovich
Lantos Peterson (FL) Walker
Largent Peterson (MN) Ward
Latham Pickett Watt (NC)
LaTourette Pombo Watts (OK)
Laughlin Pomeroy Waxman
Leach Portman Weller
Levin Pryce White
Lewis (CA) Quillen Whitfield
Lewis (GA) Quinn Wicker
Lewis (KY) Radanovich Williams
Lightfoot Rahall Wilson
Livingston Rangel Wise
Lofgren Richardson Woolsey
Longley Riggs Wynn
Lucas Roberts Young (AK)
Maloney Roemer Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—13
Calvert Inglis Tauzin
Emerson Lincoln Walsh
Frelinghuysen McDade Waters
Gillmor Payne (VA)
Hayes Schiff
[0 1426
Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr.

MCHALE, Mr. OWENS, and Ms. JACK-
SON-LEE of Texas changed their vote
from ‘‘aye’ to ‘‘no.”

Mr. TIAHRT change his vote from
“no’ to “‘aye.”

The amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Chairman, | was un-
avoidably detained during rollcall vote No.
232, the Kennedy of Massachusetts amend-
ment to H.R. 3603, the fiscal year 1997 Agri-
culture appropriations bill. Had | been present,
| would have voted “aye.”

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BONO

Mr. BONO. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment No. 9 Offered by Mr. BONO:
Page 69, after line 5, insert the following new
section:
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Sec. . It is the sense of Congress that, not
later than the date of the enactment of this
Act, the Secretary of Agriculture should—

(1) release a detailed plan for compensating
wheat farmers and handlers adversely af-
fected by the karnal bunt quarantine in Riv-
erside and Imperial Counties of California,
which should include—

(A) an explanation of the factors to be used
to determine the compensation amount for
wheat farmers and handlers, including how
contract and spot market prices will be han-
dled; and

(B) compensation for farmers who have
crops positive for karnal bunt and compensa-
tion for farmers who have crops which are
negative for karnal bunt, but which cannot
go to market due to the lack of Department
action on matching restrictions on the nega-
tive wheat with the latest risk assessments;
and

(2) review the risk assessments developed
by the University of California at Riverside
and submit a report to Congress describing
how these risk assessments will impact the
Department of Agriculture policy on the
quarantine area for the 1997 wheat crop.

(Mr. BONO asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BONO. Mr. Chairman, as many of
my colleagues may know, a wheat fun-
gus called karnal bunt was found this
spring in Texas, New Mexico, Arizona,
and California. Many areas were placed
under quarantine by TUSDA. This
means that no wheat infected with
karnal bunt can leave the quarantine
area, and wheat free of karnal bunt can
be sold only under specific conditions.

Karnal bunt is a staggering problem
in a year when drought already has
troubled the Nation’s wheat supply.

The USDA has implemented com-
pensation plans in Texas and New Mex-
ico for farmers who suffered losses
from the quarantine.

However, despite weekly promises for
2 months from the USDA, no com-
pensation plan has been released to
California farmers. The only thing the
Department has told the farmers is,
that some will be compensated, and a
plan will be released next Tuesday. The
USDA has been making this promise
over and over for 2 months and has not
delivered.

In other words, these farmers have
been left in the dark—with no end in
sight. These farmers do not know how
they will be treated by the USDA, who
will be compensated for losses from the
quarantine, and what is the official
policy.

The Department’s inaction has
caused our farmers more uncertainty
and anxiety, when they already have to
deal with the devastation of a quar-
antine on their best crop in 20 years.

Our farmers deserve better. They de-
serve timely and thorough informa-
tion, not unfulfilled promises and un-
certainty.

This amendment is simple. It ex-
presses the sense of the Congress that
the USDA should live up to its prom-
ises: It should end the delay and re-
lease a detailed compensation plan.

The amendment also requests that
the USDA review a new study of karnal
bunt in these counties, and report to
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Congress on how this study will affect
the Department’s policies for the 1997
wheat crop.

This study was recently performed by
some of the most respected experts in
agriculture at the University of Cali-
fornia. Because it is more complete and
updated than the USDA’s last study, it
should be seriously considered.

This amendment is the least we can
do for the farmers.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to vote for my amendment.

0 1430

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BONO. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding to me.

I want to commend the gentleman
from California [Mr. BONO] for his lead-
ership on this issue which is of great
economic importance to not only Cali-
fornia but all of the other States in
which this disease is now showing up.
Let me just say that this is a well-
thought-out amendment. It requires
that USDA give us a blueprint for the
compensation package that we need
now for our farmers as a result of the
Government imposed quarantine.

Second, it requires the Government,
USDA, to look at the new study, the
University of California study that
shows that in most of our areas, the
possibility of having a karnal bunt out-
break as a result of the California
wheat crop is less than 1 in 1 million
years and taking that into consider-
ation to give us a policy, a blueprint
for farming our wheat, planting our
wheat next year. So the gentleman has
taken the leadership on this, and I
want to applaud him and join with him
on this amendment that not only helps
California farmers but farmers across
the United States to plant wheat.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BONO. I yield to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
join my friend from San Diego in
strongly supporting the amendment of
the gentleman from Palm Springs. The
reason I do so is that there is tremen-
dous uncertainty out there today. All
that the gentleman from California
[Mr. BoNoO] is asking is that we have
some kind of decision come forward so
that we can address what is obviously a
very serious and important problem.
As my friend from San Diego said, this
is not simply a California issue. This is
something that has an impact on the
entire Nation.

Let us see a decision made so the un-
certainty that exists will be able to
shift to the past.

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of this amend-
ment by my good friend, the gentleman
from Palm Springs, CA [Mr. BoNO],
supported by my good friend from San
Dimas and my good friend, the gen-
tleman from San Diego, CA [Mr.
HUNTER]. I know that they all have a
serious interest in this. It is a problem
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which does involve both of their dis-
tricts.

I rise to indicate that this amend-
ment has strong bipartisan support
throughout the State.

There is no wheat in my own district,
but I am very familiar with the prob-
lem that this is causing in California. I
think that it is a very excellent piece
of legislation which addresses the prob-
lem and, more than that, assures the
farmers who sometimes feel neglected
down in southern California that there
is concern for their conditions here in
Washington. I think that is very help-
ful.

I urge everyone to vote ‘‘yes’ on this
very good amendment.

Let me conclude by saying one other
thing. I do not know which one of you
instigated the investigation by the
University of California at Riverside;
possibly it was the gentleman from
California [Mr. HUNTER]. I want to say
that the universities reacted very
promptly and very thoroughly to this
request and have prepared a really ex-
cellent report. They are to be highly
commended also.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BROWN of California. I yield to
the gentleman from California.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman because this is a very
important point for California. Actu-
ally, Mr. Birdsall, the agricultural
commissioner for Imperial County,
asked for that report early. The Uni-
versity of California has come up with
this study validated by peer review to
the effect that we only had about a 1 in
1 million chance of having a Karnal
bunt outbreak, a disease outbreak as a
result of the California wheat crop in
most areas. To me that means one
chance, a chance of it happening one
time in 1 million years.

To me those numbers, which have
been validated by the USDA, now, in
their recent analysis, should compel us
to lift the onerous quarantine require-
ments that USDA presently has on
California wheat. I know the gen-
tleman, my friend Mr. BONO, is working
as I am. I know our good friend, Mr.
BROWN, is working as are other Mem-
bers to try to lift that quarantine re-
quirement. I think the University of
California analysis supports at least a
modification of the quarantine to lift
the heating requirement.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, we have
no objection to this and accept the
amendment of the gentleman from
California [Mr. BONO].

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

I would like to make sure having as-
surance from my colleague from Cali-
fornia that our vote on the issue of
Karnal bunt will not be used against us
by the Family Values Coalition?

I ask the gentleman in all serious-
ness whether or not the wheat growers
who were affected by this quarantine
have any protection from crop insur-
ance for these losses?
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Mr. BONO. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DURBIN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. BONO. Mr. Chairman, it does not
apply. So the answer to that is no, they
do not have protection right now. That
is the problem. They are stuck with
this, cannot get a response from USDA.
And they have a study, a more recent
study than the USDA’s that shows that
the liability is not nearly to the degree
that the USDA has placed on it, but
they are just stuck. There is no re-
sponse from the USDA.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DURBIN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California.

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Chairman, just to
back up my friend, I am just talking to
the committee staff, and I have talked
to a number of our farmers. This did
not prevent us from harvesting the
crop. We are harvesting the crop. It is
good wheat. It is high class wheat. But
because it is harvested and it is simply
selling restrictions that are a function
of the quarantine, that is not covered,
I understand, by most private insur-
ance programs. So basically these
farmers are out, at least in my county,
in excess of some $70 million worth of
wheat. I think Mr. BONO’s county is
pretty close to that. It is the Govern-
ment-imposed quarantine which is the
direct cause of the nonmarketability of
the wheat at this point.

Let me say this: This study Mr. BoNO
has talked about that we have done at
the University of California says that a
chance of an outbreak is less than 1 in
1 million years. We think that that
new evidence, that it has beeen ana-
lyzed now by USDA, should justify
USDA lifting the heating requirement
that presently makes the market-
ability of this wheat very onerous.

We can only ship this stuff to mills
now that have a heating facility that
they can heat the feed byproduct with
this. It makes it very difficult. I would
hope my friend would joint with us in
talking with Secretary Glickman, who
has been working with us here on this
problem, and with Mr. BoNO and with
Mr. MILLER and the rest of the Califor-
nians in trying to lift that very oner-
ous requirement which I do not think
now is justified in view of the 1 in 1
million years risk factor.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, if I
might reclaim my time and thank my
colleagues for giving the additional in-
formation on this amendment.

I just say that, since this is not a
question of whether or not the growers
bought crop insurance, I have much
more sympathy for the situation. Sec-
ond, let me say I do not want Congress
to put itself in a role of making sci-
entific decisions, but I do believe that
we want the very best and we want an
objective decision which will, frankly,
help all wheat growers.

Finally, let me say this should re-
mind many of our colleagues, again,
how critically important agriculture
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research is. We are looking at fungus
problems with the corn crop. Here we
have one with the wheat crop which
literally may cripple some of our wheat
growers in our home areas. So I hope
my colleagues will stick with us in the
future as we try to make sure that ag
research receives adequate funding.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BONO].

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. SCHUMER

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will des-
ignate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SCHUMER: Page
69, after line 5, insert the following new sec-
tion:

SEC. 734. (a) LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS.—
None of the funds made available in this Act
may be used to provide assistance to, or to
pay the salaries of personnel who carry out,
a market access program pursuant to section
203 of the Agricultural Trade Act of 1978 (7
U.S.C. 5623).

(b) CORRESPONDING REDUCTION IN FUNDS.—
The amount otherwise provided in this Act
for ‘“Commodity Credit Corporation Fund—
Reimbursement for the Net Realized Losses”
is hereby reduced by $90,000,000.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
this amendment and all amendments
thereto close in 30 minutes and that
the time be equally divided.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Mexico?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New York [Mr. SCHUMER] will be
recognized for 15 minutes, and the gen-
tleman from New Mexico [Mr. SKEEN]
will be recognized for 15 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York [Mr. SCHUMER].

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. ROHRABACHER].

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in strong support of the Schu-
mer-Royce amendment eliminating
funds for market promotion programs.
The 104th Congress has been constantly
struggling to get corporate welfare out
of the budget. Last year we missed a
perfect opportunity to prove to the
American people how serious we are
about cutting spending by failing to
get rid of the Market Promotion Pro-
gram. Believe it or not, Mr. Chairman,
the Market Promotion Program is
worse than corporate welfare. At least
most corporate welfare dollars are
spent in the United States. The Market
Promotion Program, on the other
hand, takes precious tax dollars and
spends them overseas to pay for adver-
tising of American companies like
Sunkist, Gallo Winery, and McDon-
ald’s.

The self-serving argument goes that
scarce tax dollars are being spent to
convince people in faraway lands to
buy American products. Is it a legiti-
mate role for the Federal Government
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to act as an ad agency for a multi-
million dollar corporation? I think not.
The last thing we need to do is for the
hard-working taxpayers of America to
find themselves footing the bill for the
promotion of wealthy companies’ prod-
ucts. Let them promote their own
products at their own expense. It is
time to stop using scarce tax dollars to
convince the French to buy Le Big
Mac. Let us show the American people
instead that we are truly serious about
balancing the budget and, by getting
the Federal deficit under control, we
can get the Federal deficit under con-
trol by being responsible and elimi-
nating programs like the market pro-
motion program that are not necessary
for the Federal Government to do, that
should be left to those big corporations
to pay for their own promotional and
advertising costs.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly oppose this
amendment as I have done many other
times the gentleman has offered it or a
similar version.

USDA predicts that American agri-
cultural exports will earn a net of more
than $30 billion for our trade balance
this year. We are headed toward $60 bil-
lion a year in exports, an all-time
record. The Market Access Program, as
it is renamed in the new farm bill, has
a lot to do with that success.

This program is responsible for tens
of thousands of jobs in food production,
processing, and transportation. It has
been strongly supported by several ad-
ministrations and by a solid bipartisan
majority in Congress.

Under the new World Trade Organiza-
tion rules, it is one of the few programs
that are legal anymore so I fail to see
the reason for unilaterally giving it up
when other countries are doing the
very same thing.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, I would refer
the gentleman to the new farm bill
where the authorizing committee has
made major changes to reform the pro-
gram and make sure funds are directed
to small and not-for-profit organiza-
tions. The program level has also been
reduced by almost 20 percent to $90
million.

I urge all my colleagues to vote ‘‘no”’
on the Schumer amendment.

O 1445

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. BROWN].

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman from New
Mexico [Mr. SKEEN] for yielding, and I
would rise in very strong support of the
position which he has taken and for
two reasons, one of which he has al-
ready dwelled on, and that is this coun-
try today is facing a situation of
strong competition from around the
world in every field, including agri-
culture, and if we do not do our very
best to assist the farmers and, by ex-
tension, the business community in
this entire country to deal with that
competition around the world, we are
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going to end up with severe economic
damage as a result of that.

Now, this is the general and national
position that I take. I hate to be paro-
chial, but this program is extremely
important to California. We probably
have a major part of our agriculture in
California that goes into the export
market, particularly into Asia, but
also other parts of the world as well.
That includes our citrus, our grapes,
our fruits and vegetables, all other
things of that sort, and I would be re-
miss if I did not point out at least to
every Californian that a vote in favor
of this amendment is very detrimental
to the economic interests of California.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 6 minutes.

Well, Mr. Chairman, it is deja vu all
over again. Six years ago the 1990 farm
bill took one of the most ludicrous
Federal programs known as targeted
export assistance, and instead of re-
forming it or eliminating it, we
changed its name and hoped no one
would notice. And this year, in our own
congressional version of the Federal
Witness Protection Program, we did it
again. Behold, now we are going to call
it the market access program.

Mr. Chairman, the hasty reformer
who does not remember the past will
find him or herself condemned to re-
peat it. In 1986 Congress created the
Targeted Assistance Program, or TEA.
This $300 million per year boondoggle
passed during a time when ridiculous
provisions were routinely added to
farm legislation to win support. In this
case, a lot of the California folks came
over and said, ‘“We do not have a pro-
gram. Wheat has a program, and soy-
beans has a program, and milk has a
program, but what about our stuff?
Wine and fruits and things like that?
Almonds? Nuts?” And so they created
this program. But the TEA program
was so bad it did not pass the laugh
test. It became the poster child for cor-
porate welfare by giving no strings at-
tached grants to huge agribusinesses to
advertise their products overseas.

In 1990 Congress responded to mount-
ing criticism by, lo and behold, chang-
ing its name to the market promotion
program, or MPP. But old habits are
hard to break. USDA checks flowed in
the millions of dollars to Sunkist and
Dole, M&M Mars, Blue Diamond, Gallo
Wine, Campbell Soup, Fruit of the
Loom, and a tiny mom-and-pop busi-
ness hamburger chain called McDon-
alds.

Over the course of the 4 years, GAO
issued three reports on TEA and MPP,
each one worse than the last. Accord-
ing to GAO, USDA rarely evaluated
any of the 1.25 billion grants it made.
There was no evidence the grants led to
increased exports. Can my colleagues
believe this? The whole name of this
program is for exports; they did not
find a single bit of evidence it lead to
increased exports. USDA gave buckets
of money to the same companies each
year, and the companies treated the
grants in a sloppy and haphazard man-
ner.
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My favorite, the California Raisin
Board. They used their $3 million to air
their famous Claymation dancing rai-
sin ads in Japan. My colleagues re-
member the ads. They were a hit in the
United States. I am sure my colleagues
remember those dancing raisins sing-
ing ‘I heard it through the grapevine.”
But the ads were a bomb in Japan be-
cause unfortunately these raisins were
not bilingual. They sang in English to
a baffled Japanese audience who, one,
never heard of Marvin Gaye; two, never
saw a raisin; and, three, did not under-
stand English. They put these ads in
English on Japanese television because
they had free money. Why not?

Anyway, the Raisin Board conducted
no market research because they were
using taxpayer dollars, not their own.
If they used their own money, they per-
haps would have learned that the Japa-
nese, having never seen an actual rai-
sin, would not recognize a gargantuan
singing raisin.

Now that brings us to this year, the
freedom to farm act, renamed MPP
again, this time as the market access
program, or MAP. That is three farm
bills and three names, for those of my
colleagues keeping score. Call it MAP,
call it MPP, call it TEA or any other
name, it still spells W-A-S-T-E, waste.
Funds are still going to profitable
brand-name products. This year
Pepperidge Farm, Entemann’s Cakes,
Ocean Spray, Tootsie Roll, Welch’s,
M&M Mars, Pillsbury, Campbell Soup,
and Hershey all received grants.

Now, there is some good news. MAP
is funded at $90 million, which is much
less than the historical levels for MPP
and TEA, and more of the funds are
going to smaller companies in coopera-
tives. But this year, when we are strug-
gling to cut the budget in so many
worthwhile areas, better is far from
good enough. The whole premise of the
program is wrong. At a time of 12-digit
deficits, we should ask our constitu-
ents should Congress award $14,000 to
promote beef jerky?

Mr. Chairman, does beef jerky equal
reform?

We do not need the Market Access
Program, and we all know it. Pillsbury
and Sunkist and Blue Diamond and
Gallo will still advertise overseas.
Dole, Sunsweet, and Fruit of the Loom
will still make a profit. The makers of
beef jerky did not need a subsidy to ad-
vertise Slim Jims in the United States,
and they will not need it overseas.

Last year, we exported $54 billion of
agriculture products; that is great.
This year the projection is a record
high $60 billion. USDA and proponents
of MAP argue that corporate welfare
subsidies are the reason for our record
exports. That is clearly not the case.
The program is not needed, and I urge
that we support this amendment and
put this program, once and for all, to
its deserved kindly, but certain, death.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. WALSH].

Mr. WALSH. Mr. Chairman, we have
all afternoon heard about these terrible



H6214

corporate welfare programs. The re-
formers are out to knock off these cor-
porate welfare programs and sugar and
tobacco and peanuts, and now apples
and grapes. Do my colleagues not un-
derstand that what we are doing is we
are going after the American farmer?

My distinguished colleague from
downstate New York, where all the
people are, does he realize that upstate
New York is where a lot of the food
comes from, and he is well in the same
State, and when he comes upstate to
talk about whatever it is that he wants
to talk about, we are going to remind
him that the farmers in upstate New
York benefit from these programs.
These are small farmers.

We heard the gentlewoman from
North Carolina [Mrs. CLAYTON] talk
about the peanut farmer who is going
to be hit when we went after these big
corporations. American corporations
are in a global market. When in a mar-
ket place, there is need to advertise; if
in a global market, advertise globally.

The apple farmers in New York State
and Washington State and Oregon and
Michigan have benefited from this pro-
gram. Let me just cite one example. A
couple of years ago the French apple
crop failed. Many of those apples found
their way to Israel. The New York
State Commissioner of Agriculture,
using market promotion funds, was
able to go to the Israel marketplace,
put our best foot forward, and we sold
that market millions of dollars’ worth
of apples. That was a successful pro-
gram.

There is nothing wrong with Amer-
ican corporations making money. That
is what capitalism is all about. And if
we are going to make money overseas
in a global marketplace, let us adver-
tise globally, and the gentleman para-
phrased Santayana about Ilearning
from history. If the gentleman would
learn from history, he would under-
stand this amendment failed last year
and the year before, and I expect it to
fail again.

I urge a ‘“‘no” vote.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself an additional minute.

I would just like to respond to the
gentleman from upstate New York, a
great place that, he is right, I have vis-
ited on occasion. I have the list of all
the programs that New York State
benefits from, not a single farmer, not
a single small business person, al-
though I will say this:

In my own district of Brooklyn they
have Minkowitz Services, gets $5,000. I
do not know who Minkowitz Services
is, but I am sure he deserves a cut just
as much as the upstate folks, the up-
state businesses to get it.

Free enterprise, I would remind the
gentleman, and then I will yield to
him, means free enterprise, not Gov-
ernment subsidy, and I am sure his
constituents in Onondaga County ac-
cept that premise, we should all accept
it.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. WALSH].
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Mr. WALSH. We are not going nearly
far enough to support American agri-
culture. We have 2 percent of the popu-
lation of this country feeding the
world, and we need to do all that we
can to support this activity.

Mr. SCHUMER. Reclaiming my time,
supporting agriculture by these kind of
subsidies is a waste. It does not support

it.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from North
Dakota [Mr. POMEROY].

Mr. POMEROY. I thank the gen-
tleman from New Mexico for yielding
this time to me.

Listening to my good friend from
Brooklyn give a history of agriculture
export programs has got the same ring
of authenticity that my analysis of the
New York subway system might have.
In fact, when he says in his comments,
cites the song ‘I Heard It Through The
Grapevine,”” I think “I Heard It
Through The Grapevine” must be the
source of his information about what
we are doing to this program.

We have heard the gentleman’s
speech before; in fact, I think the same
speech before, but we have gone to the
Committee on Agriculture and we have
reworked this program. We have cut
the funding by 20 percent. We have di-
rected the funding provided be limited
to ag co-ops and associations. We fo-
cused on high-value meats, vegetables,
wines, and fruits because that is where
the value-added jobs that increase the
benefit of this program are.

Our trade competitors across the
world must look at this debate in abso-
lute amazement. United States of
America, the largest trade imbalance
in the world, and what do we want to
do? We want to unilaterally disarm our
own export enhancement efforts. Eu-
rope outspends us 5 to 1 today, and
what do we want to do? The gentleman
from New York wants to reduce our ef-
fort. That is crazy.

We have tried to fix the program and,
I believe, have made a very meaningful
attempt to address any criticism that
could be launched on this. But let us
just look at the track record of what
we have already accomplished: $5.6 bil-
lion of exports attributed to this pro-
gram, $16 in exports for every $1 in-
vested, and because we are talking
about value added, we are not just
talking about raw ag product, we are
talking about the men and women that
go to those processing plants every sin-
gle day, make a living, and there is a
lot more of those jobs because the op-
portunity out there for U.S. agri-
culture is fantastic if we do not just
throw in the towel and walk away.

Do not throw in the towel. Reject
this amendment. Stand by the move to
increase our ag exports.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
California [Mr. ROYCE], cosponsor of
this amendment.

O 1500

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Chairman, tradi-
tionally the battle cry for business in
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America has been ‘“Get government off
our backs.” However, some corpora-
tions have been publicly demanding
less Government interference while
quietly seeking millions of taxpayers’
dollars to finance their business en-
deavors overseas. A wealthy corporate
executive in a pin-striped suit is not
exactly what most people would think
of as a typical welfare recipient. How-
ever, some Fortune 500 companies are
lining up at the public trough to get
their share of the millions of dollars
being given out through the Federal
Government’s market access program
to subsidize their overseas advertising
budget.

The numbers are not insignificant. I
will share with the Members that since
1985, 1V4 billions of dollars of Federal
money has been spent on this program.
We are fighting a $5 trillion debt that
has dragged our economy to a point
where the economic growth is a crawl.
Five trillion dollars, and here is 1V
spent since 1985.

Mr. Chairman, we have offered this
amendment to eliminate one of the
most egregious corporate welfare pro-
grams, with the hope that a trend will
develop which would further rid the
private sector of an intrusive govern-
ment. The Federal Government first
began financing corporate advertising
in 1985 with the targeted export assist-
ance. It was established to encourage
commercial export markets for U.S.
farm products. Then, after a critical
audit of the General Accounting Office,
it was changed to the market pro-
motion program. Then, after another
critical audit, it was changed to the
market access program in 1996.

The names may have changed after
every audit, but the program has not.
Not unlike most good-intentioned Fed-
eral programs, Federal funding of ad-
vertising turned out to be just another
Government handout. Instead of pro-
moting generic agricultural products
like wheat and corn, a majority of the
budget has gone to brand name cor-
porate advertising of the most well-
known American corporations.

Despite the amount of money that
has gone into MPP, the General Ac-
counting Office, in assessing the pro-
gram, concluded that ‘“There is no
clear relationship between the amount
spent on MPP and the levels of ex-
ports.” In a separate report, the GAO
questioned whether MPP funds are ac-
tually supporting additional pro-
motional activities or if they are sim-
ply replacing private industry funds.

MPP is typical of a bureaucratic pro-
gram run amok. This should not come
as a surprise to us. Whenever the Gov-
ernment attempts to help business, the
inevitable result is reduced efficiency
due to weakened market incentives. If
overseas promotion is so critical to a
particular product’s market, then com-
panies would, in considering their rate
of return, invest their resources there.

Because MPP funds are, in essence,
free money, corporations have no in-
centive to spend it wisely. We have al-
ready heard the example, and I doubt
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that the raisin industry would have
spent $3 million of their own money as
carelessly in the Japanese market.
That is not likely.

Mr. Chairman, Government has no
business deciding which companies are
worthy of advertising funds. That is
precisely what the free market is there
to do, to allocate resources in the most
efficient way possible. The Government
ought not to be taking tax money from
companies to finance the advertising of
their competition, which is the direct
result of redistribution.

Our amendment to eliminate MAP
enjoys support from across the philo-
sophical spectrum. Everyone, from the
Progressive Policy Institute and
Friends of the Earth to the Cato Insti-
tute and Citizens Against Government
Waste, agree corporate welfare must be
eliminated, and the best place to start
is by cutting funding of Government-
subsidized advertising.

If we are truly committed to bal-
ancing the budget and downsizing the
Federal Government, we must be will-
ing to attack corporate welfare and
take companies like Pillsbury and
Tyson Foods off the public dole.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. RIGGS].

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman from New York and my good
friend, the gentleman from California,
both suggested that the Market Access
Program, as we now know it today, is
somehow unnecessary or wasteful. But
let me quote the Secretary of Agri-
culture and our former congressional
colleague, Dan Glickman:

Longstanding competitors like the Euro-
pean Union and Canada are using market
promotion and credit programs as well as
monopoly marketing boards to compete ag-
gressively for international markets. Even
less traditional exporters are becoming more
aggressive. We cannot eliminate unilaterally
our export assistance efforts at a time when
the competition is increasing its invest-
ments in these areas. It would be pennywise
and pound foolish, and just plain stupid.

His remarks are general in nature,
Mr. Chairman, but they certainly apply
to our U.S. wine industry, which I
think most Members know produces an
award-winning high value product that
competes with the best in the world.
The problem, Mr. Chairman, is that
many wine-producing countries have
established both tariff and nontariff
barriers that prevent American wine
from competing on a level playing
field. In other words, they have access
to our markets. We just do not have ac-
cess to theirs.

According to the U.S. Department of
Agriculture, in 1995 the European
Union subsidized exports to the tune of
$94 million. That figure is comparable,
as other speakers have already pointed
out on the floor today, to what the
United States spends for all agricul-
tural export promotion. In addition,
the European Union supplements that
$94 million where individual countries
also contribute to wine promotion. So
we are not talking about a level play-
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ing field here. If we were, those of us
who believe strongly in this program
would not be out here fighting this
fight.

The Market Access Program is the
only Government program that the
American wine industry utilizes. It is a
dollar-for-dollar matching partnership
that works, with over 100 wineries par-
ticipating. As I said earlier today, the
five largest wine recipients of these
funds purchase over 90 percent of their
grapes from small, independent grape
growers.

One other point I would like to add
for my colleagues. Apparently Mem-
bers are not familiar with the reforms
we made to this program in conference
last year, in the House-Senate con-
ference on the agricultural appropria-
tions bill, the 1997 bill. If Members
would like to see these reforms, please
come see me. I have the exact language
here which limits these funds, and
should address the legitimate criticism
that has been made of this particular
program.

We very carefully restructured this
program last year, and yes, not only
did we change the name, but we also
included language prohibiting for-prof-
it corporations from direct participa-
tion in this program and giving small
businesses priorities, while requiring
that those small businesses partici-
pating in the program match any Fed-
eral funding assistance on a dollar-for-
dollar basis.

Mr. Chairman, this is not corporate
welfare, it is a valuable resource for
small farmers in highly restrictive for-
eign markets.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. BARRETT].

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr.
Chairman, this is not a difficult issue.
For my friends on this side of the aisle
who have been screaming for months
that Uncle Sam should get off their
back, this is the time for them to get
their hands out of Uncle Sam’s pock-
ets. There is no reason for Uncle Sam
and the people of this country to sub-
sidize companies for marketing over-
seas. If they are going to be making
money overseas, they are going to con-
tinue to advertise. There is no reason
in the world for us to underwrite that
advertising.

For my friends on this side of the
aisle who are concerned about restruc-
turing and downsizing, this is cor-
porate welfare. This is exactly what we
are saying we do not want to have hap-
pen in this country. We think that our
country can compete. For those who
say that there are tariff problems with
industries like wine, then let us ad-
dress those problems. Let us talk about
the tariff problems. Let us address
them head on. But let us not give one
segment of our economy an advantage
over another.

Mr. Chairman, I come from a district
that does not benefit greatly from this
program. Why should the producers in
my district not benefit, while pro-
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ducers in other parts of the country
benefit? I think we should have a level
playing field and not have the U.S.
Government subsidizing for-profit com-
panies.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. DOOLEY].

Mr. DOOLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong opposition to this amendment.
Let us take a look at U.S. agriculture.
Currently one out of every three acres
that is cultivated in the United States
is used for the production of crops
which are exported. Last year agri-
culture exports hit $60 billion in the
United States. When we look at the
growth that we are seeing in exports,
in China alone we saw a 175-percent in-
crease in U.S. exports; in Korea, 74 per-
cent; in the Pacific rim, 33 percent.

What we are talking about with the
market assistance program is to ensure
that the U.S. farmers have equal access
to those markets. We have heard
speaker after speaker talk about what
our international competitors are
doing. They are outspending us by six
to one. If we are going to provide the
farmers with the assistance they need
to ensure they can take on these unfair
practices by other countries, we have
to provide the market assistance pro-
gram.

When we look at it in terms of bene-
fits, what it has provided, a recent
USDA study has shown that every in-
vestment, every dollar invested in the
market assistance program, has gen-
erated $16 in increased sales. For every
$1 billion in agricultural exports, we
have generated over 20,000 new jobs. I
think it is clear that the Market As-
sistance Program is a good program for
agriculture, it is a good program for
farmers.

A gentleman earlier said there are no
farmers listed as the primary bene-
ficiaries. I can tell the Members, if you
are a cotton farmer, you are not going
to be making that sale to China. You
are going to be working through a co-
operative. You are going to be working
through a major company. The same
thing if you are a prune grower. You
are going to be working through
Sunsweet. If you are a raisin grower,
you are going to be working through
Sunmaid. If you are an almond grower
you are going to be working through
Blue Diamond. You are not going to
have the ability and resources to enter
into those international markets.

The market assistance program does
this: It provides that financial assist-
ance that ensures that the small farm-
ers of this country, working in co-
operation with the businesses of this
country, can ensure that we will see
the promotion of TU.S. agricultural
products.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. NETHERCUTT].

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the chairman for yielding time
to me.

Mr. Chairman, the elimination of the
Market Access Program means the
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elimination of jobs. It is just that sim-
ple. We have heard a lot of talk here
this afternoon by proponents of this
amendment who talk about corporate
welfare. What this Market Access Pro-
gram really does is help employ people
in the United States as we export our
agriculture products overseas. It is just
that simple.

The gentleman from California who
spoke in favor of this amendment,
137,000 people in his State depend on
the Market Access Program and ex-
port-related jobs; the gentleman from
New York, 8,300 jobs; the gentleman
from Wisconsin, 27,500 jobs directly re-
lated to agriculture export jobs.

Let us be serious about this. We have
again this year come to the same place
we were last year trying to eliminate a
program, a modest program that is
going to help American jobs overseas
and help us export our products over-
seas. That is what we ought to be
doing. We ought to reject this amend-
ment wholeheartedly.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. BROWN].

(Mr. BROWN of California asked and
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.)

Mr. BROWN of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I appreciate the gentleman yield-
ing me the time.

Mr. Chairman, I take this time, al-
though I have already spoken once, to
point out that this morning I was on a
panel looking at the problems of export
promotion in another area, in the De-
partment of Energy. We had eight lead-
ing businessmen from this country,
each one of whom, and they are mostly
Republicans, testified to the fact that
the assistance that they were getting
from the Department of Energy in
terms of promoting their products
overseas, was invaluable to them. They
thought that we should have more of
them, not less. That applies to agri-
culture as well as to energy and the en-
vironment.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. FAZIO].

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Chair-
man, I stand in opposition to this
amendment. We all know that agricul-
tural exports are vital to this country,
to the strengthening of farm income,
providing jobs. They generate $100 bil-
lion in related economic activity for
every dollar we spend, and what we
spend on MAP is now down to $90 mil-
lion. We get $16 back in additional agri-
cultural exports for every one of those
dollars.

We are backing out of the world mar-
ket at a time when the rest of the
world, in GATT-compatible fashion, is
investing more money. This is a blind
approach to cutting spending. Under
the rubric of corporate welfare, we are
shooting ourselves in the foot and put-
ting American workers out of jobs. We
ought to defeat this once again—once
and for all.

Mr. Chairman, | rise in opposition to this
amendment which would eliminate the Market
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Access Program, formerly known as the Mar-
ket Promotion Program.

Every year, we see these shortsighted at-
tempts to reduce or eliminate the Market Ac-
cess Program.

This is a mandatory program established by
the Agriculture Committee at $90 million. It
has been reduced significantly from a funding
level or $200 million just a few years ago and
an authorized level of $350 million.

The so-called reformers of this program
have sought to whittle away at this program
until we can no longer recognize it.

Unfortunately, such a continued assault will
render it less and less effective. Yet it is a pro-
gram which works well to expand U.S. agricul-
tural exports, garnering $16 in return for every
$1 invested.

Since 1993, the House has acted to take
into account concerns of critics of the pro-
gram, and these reforms have now been em-
bodied in the 1996 farm bill.

We have made sure the funds go to U.S.
companies.

We have made sure the funds are not
merely substituting for funds for market pro-
motion that were already going to be spent.

And we have specified that only farmer-
owned coops, trade associations, or small
businesses can be the beneficiaries.

| believe these changes have satisfied most,
if not all, of the reasonable complaints made
against this program.

| am particularly pleased that the House has
voted repeatedly over the last few years to
keep this important program alive in the face
of such opposition, and | hope we will be
smart enough to do so again this year.

American agriculture leads the world in pro-
ductivity and in total production. Agriculture
accounts for our greatest export dollar. Agri-
culture and related food and fiber industries
employ more Americans by far than any other
industry.

However, one area in which we are falling
short—and this has been analyzed by agri-
culture experts, the GAO and others—it pro-
motion for our agricultural products overseas.

In particular, we need promotion for so-
called “value-added” agricultural products.
This is an area where our competitors in the
European Union and Asia are making enor-
mous promotion investments and reaping
enormous returns. It is an area where we
should be doing much more.

The Market Access Program is the program
that fills this need.

Agriculture exports, projected to exceed $50
billion again 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 is 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 exports 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 U.S. spent less than $2
billion.
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The EU spends more on wine exports—$89
million—than the U.S. currently spends for al-
most all commodities under the now-renamed
Market Access Program.

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

Our experience with the Market Access Pro-
gram in California is very instructive.

MAP has been tremendously successful in
helping promote exports of California citrus,
raisins, walnuts, almonds, peaches, and other
specialty crops.

MAP permits small producers to pool the
promotion efforts for particular commodity
groups.

It may allow them to pursue new markets—
markets they could not have pursued other-
wise.

It may leverage their promotion efforts in a
particular market that are already underway.

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.

The measure of any government program
has got to be performance.

The Market Access Program performs.

For every $1 we invest in MAP, we reap a
$16 return in additional agriculture exports.

MAP limits participation to 5 years—that
means commodity groups will not grow de-
pendent on MAP, but will use those funds
wisely to put in place long-term, industry-wide
promotion efforts.

MAP requires a cost-share—patrticipants, in-
cluding farmers and ranchers, must contribute
as much as 50 percent of their own resources
for branded advertising and cannot substitute
MAP funds for investments they intended to
make in the first place.

MAP is accountable—independent audits
and ongoing reviews ensure that the program
remains effective and remains true to the in-
tent of Congress.

In short, MAP is an effective program. If
anything, we should be bolstering our commit-
ment to value-added market promotion over-
seas instead of constantly whittling back our
efforts in the face of significant investments by
our competitors.

| strongly urge my colleagues to support
American agriculture, support smart marketing
efforts to promote American exports, support
American farmers and producers, and oppose
this amendment.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. MEEHAN].

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, for
over a year now, we have been debating
in this Chamber how to balance the
budget. Democrats and Republicans
have been trapped in a stalemate, argu-
ing how to cut Government programs
without harming the poor, the elderly,
without sacrificing the environment.
The majority party has proposed cut-
ting vital programs for education, child
nutrition, all in the name of deficit re-
duction. Yet today, here we are again,
fighting an uphill battle to end one of
the greatest corporate boondoggles in
our budget, the renamed but certainly
not repealed Market Access Program.
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There were 300 Members in this
Chamber who voted for a balanced
budget amendment. That did not take
courage. They come in, vote for a bal-
anced budget amendment. The chal-
lenge we face as a country is how to
balance the budget. This Market Pro-
motion Program is a flagrant misuse
and misallocation of funds. Anyone
who voted for a balanced budget should
not come into this Chamber day in and
day out to keep corporate subsidies in
the budget. Let us stand up and take a
stand. If Members voted for a balanced
budget, have the courage to balance
the budget.

0 1515

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Illinois is recognized for 1%2 min-
utes.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, let me
say to my friend, the farmer from
Flatbush, that he really should get out
into the real world of agricultural com-
petition. I know he stays close at home
in Brooklyn and in New York. But had
he joined me in a visit to Asia, he
might have found that many countries
such as France are outspending the
United States 3-to-1 to win market
share in Korea, in Japan, in China and
in so many other places.

We have reformed this program dra-
matically. We have pushed for compa-
nies that are new to export, we have
pushed for small companies, and the
gentleman may make light of some of
these companies, but frankly, by them-
selves they would never have a chance
in the world market.

When we consider the fact that our
ag exports are so important when it
comes to our trade balance, and when
we consider the fact that our consumer
food products that we are exporting
have increased so dramatically over
the last several years, what the gen-
tleman from New York, my big-time
agronomist from the Big Apple, fails to
realize is that to eliminate this Market
Access Program would literally elimi-
nate jobs and opportunities in the
United States. I hope he will reconsider
this ill-considered amendment, and I
hope that the grower from Gotham
next year will not be offering this
amendment as he has in previous
years.

Mr. BALDACCI. Mr. Chairman | rise today in
opposition to the amendment offered by my
colleagues, an amendment that would gut the
market access program.

We revisit this issue annually.

I'd like to point out a few things about MAP,
which used to go by the acronym MPP. Over
the past several years, Congress has man-
dated several reforms. These changes help
small businesses and co-ops, limit branded
promotion activities and increase the cost
share requirements for private firms. On top of
that the authorized level of spending was cut
$20 million in the 1996 farm bill.

But step back and look at the larger picture.
The farm bill that was signed into law a little
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more than 2 months ago made sweeping
changes in agriculture policy. An integral part
of those reforms was increasing the focus on
exports.

American farmers are competing for market
share in countries around the world. They are
competing against farmers in countries that
provide far, far deeper subsidies.

In my home State of Maine, potato farmers
are suffering at the hands of subsidized Cana-
dian imports. One bright spot is the potential
for overseas outlets for Maine potatoes. The
industry is exploring options. They need as-
sistance in gaining access to those markets.

| recently talked to a friend of mine, Rodney
McCrum who farms 650 acres of potatoes in
Aroostook County, ME. | asked him about
MAP.

He said, and | quote, “That program really
expands the world market to create jobs here
in Maine. We just get so much bang for our
buck.”

In the past decade the value of U.S. potato
exports has increased nearly six-fold, reaching
more than half a billion dollars that has come
about in large part as the result of the pooling
of industry money and funds from the old MPP
program.

We need to build on that success. We need
to continue to ensure that U.S. agriculture
continues to be competitive overseas, that our
agriculture exports continue to exceed our im-
ports, that our farmers remain the best in the
world.

| urge you to oppose the amendment.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington. Mr. Chair-
man, | rise in strong opposition to this amend-
ment. The Market Access Program is critical
to the continued expansion of U.S. agricultural
exports, and is one of the few Government
programs that really works. Virtually all funding
is used to combat unfair trade practices, and
the amount we are spending is almost nothing
in comparison to the huge export subsidies of
our foreign competitors. Our trading partners
would love to see funding for this program re-
duced. In fact, it has already been reduced by
over two-thirds since it was first enacted.

The fact is, the Market Access Program has
proven to be an effective method of expanding
our agricultural exports. It has sustained
American jobs and contributed to the reduction
of our trade imbalance.

For every $1 in MAP funding, sales of U.S.
exports increase by $16. Ultimately, the in-
creased economic activity created by the Mar-
ket Access Program supports as many as
28,000 American jobs through expanded ex-
ports.

The argument has been made that the
types of promotional activities implemented
through the MAP will go on regardless of Gov-
ernment funding. However, my colleagues
should understand that the participants match
the Government funding on a one-to-one
basis. The argument also ignores the fact that
the program is targeted towards nations which
utilize unfair trade barriers, such as Japan and
the European community. To cite just a few
examples, my colleagues may be interested in
the following MAP success stories from my
State of Washington alone:

In Mexico, MAP funds helped boost United
States exports of apples from just 574,000
cartons to over 4 million cartons in just 1 year.

In Egypt, MAP funds helped convince po-
tential buyers of the quality and value of
United States wheat flour—leading to con-
tracts for 427,000 metric tons of flour in 1993.
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In Germany, MAP funds supported market
development and awareness activities—lead-
ing to an increase of United States asparagus
exports of 14 percent.

| urge my colleagues to support economic
growth and jobs by opposing amendments to
eliminate funding for the successful Market
Access Program.

Mr. LOBIONDO. Mr. Chairman, | rise in
strong support of the Schumer-Royce amend-
ment to cut the $90 million appropriated from
the Market Access Program, formerly the Mar-
ket Promotion Program.

Last July, | cosponsored the Zimmer-Schu-
mer amendment to defund this program, and
although the program has a new name, it is
still a misuse of taxpayer dollars.

The essence of the Market Promotion Pro-
gram has not changed. In fact, this is the sec-
ond name change this program has under-
gone—it began its life as the Targeted Export
Assistance Program. It’s still a giveaway, and
it's still unfair to taxpayers and to other busi-
nesses trying to compete abroad.

Mr. Chairman, this is not a loan program.
This program is a giveaway to U.S. busi-
nesses, which use public money to advertise
their goods abroad. There are other export as-
sistance programs available to U.S. busi-
nesses. This program is uniquely flawed.

Termination of this program is supported by
the GAO, the CBO, the Grace Commission,
Citizens Against Government Waste, and the
National Taxpayers Union. As far as I'm
aware, these organizations did not rec-
ommend simply renaming the program; they
believe it is corporate welfare and support its
elimination. Let's save $90 million.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SCHUMER].

The amendment was rejected.

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. DURBIN

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. DURBIN: Page
69, after line 5, insert the following new sec-
tion:

SEC. 734. For an additional amount for the
Department of Agriculture (consisting of an
additional $22,500,000 and $2,500,000 for ‘‘Rural
Utilities Assistance Program’ and ‘‘Distance
Learning and Medical Link Program’, re-
spectively), and none of the funds made
available in this Act to such Department
may be used to carry out or pay the salaries
of personnel who carry out any extension
service program for tobacco or to provide or
pay the salaries of personnel who provide
crop insurance for tobacco for the 1997 or
later crop years, $25,000,000.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that debate on this
amendment and all amendments there-
to close in 90 minutes and that the
time be equally divided.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Mexico?

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I ob-
ject.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, some
1,600 different crops are grown in the
United States of America. The Depart-
ment of Agriculture gives 60 of those
1,500 crops special treatment. For those
crops, those 60 crops, we have many
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programs, including the Crop Insurance
Program.

The purpose of my amendment today
is to delete one crop from that list. The
crop I am speaking of is tobacco. Why
would I single out tobacco of all the
things grown in America? Because to-
bacco is not like any other agricultural
product. It is neither food nor fiber. It
is in fact the only legal product sold in
the United States which, when used ac-
cording to manufacturers directions,
will Kkill you. Tobacco is not just an-
other agricultural crop.

My friends who will stand today in
defense of tobacco and its programs
will speak at great length about equity
and fairness. Let me tell you about the
equity and fairness of tobacco.

At this very moment there are young
people who are listening to this debate.
They have a vested interest in this de-
bate.

Each year the tobacco companies,
with this tobacco product, have to lure
these children into a lifetime addiction
that will kill 1 out of 3. Each day in the
United States 3,000 children start
smoking for the first time. Think
about it, parents of America. Think
about it. If your child came home to-
night and said, ‘“Mom, Dad, I've got
great news, I just started smoking,”
how many of us would stand up and say
“Congratulations, we were hoping that
you would make that decision.” My
colleagues know better, and so do I.

Four hundred thousand Americans
will die this year from tobacco-related
diseases. It is the No. 1 preventable
cause of death in America.

Also in the Chamber, sitting in the
seats today, are the lobbyists for the
tobacco companies and the tobacco
growers. They are the heavy hitters in
this town. They have more money than
friends, but we will see a lot of their
friends on the floor today. They will
tell us in debate that the Federal Gov-
ernment does not subsidize tobacco.
That is not true. Let me tell you spe-
cifically why it is not true.

We will spend this year $98 million on
a variety of programs subsidizing to-
bacco. The single most expensive is
crop insurance. Follow me. A tobacco
grower plants his crop and buys crop
insurance and pays a premium. Then if
the crop fails, from drought, flood,
pests, whatever it is, he will expect to
collect on his insurance policy. But
when we add up all the premiums paid
by tobacco growers and then we add up
all the money paid by the Government
when the crop fails, guess what? They
do not match. We taxpayers step into
this situation and put $68 million on
the table to subsidize tobacco and to-
bacco growth.

Some of my friends have passed
around some ‘‘Dear Colleagues’ about
the Durbin amendment. One of the
statements here is that tobacco grow-
ers would be the only farmers in the
Nation without access to crop insur-
ance. I am sorry. They should have
checked the facts. One thousand five
hundred different crops in this country
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and only sixty are covered by crop in-
surance.

The Durbin amendment, and I have
many of my friends, the gentleman
from Utah [Mr. HANSEN] on the Repub-
lican side, and others who have joined
me in this amendment, says that the
tobacco crop will no longer be covered
by crop insurance. What does it mean
to my colleagues?

When you go to your town meetings
and the person stands up and says,
“Congressman, explain something to
me, if you will. If tobacco is killing our
children, if it is the No. 1 preventable
cause of death in America, why does
the Federal Government still subsidize
to the tune of $90 million a year the
growth and production of tobacco prod-
ucts?”’

Most Congressmen will say, ‘“‘Oh, but
we don’t.”

They are wrong. We do.

Many of them will say, ‘‘we should
not.”

By voting for the Durbin amendment
today, they will be able to put an end
once and for all to this Federal subsidy
of crop insurance for tobacco.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN]
has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. DURBIN
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional
minutes.)

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, behind
me on this podium, you may not be
able to see it, carved into the wood, are
nothing short of tobacco leaves. The
people who designed this Chamber 100
years ago thought that this was such
an important part of the American po-
litical scene, they put it permanently
in place. You will find it, too, as you
tour this Capitol, at the top of the col-
umns, tobacco leaves. Tobacco has al-
ways enjoyed, I guess, a special place
in the politics of America. But I think
the American consumers and taxpayers
have had their fill of the tobacco grow-
ers and the tobacco companies. As we
witness day in and day out our families
and friends afflicted by diseases related
to tobacco, we understand this is not
just another agricultural product. As
we see these tobacco companies openly
deceive American consumers about
their products, we understand this is
not just another product. As we realize
that over half of the smokers in this
country started smoking before the age
of 16, when we realize that the starting
average age for a person to use spit to-
bacco, those little round cans, is 9
years old in America, we understand
what we are up against. We are up
against a product that has to be treat-
ed differently. It should not have a
privileged place in this town or in this
Government. If the tobacco growers
want to continue their program at
their own cost, God bless them. If they
want to continue their crop insurance
at their own cost, God bless them. If
adults want to choose to smoke, and I
hope they do not, but if they want to,
God bless them. But, Mr. Chairman,
the rest of us, the taxpayers of this
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country, should not be footing the bill
to subsidize this deadly product. Today
Members of Congress who have been
preaching about balanced budgets and
deficit reduction for months around
this place have a chance to put up or
shut up. This Durbin amendment gives
them a chance to save at least $25 mil-
lion a year and to say to the taxpayers
once and for all when they ask the
question, “Why do you subsidize this
deadly product?”’ We did, until we
passed the Durbin amendment, and we
stopped.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the Durbin amend-
ment is the same amendment that this
body rejected last year out of hand, it
is the same amendment the committee
just last week rejected out of hand, and
it is the same amendment that today
this body is going to reject again out of
hand. I will tell you why. The Durbin
amendment has nothing to do with
smoking. It has nothing to do with the
health hazards of smoking. It has noth-
ing to do with whether or not you
think you have the right to smoke or
not. Smoking is not involved here.
What is involved here is singling out by
this sinister amendment small poor
farmers who in the main have no other
way to earn a living for their family.
This amendment does not get at big to-
bacco companies. I will say that again.
This amendment does not get at big to-
bacco companies as has been stated. In
fact, it plays into their hands, because
it would cripple the small growers in
this country and favor the big compa-
nies who would love to grow the to-
bacco in this country and more impor-
tantly outside this country and ship it
here and sell it for dirt cheap prices.

So the Durbin amendment, I would
say to you, favors big tobacco compa-
nies. They have been wanting this a
long time, to run these small farmers
out of the business. Without this pro-
gram, small farmers will not be able to
grow tobacco. The Congress has pro-
tected that right ever since we have
been here almost. So this amendment
plays into the hands of big tobacco.

If you want to see cheap cigarettes,
you bring in this imported tobacco,
grown under no telling what Kkind of
conditions, pesticides you would not
dare let on crops in this country, you
are going to bring in poisoned tobacco
and you are going to bring in tobacco
that is dirt cheap and you are going to
drive down the price of cigarettes until
everyone can say, even Kids, ‘“‘Hey, I
can afford to smoke now.”

So I say to the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. DURBIN], your amendment
will promote smoking. It promotes big
tobacco companies. We are standing
here telling you that if you pass the
Durbin amendment, you are singling
out the very small, poor tobacco grow-
ers in this country to the favor of big
tobacco companies and foreign growers
all over the world.

This amendment does not save you
money. The no-net-cost program—and
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the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. DUR-
BIN] knows this—passed through this
Congress a few years ago that says the
tobacco program will cost nothing to
the American taxpayer.

The gentleman says that in his
amendment we will not let ASCS em-
ployees talk to a tobacco farmer. That
tobacco farmer may also grow corn or
soybeans or wheat, and what have you
but the ASCS employee cannot go out
there and talk to him because he grows
tobacco. We may have to send a police-
man out there with him to be sure that
they never mention tobacco. But the
tobacco program does not cost you.
The no-net-cost program prevents that.
Tobacco does bring into the coffers of
your city, your county, your State, and
your Federal Government $14.8 billion
a year, and it results in $6 billion in
American exports.

This amendment discriminates
against a legal crop. The gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN] should go
ahead and do what he wants to do and
offer an amendment to declare tobacco
to be an illegal product. That is what
you really want. Go ahead and do that.
Let us vote on it. But, no, you are
going through these back doors trying
to eliminate the tobacco program with-
out declaring the crop to be illegal.
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What is next? I submit to the gen-
tleman from Illinois that a lot of the
corn grown in his district goes to fat-
ten up beef. Beef has a lot of fattening
in it. That is bad for hearts. Why, a lot
of people say heart disease is the lead-
ing killer. That is caused by the fatty
substances in the food that we eat, in-
cluding beef. Let us get after corn, that
is the problem in this country. That is
the cause of the great health scare and
the health problem in the country. It is
corn that causes fat.

And what about wheat, I ask the gen-
tleman? Does he know that wheat goes
into the making of Twinkies? And we
all know that Twinkies are bad for us.
They can cause all sorts of problems.
Let us outlaw wheat.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. ROG-
ERS] has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. ROGERS
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional
minutes.)

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I say to
the gentleman that the ASCS advisers
of the Agriculture Department help
farmers, including tobacco farmers,
with such things as preventing the use
of illegal or dangerous pesticides, for
example. If we take away that advice,
these farmers are going to be on their
own, and who knows what kind of dan-
gerous health hazards that will cause.

The intent of this amendment is to
eliminate American tobacco produc-
tion, make no mistake about that. It
would promote cheaper foreign tobacco
grown by who knows what kind of pes-
ticides or other poisons on their crops,
bringing poisonous tobacco into the
country at dirt cheap prices, promoting
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smoking. It would drive down the price
of cigarettes to no telling what level. It
would drive onto welfare rolls these
small farmers, in the South primarily,
in favor of big tobacco companies who
would then buy that tobacco from off-
shore. The jobs would go offshore.

The prices of cigarettes in this coun-
try would go down, smoking would go
up, and farmers would be on welfare. Is
that what the gentleman wants?

I say to the gentleman that the Con-
gress said last year on this very
amendment ‘“‘no.” The full Committee
on Appropriations just last week said
to answer that question ‘‘no,” and I say
to my colleagues again today, to the
Durbin amendment say ‘‘no.”’

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I just heard the gen-
tleman from Kentucky bring up
Twinkies, and it is interesting because
when the CEO’s of the major tobacco
companies of this country testified be-
fore the Congress of the United States,
one of them said, ‘“Nicotine is no more
addicting than Twinkies.” It is ironic
that Twinkies would come up again
here today.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of the Durbin-Hansen-Meehan
amendment to once and for all end the
Federal Government’s $25 million sub-
sidization of tobacco. And by the way,
the USDA says that it costs the tax-
payers money, the Congressional Budg-
et Office says it costs the taxpayers
money. It is time to finally put an end
to our agricultural policy that is not in
line with our health policy.

Mr. Chairman, the tobacco crop in-
surance subsidies, these are products of
a bygone era that have no interest
other than the special interest of the
big clout that is supporting them. No
longer should the Federal Government
be a willing and knowing partner in the
addiction of America’s youth. Now is
the time to correct a serious dis-
connect in Federal policy.

It borders on hypocrisy, Mr. Chair-
man, that on the one hand we tell our
young people do not smoke, do not
chew tobacco, it is a nasty and ulti-
mately deadly addiction. Be smart, do
not cave in to the destructive adver-
tising, the peer pressure, and on the
other hand to the tobacco and exten-
sion services and crop insurance sub-
sidies the Federal Government tells
our young all across America, do as I
say, not as I do.

A vote against this amendment is a
vote against kids in America and a
vote for big tobacco. Mr. Chairman, by
voting for big tobacco Congress votes
for an industry that manufactures a
product that kills 420,000 Americans
each year; an industry that has con-
vinced through its cartoon character
Joe Camel, by the way a multibillion
dollar advertising campaign directed
specifically to children in America, and
through that specifically directed car-
toon character there are 300,000 kids a
day that pick up a cigarette and try it
for the first time. One thousand of

H6219

those children will eventually become
addicted to this deadly product.

It is an industry that costs the Amer-
ican economy through health -care
costs and lost productivity $100 billion
a year. Is this the type of vote we want
to go back and explain to the mothers
and fathers back in our district that we
made?

Mr. Chairman, those on the other
side of the issue will argue that this
vote will only affect a small family-run
tobacco farm. Mr. Chairman, tobacco
farming is one of the most lucrative
forms of agriculture. An acre of to-
bacco is 1,000 percent more lucrative
than 1 acre of corn. The fact is this
amendment does not affect the oper-
ation of the tobacco price support pro-
gram; therefore, this amendment will
not cost a single tobacco farmers his or
her job.

No, this amendment is not directed
against the small tobacco farmer, he
will still have his customers, the Philip
Morris, the R.J. Reynolds of the world.
The amendment is about putting our
agricultural policy in line with our
health policy.

We have spent millions of dollars
educating Americans about the dis-
eases of this product, the dangers of
this product. We are seeing historic
Americans come out in a historic way
to demand that the Congress regulate
this product in the advertising to chil-
dren. We have seen the President come
forward and call for the FDA to regu-
late this product in its advertising to
children. We have seen attorneys gen-
eral all across this country begin to
hold tobacco companies accountable
for the millions and millions of dollars
of damage to health care in every State
in this country.

Now is not the time to move back-
ward. Now is the time to make the
move to move forward. Just because
this amendment has been defeated in
the past does not mean we shall not do
the right thing here.

Mr. Chairman, I agree the tobacco
company needs the help of Congress,
but further subsidizes are not the an-
swer. No, Mr. Chairman; big tobacco
does not need further subsidization; big
tobacco in this country needs regula-
tion. I urge my colleagues to join with
me in supporting the Durbin amend-
ment.

Mr. BUNNING of Kentucky. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike the req-
uisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to the Durbin amendment. This is
a mean-spirited attack on small farm-
ers throughout the South. We all know
that the gentleman from Illinois does
not like smoking, but this amendment
will not stop one person from smoking;
it will only hurt the small tobacco
farmers in my district and throughout
the South.

The opponents of tobacco always
imply that we should not pay farmers
to grow tobacco. We do not. We do not
pay farmers. Let me repeat that. The
Federal Government does not pay
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farmers subsidies to grow tobacco.
Sure, our Government offers to tobacco
farmers some of the same programs,
like crop insurance and extension serv-
ice, that are offered to other farmers.
But we should offer them the same
treatment other farmers receive.

Tobacco farmers grow a legal crop.
These farmers are not outlaws. They
should not be treated as such. They
should be treated the same as those
who grow corn or raise dairy cows or
other commodities. Tobacco farmers
should not be forced to pay for the
same services every other farmer re-
ceives for free.

What this amendment does, Mr.
Chairman, is single out the small to-
bacco farmers who are the backbone of
the agricultural industry in my State
and all over the South. Most of these
farmers, including the 14,400 tobacco
growers in my district, own their own
family farms. They may have 2 acres, 5
acres, or 10 acres of tobacco that they
use to offset their other costs in farm-
ing, or they may use the extra income
to send their children to college so that
their children may have it just a little
bit better than they did. Where is the
crime in that?

Tobacco is a legal product. We have
no right to treat honest, taxpaying,
hard working Americans like they are
outlaws. They have committed no
crime, yet this amendment singles
them out and treats them like crimi-
nals.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment will
not do one thing, as the gentleman
from Kentucky has already said, to
prevent smoking. It will not do omne
thing to the major tobacco companies
in this country. It will not decrease the
deficit. It will only treat small farmers
like they are criminals. It is bad pol-
icy, it is unfair, it is wrong, and let us
vote against the Durbin amendment.

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, this amendment came
up in the full Committee on Appropria-
tions and the full Committee on Appro-
priations soundly defeated this amend-
ment. Just as an old timer around
here, I would say stick with the Com-
mittee on Appropriations. The Com-
mittee on Appropriations, the gen-
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. ROGERS]
has informed me, does not want this
amendment to pass and he said it very
eloquently on the floor himself.

This amendment does two things. It
prohibits agricultural extension agents
from giving advice to tobacco farmers.
It does not stop the tobacco farmer
from growing tobacco, but if the agri-
cultural extension agent is called on by
the farmer for advice about pesticide
spraying for certain insects or fun-
gicides, they will not be able to give
that advice to the farmer.

I do not believe that is the result
that we want. We are not going to stop
the growing of tobacco, but we will
stop USDA from giving good horti-
cultural advice on how to grow the
crop using the proper insecticides, fun-
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gicides, and pesticides. That is not
good for either the farmer or the farm-
er’s neighbors.

That is one good reason to vote
against this. The second reason is it
prohibits small farmers from getting
Federal crop insurance. Now, the Fed-
eral crop insurance is important main-
ly to the small farmer. Larger farmers
buy it privately. In my part of the
world a small farm that has 5 acres of
tobacco can be grown by the small fam-
ily. A husband and a wife and children
can take 5 acres of tobacco and put 10,
15, $20,000 extra a year into their pock-
ets.

No, this is not about smoking. My
colleague from Massachusetts [Mr.
MEEHAN] and my colleague from Illi-
nois [Mr. DURBIN] know this has noth-
ing to do with whether or not people
smoke, and they really made that clear
in their arguments. But do my col-
leagues know that if these small farm-
ers cannot get crop insurance, they
cannot grow tobacco, that the compa-
nies will import more foreign tobacco
and, in my opinion, will smile all the
way to the bank because they will
bring it in cheaper than they can buy
it here in America?

If we want to hurt the tobacco com-
panies a little bit, keep the price of to-
bacco high to them. Make them pay a
good price. Take away crop insurance
from the small farmer, we will put him
out of business, and we will make it
impossible for him to bring income in
to his small family. It is not good pol-
icy to do it that way.

Now, I am not in favor of any adver-
tising or anything being directed at un-
derage smokers. I will support, as my
colleague who is now in the other body,
Mr. WYDEN, and I proposed, an exten-
sive program of efforts by private in-
dustry and the government to stop
young people from smoking.
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This is not about smoking. It hap-
pens, though, that because of the way
budgeting is done and accounting is
done, crop insurance does show up as a
cost to the Department of Agriculture.
But other than that, the tobacco pro-
gram is a no-net-cost program. The
farmer pays an assessment into the
Treasury to cover any potential losses
from the tobacco price support pro-
gram.

CBO, our own Congressional Budget
Office, estimates that the current to-
bacco program will result in a $1.4 bil-
lion gain for the Federal Government
over the next 7 years. Let me repeat
that. The current tobacco program will
produce a positive cash flow of $1.4 bil-
lion over the next 7 years. How is that?
Because when the Government loans
money to the cooperative to pay for
the price support program, the money
has to be paid back with interest. A
$1.4 billion gain.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from North Carolina [Mr.
ROSE] has expired.

(By unanimous consent, Mr. ROSE
was allowed to proceed for 3 additional
minutes.)
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Mr. ROSE. Mr. Chairman, I wish that
there was an accounting mechanism
that would allow us to lump all of this
together, but there is not. So my col-
league from Illinois has a fair shot here
at a cost of extension service and a
cost of crop insurance. But when we
back away from the tobacco price sup-
port program and look at the big pic-
ture, it way overpays for what it costs
the U.S. Government.

Mr. Chairman, I will join with any-
body in this House to find a sensible
way to stop young people from smok-
ing, to make it illegal, tougher, to give
more strength to the States, to outlaw
vending machines, to outlaw free ciga-
rettes and many, many other things.
That is what we should do.

But, Mr. Chairman, I say to my col-
leagues they should not kill crop insur-
ance for small farmers and go back
home to their urban districts and tell
their constituents that they saved
them from the horrors of tobacco. They
have not done anything. They have
hurt some little people and they have,
in my opinion, not accomplished what
they really would like to accomplish.

Mr. SISISKY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ROSE. I yield to the gentleman
from Virginia.

(Mr. SISISKY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SISISKY. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the Durbin amendment,
which I believe, the gentleman from
Kentucky was very kind, this is a
mean-spirited, in my opinion—and I
have known the gentleman from Illi-
nois since we got here together 14 years
ago—this is a mean-spirited amend-
ment and I wish that the House would
defeat it.

Mr. Chairman, | very strongly oppose the
Durbin amendment, a mean-spirited amend-
ment that is grossly unfair to tobacco farmers.

| understand that there are many Members
in this House who would like to make a polit-
ical statement against smoking. But this is
surely not the right way to go about it. This
amendment will do nothing to stop smoking,
but it will cause a lot of harm to tobacco farm-
ers and the farming communities that depend
on them. Many of these communities are lo-
cated in my district.

The Durbin amendment would treat tobacco
farmers worse than other farmers. It would
deny them the benefit of extension services
that are available to every other farmer. And
it would prohibit them from buying Govern-
ment-backed crop insurance that is available
to every other farmer.

This is not only discrimination against to-
bacco farmers. It's also discrimination against
tobacco farming communities. These commu-
nities are the ones who will pay the price for
the mistakes made because extension serv-
ices are not available, from the misuse of pes-
ticides, and from the erosion of their economic
base.

Mr.  Chairman, this is nothing but
scapegoating. The backers of this amendment
are upset with tobacco companies. So they
are taking out their frustrations on farmers,
many of them small family farmers struggling
just to make a living.
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| would suggest that they pick on someone
their own size. Small farmers have enough
troubles. They don’t need mean-spirited efforts
like this one to treat them like pariahs. They
deserve better than that from us. They de-
serve some fairness, and at the very least
some consideration.

| urge you to soundly reject this terrible
amendment.

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Chairman, reclaiming
my time, I too want my colleagues to
think twice before they vote for this
amendment. We have got so many bat-
tles to fight around here. Mr. Chair-
man, I say to the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. DURBIN] we have whiskey ads
back on TV again. Whiskey ads back
on television. Seagrams is down in
Texas showing television ads of Crown
Royal whiskey.

Now all of my good health friends
who are going to speak about the prob-
lems of smoking, which this amend-
ment has nothing to do with, for the
Lord’s sake, over the night and over
the weekend go back and get busy on
demon rum and whiskey that is going
to be shown to the children of this
country.

Please vote against this amendment.

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike the requisite number of words.

Mr. Chairman, here we are again. To-
bacco has surfaced as the perennial
convenient whipping boy. Tobacco, the
“golden weed” we used to affection-
ately call it in the Tobacco Belt. Whip-
ping up on tobacco again.

Mr. Chairman, I was not even going
to get into this until the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. ROSE] men-
tioned about teenage smoking. Some
days ago a fellow in my district came
up to me and said, ‘‘I have a cure for
teenage consumption of tobacco. Why
do you all in Congress not enact legis-
lation requiring teenagers to consume
tobacco?”’ He said, ‘““‘Given the inge-
nuity of American teenagers, they will
manage to violate that law some way,
and the problem is cured.”

He said that, of course, Mr. Chair-
man, with tongue in cheek, but it
makes about as much sense as what we
are about today. The Durbin amend-
ment, and the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. ROSE] said it, the gen-
tleman from Kentucky [Mr. ROGERS]
said it very adeptly, it will do nothing
to discourage smoking or reduce to-
bacco consumption.

Mr. Chairman, I will tell my col-
leagues what it will do. It will unfairly
attack and penalize small farmers by
denying them critical agricultural ad-
ministrative services available to
every other family farmer known to me
producing agricultural commodities
under a Federal program.

Mr. Chairman, I will tell my col-
leagues what it will do. It singles out
tobacco farmers, particularly small
ones, and tramples upon their right to
earn a living in regions often inhos-
pitable to growing alternative crops.

This amendment damages, emas-
culates the small tobacco farmer, not
the industry at large. The amendment
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undermines a decades-old relationship
between farmers and the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture, destroying the
farmers’ safety net and placing tobacco
farmers at the mercy of the elements,
the weather, diseases, pests.

The demise, Mr. Chairman, of the to-
bacco program would destroy, I repeat,
destroy the nature and structure of ag-
riculture in the southeast farm area,
what we commonly know as the to-
bacco belt.

Tobacco, my friends, is a crop that is
lawfully grown, lawfully cured, law-
fully marketed, lawfully processed,
lawfully sold in the marketplace, law-
fully consumed. And Americans ben-
efit, Lord only knows how much, from
this product.

Mr. Chairman, I say to my col-
leagues, do not permit this antitobacco
propaganda to damage innocent farm-
ers who are trying their best to keep
their heads above water, to provide for
their families by growing a legal and
marketable commodity. I urge defeat
of this amendment.

Mr. FOGLIETTA. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
Durbin-Hansen amendment. At a time
when critical funding for children, for
health care, for education is being
slashed to the bone, how can we even
think of providing even another cent to
the tobacco industry? Smoking and its
impact on health costs billions of dol-
lars every year, and it costs thousands
of lives in the United States of Amer-
ica.

The prior speaker said that it is law-
fully grown, it is lawfully sold, it is
lawfully consumed. I agree to that, and
that is one of the sad problems that we
have in this Nation today, because it is
lawfully grown, lawfully sold, and law-
fully consumed.

Just ask one of the members of the
thousands of families, many of whom
we know very well, who have lost a
parent, a daughter, a son, or a wife to
smoking-related cancer, and they will
give you the straight answer. No more
money for tobacco. Simply, no more
money for tobacco.

Yet, in vote after vote on the House
floor and in committee, aid to the to-
bacco industry stays alive. This is
wrong. Let us make some smart
choices on how we spend our Federal
dollars. This amendment gives us a
choice. We can vote for tobacco and
smoking, or we can invest in health.

This amendment takes the money
the bill would spend on tobacco and in-
vests these dollars in linking rural un-
derserved educational and medical fa-
cilities to more advanced urban cen-
ters. Moreover, it would make signifi-
cant investment in the rural water and
sewer grant and loan programs.

The choice is clear. Vote for the Dur-
bin amendment and end the subsidies
to this killing industry.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FOGLIETTA. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.
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Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for his support of this
amendment, and say to earlier speak-
ers that someone has noted the fact
that the Committee on Appropriations
voted against this amendment, and
that is true. The Committee on Appro-
priations also voted against an amend-
ment which I had several years ago to
ban smoking on airplanes. Fortu-
nately, this House of Representatives
came together in a bipartisan fashion
overruling the decision by the Com-
mittee on Appropriations.

Mr. Chairman, I would defy all my
friends on the side of tobacco today to
stand up and say that was the wrong
decision. It was the right decision. No
one, no one would consider turning
back the hands of the clock to the day
when people could smoke on an air-
plane and pass along secondhand
smoke to innocent people. The fact of
the matter is, this has been accepted
conduct now across the United States
and we are now applying it to inter-
national flights.

I might also thank the gentleman for
noting that the money saved from the
Durbin amendment will be reinvested
in the same rural communities that we
have talked about here during the
course of this debate, providing in the
southeastern United States and across
the country, opportunities for medical
telecommunications links so that com-
munity hospitals can have professional
medical care, providing rural water and
sewer grants so that a lot of small
town America will be able to mod-
ernize its infrastructure.

Mr. Chairman, the final point I would
like to make is, my friends on the
other side of this debate continue to ig-
nore the reality that we subsidize to-
bacco growers in this country. The gen-
tleman shakes his head, but I would
like to tell the gentleman the exact
dollars. Ninety-eight million dollars
will be put in Federal subsidies to to-
bacco growers this year; $68 million for
crop insurance losses beyond premiums
paid; $10 million overhead costs of ad-
ministering the program. If this is not
a Federal subsidy, I tell the gentleman,
nothing is. It is $78 million for those
two items and $700,000 for extension
agents.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the gentleman
for his forbearance, and say that any
farmer who grows other crops will not
be prohibited from speaking to exten-
sion agents. We just do not want the
Federal Government encouraging the
growth of tobacco in this country, a
deadly product which is Kkilling so
many innocent people.

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FOGLIETTA. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, I think
we ought to make it absolutely plain,
at least unless my memory is totally
gone, that smoking on airplanes was
legislation that came through the Pub-
lic Works Committee. It was not done
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on an appropriation bill. We may have
had it as an amendment, but I know it
came through Public Works.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FOGLIETTA. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, it was
before the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
EwING] arrived here, and the amend-
ment came through the Committee on
Appropriations.

Mr. JONES. Madam Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Madam Chairman, I rise today in
strong opposition to the Durbin amend-
ment. The denial of Federal crop insur-
ance will destroy the tobacco farmer
and the economy of rural America. Be-
sides being excluded from common
USDA services provided to all other
farmers, this will be an economic
nightmare. It is no way of doing busi-
ness.

The denial of crop insurance does not
seem like much. However, most farm-
ers have entered into loan agreements
requiring them, the farmers, to obtain
crop insurance. This amendment will
place the farmer in violation with their
current and future lenders. Who will
help the family farmers then?

Let me repeat that. Most farmers
have entered into loan agreements re-
quiring them, meaning the farmer, to
obtain crop insurance. This amend-
ment will place the farmer in violation
with their current and future lenders.
Who, again, will help the family farm-
er?

Most importantly I believe this
amendment is aimed at the cigarette
industry. However, the victim will not
be the industry, it will be the small to-
bacco farmer. In my State of North
Carolina the production of tobacco em-
ploys approximately 260,000 people.
More specifically, 1 in 12 people have a
tobacco-related job. A ‘“‘yes’ vote will
be a vote to destroy the North Carolina
economy.

Madam Chairman, in closing I want
to make two points that the gentleman
from North Carolina [Mr. ROSE] and
others have made on the floor of this
House.

Since 1982, the tobacco program has
been a voluntary farmer-run program
that is operated through farmer-paid
assessment and fees. I am going to re-
peat that again, Madam Chairman.
Since 1982, the tobacco program has
been a voluntary farmer-run program
that is operated through farmer-paid
assessment and fees.

The second point I would like to
make, CBO estimates the concurrent
tobacco program will result in a $1.4
billion gain for the Federal Govern-
ment over the next 7 years. I am going
to repeat that again. CBO estimates
the current tobacco program will re-
sult in a $1.4 billion gain for the Fed-
eral Government over the next 7 years.
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I ask the House to vote against the
Durbin amendment.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

(Mr. HEFNER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HEFNER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong opposition to this amendment,
but I do congratulate the gentleman
for trying to do something to put some
money back into an area that should
never have been taken out to start
with, it is sorely needed, into the Rural
Utilities Assistance Program. I com-
mend him for that. But I do not com-
mend him for where he would like to
get it.

This, I do not think there is anybody
in this body that would encourage
young people to smoke. It would make
the health argument as far as tobacco
goes, but to me this is a punitive
amendment. It does harm to small
farmers. Make no doubt about this. It
is not going to cause one person not to
smoke. It is not going to spend any
money for the health care for people
that do smoke, if that be the cause. It
is not going to do anything to keep
people from smoking cigarettes.

What it is going to do is to those
small farmers, it is going to say to
them, you are not going to have the
same privileges that everybody else
that is engaged in agriculture has,
whether you are soybeans, whatever,
peanuts, sugar, whatever, you are not
going to have the same privileges these
other folks have. You are going to be a
second-class farmer. If you happen to
be a small tobacco farmer that maybe
grows some other crops and you use to-
bacco, that is going to be something
that you have done that you are going
to put my kids through college. You
are going to say, we are going to cut
off, this is going to take away a part of
your income.

It is not going to affect the big pic-
ture. It is not going to convince any-
body not to smoke. It is just an attack
on the small tobacco farmers all across
the South that raise tobacco and count
on it for their livelihood. So make no
mistake about it. The only people that
are going to be harmed are going to be
the small tobacco farmers. We have
thousands of them in the great State of
North Carolina and Kentucky and
Georgia and Alabama, all across the
South.

I might add, there is no place that
these folks say: Hey, what we are going
to do; we are going to diversify. There
is no crop that they can say in the
short run next year they will not plant
tobacco, we will plant blueberries or we
will plant something else. They cannot
diversify. This is something that is
going to have an impact on the small
farmers in North Carolina and all over
the South. Make no mistake about it.

I would not call this a mean-spirited
amendment. I have known the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN] ever
since he came here. He is a fine gen-
tleman. But he is just misdirected in
his avenue that he has taken as far as
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the Tobacco Program. We are talking
about a legal product that the tobacco
farmer has just as much right to grow
tobacco as people have to grow soy-
beans, cotton, corn, wheat, any other
crop in these great United States.

This is a punitive amendment, and I
would urge the Members of this great
body to vote this amendment down and
get on with their business.

As far as the Rural Assistance Pro-
gram, that should be put back in the
bill. This is something that should be
funded. It should not have been taken
out. It is a disgrace that it was, but
this is not the way to address some-
thing that is bad in the bill to make it
even worse by adopting the Durbin
amendment.

Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I move to strike the requisite
number of words.

I am here today in strong opposition
to the Durbin antitobacco farmer
amendment, which was already sound-
ly defeated in committee and last year
on this floor.

Let me tell you about the family
farmer in Kentucky’s Second District.
He grows several crops—soybeans,
corn, wheat, whatever—but most often,
he grows tobacco.

In fact, for thousands of families
back home, it’s tobacco that puts food
on the table and clothes on the kids’
backs.

Sometimes, that farmer needs advice
on crop production, diseases, or fer-
tilizer. The extension services across
rural America are often the only
source of this type of information. This
amendment denies tobacco farmers
that advice.

Now I would assume supporters of
this antitobacco farmer amendment
would say they care about the environ-
ment. They should consider this ques-
tion: What if a tobacco farmer misuses
pesticides because the expert at his
local extension office wasn’t allowed to
talk to him?

This amendment also prevents hard-
working tobacco farmers from buying
the same crop insurance that farmers
in, say, Illinois have.

Think about it: Tobacco is a legal
crop. And we are saying to the farmers,
when they need assistance, that they
are second-class citizens.

The Durbin amendment does away
with a critical part of the Federal safe-
ty net for farmers who grow tobacco. It
is a discriminatory amendment.

BEach year, tobacco contributes near-
ly $15 billion to Federal, State, and
local government in taxes. It adds an-
other $6 billion in exports. That’s $21
billion.

The gentleman from Illinois should
consider what liberal social programs
he’d do away with without those $21
billion. Tobacco farmers also pay an
additional 33 million for various assess-
ments to allow the Tobacco Program
to operate at no net-cost to the tax-
payer.

Mr. Chairman, we shouldn’t single
out the farmers who grow tobacco. We
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shouldn’t hurt the many families who
are just barely getting by with a few
acres of this legal product. And we
shouldn’t pretend that this amendment
will stop one person from smoking, be-
cause it won’t.

The health risks associated with to-
bacco are well known, and not the
issue today. The issue is the thousands
of independent decisions made by farm
families.

The Durbin amendment would be a
disaster for tens of thousands of small
family farmers. Vote against this anti-
tobacco farmer amendment.

Mr. BAESLER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I probably have a lit-
tle more unique position or consider-
ation of this amendment than most
Members because I am the only to-
bacco farmer in this House.

Let me tell you what this amend-
ment does. I am not going to get into
all the money everybody else has
talked about. It is telling every to-
bacco farmer in Kentucky today, we
have had rain for the last 4 or 5 weeks,
we now have the possibility of a blue
mold coming in on our plants, which
could very well devastate our crop as
we move along from June, July, and
August. We want to tell that farmer,
with the Durbin amendment, we want
to tell him, Mr. Farmer, you do not
have any protection for that.

We might be devastated. If the blue
mold does not get us later in the sum-
mer, we have a disease called black
shank which could.

Why do I mention these two diseases?
First of all, it is the extension services
which go to the farmer who does not
have to go to anybody else and say, Mr.
Farmer, here is what you put on your
tobacco plant to try to prevent blue
mold, try to prevent black shank. What
do they do? They wither up the plants.
They give you absolutely no produc-
tion at the end of the year. But guess
what, you have already put in several
thousand dollars per acre. You have al-
ready put in the fertilizer cost. You
have already put in, in some cases
right before a harvest, you have put in
most of your labor, a great deal of your
labor.

Under the Durbin amendment, he
wants to tell this farmer, this farmer,
you cannot have a safety net. You go
on and go broke. We do not care.

Just two or three amendments ago, 1
heard Mr. DURBIN himself talking
about the disaster we had in the wheat.
Why didn’t those people go get insur-
ance? I would be more interested in
hearing them, if they go insurance.

We are telling my farmers they can-
not have insurance. It has nothing to
do with smoking. You are basically
telling the farmers in Kentucky and
North Carolina, we cannot have the
safety net that we need to make sure
we do not go broke. We are not talking
just about landowners here. Do not
think you are talking about
farmowners who just have a lot of land.
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We are talking about young tenant
farmers who maybe do not have any
land but have over $100,000, $200,000 in-
vested in equipment. We are going to
tell him and her, a lot of women, going
right on that farm, do not worry about
it, folks, you do not need a safety net,
you are going to go broke. Andy by the
way, you cannot go talk to the exten-
sion service about how to make your
crop better. Are you going to use Clo-
rox? That is illegal. You cannot do
that. The extension service cannot tell
you that. You have got to know it.

This is mean spirited. It is hypocrisy
at the highest level. Two or three votes
ago, two of the sponsors of these
amendments voted to keep on paying
the funds necessary to market alcohol.
They voted against the XKennedy
amendment. I voted against it, too.
But now is not that something, we are
saying here to the tobacco farmer,
somehow you cause health problems,
Mr. Farmer. We are not even asking for
money to help us market. We are going
to tell the alcohol folks, fine. I voted
for it and think it is the right thing to
do, we are going to help our market,
yours and nobody is going to deny that
alcohol has some problems with health.

What disappoints me about this is it
has nothing to do with smoking. It has
nothing to do with what is going to
happen. The gentleman from Kentucky
[Mr. ROGERS] and others have said it.
The Mexicans are going to love it. The
Brazilians are going to love it. The Af-
ricans are going to love it because they
are going to be able to market their
products.

Who is not going to love it? Farmers
in Kentucky and throughout the
South, because we are telling them
today, if this amendment passes, we do
not care about you. We do not care if
you go broke. We do not care if you
cannot get insurance. We pay our
taxes; you pay. The university has got
an extension service; Federal Govern-
ment has extension services. You can-
not go see them.

This is a mean-spirited amendment.
It is the most hypocrisy that I have
ever seen, over two or three votes ago.
I am disappointed by the fact that we
do not care about these people.

What is the next small farmer we are
going to kick in the shins? What is the
next small farmer we are going to
hurt? Who are we going to pick on
next? Tobacco is an easy target for you
folks. Tobacco is an easy target for the
urban areas because they do not care
about it. Tobacco is an easy target be-
cause they do not think about the bil-
lions of dollars they get.

I am disappointed. Vote no because
this is very mean spirited and the
height of hypocrisy.

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
Durbin-Hansen amendment. This
amendment prohibits the use of Fed-
eral funds for tobacco-related exten-
sion services and crop insurance. It is
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needed because the current so-called no
net cost tobacco price support program
does not eliminate Federal spending re-
lated to tobacco.

Tobacco products, as the medical
profession has repeatedly emphasized,
kill. Tobacco is frequently used as a
pesticide, thus it is no wonder that al-
most one half million Americans die
each year from tobacco use. This, along
with tobacco-related illnesses, costs
Medicare and Medicaid approximately
$15.3 billion each year.

The Durbin proposal would not cause
tobacco farmers to lose their jobs. It
does not affect the tobacco price sup-
port program; debate on that issue is
deferred to the farm bill. Rather, the
Durbin proposal continues to align our
agricultural policies with our health
policies.

As part of this sensible undertaking,
the proposal would reallocate funds
from the tobacco industry to more
health conscious interests. One part of
Mr. DURBIN’s proposal would help to
provide safe and affordable drinking
water to the 400,000 rural households
currently without it. Mr. DURBIN also
proposes to reallocate money to the
Distance Learning/Medical Link pro-
gram. This is another important pro-
gram which offers valuable opportuni-
ties to rural residents though increased
educational venues and better access to
health care.

It is time for governmental policies
to work together, and for us to get out
of the tobacco business. I urge my col-
leagues to seize the opportunity to
move one more step toward that goal
by supporting the Durbin-Hansen
amendment.

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

(Mr. WAXMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, I have
a chart that I want to display so that
Members can see the full consequences
of this tobacco issue.

This chart indicates the causes of
death in the United States. Deaths re-
lated to tobacco come close to 20 per-
cent. It is higher than the combination
of deaths due to illicit drugs, motor ve-
hicle accidents, sexual behavior, guns
and firearms, toxic agents, microbial
agents, and alcohol; all of them com-
bined.

This is a major health problem in
this country. We need to address it.
The Centers for Disease Control came
out with a report a couple of weeks
ago. They have indicated to us that we
are losing this war against smoking in
America.
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Forty percent of white teenaged girls
are smoking. Three thousand new kids
are taking up smoking each day.

What are we are going to do about it?
What is a commonsense rational policy
for this Nation to avoid the con-
sequences of 400,000 people dying each
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year? How do we stop our kids from
taking up smoking?

Now, the Durbin amendment is not a
solution. We need some commonsense
solutions, but it is a reasonable step
that we ought to take.

I have listened to the discussions of
the representatives from the tobacco
growing areas. They say that we are
treating their farmers like second-class
citizens, we are saying that they are
criminals. No one is saying that. They
have a legal right to grow those crops
and to sell them.

But the fact of the matter is, why
should taxpayers help them when we
face this kind of consequence from this
product? We ought to be talking about,
if we really care about those farmers,
how to make a transition to other
crops as we, as a nation, try to discour-
age people from smoking. That is what
we ought to be doing, and if the gen-
tleman wanted to deal with the prob-
lem, we would try to come to terms
with it.

We have enormous pressures to keep
the status quo. Do not touch the sub-
sidies going to tobacco farmers. People
say, ‘‘Well, let’s deal with alcohol.”
Well, let us deal with alcohol, but let
us recognize the disproportionate
deaths from tobacco. They say, ‘“Well,
let’s do something about kids smok-
ing,”” but those same people that said
that on the House floor object to the
Food and Drug Administration promul-
gating regulations. They are in favor of
some voluntary effort by the tobacco
industry which, as an industry, has a
conflict of interest. The industry does
not want to discourage Kkids from
smoking because those kids that take
up smoking as 13-, 14-year-olds are
their customers when they are adults.
They are the ones who get hooked on
nicotine.

I urge that we support this amend-
ment. It is a good first step. We ought
to do it. There is no reason not to do it.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WAXMAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. DOGGETT. Now, the gentleman
from California mentioned that there
are other measures besides this amend-
ment which only keeps us from wasting
a certain amount of public moneys in
support of death that ought to be
taken. Are there going to be any of
those measures coming out of the sub-
committee that the gentleman from
California has served on and focused so
much attention in prior Congresses to
this tremendous tobacco epidemic in
the country?

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Chairman, as the
gentleman from Texas well knows, the
most powerful special interest in this
country is the tobacco industry. They
have invariably gotten their way in the
Congress of the United States. The in-
quiry that our subcommittee con-
ducted about tobacco industry prac-
tices was stopped. The tobacco indus-
try is a major campaign contributor.
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Mr. DOGGETT. How does the gen-
tleman from California mean it was
stopped?

Mr. WAXMAN. The new leadership of
the committee decided that there was
no reason for this country and this
Congress to look into tobacco industry
practices.

Mr. DOGGETT. So even though to-
bacco is the No. 1 cause of preventable
death in the United States, this Con-
gress, this House under the Gingrich
leadership, is not doing anything about
it?

Mr. WAXMAN. The gentleman is ab-
solutely correct. This Congress and the
leadership of this Congress has done ex-
actly what the tobacco industry has
wanted it to do. It has stopped any in-
vestigation of the tobacco industry. It
has condemned the Food and Drug Ad-
ministration as it attempts to deal
with the problems of children being se-
duced into smoking. It has supported
the continued subsidies of the tobacco
industry and its farmers. We are losing
the war, and the people who have been
elected to be responsible for the Nation
are turning their backs on that whole
effort.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from California [Mr. WAX-
MAN] has expired.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from California [Mr. WAXMAN] be
granted 3 additional minutes to re-
spond.

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Chairman, I ob-
ject.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, there
have been no objections to anyone else
getting unanimous-consent extensions
on this.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I
would like the gentleman identified
under the rules because they may want
to speak again and I may want to ob-
ject.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Kentucky [Mr. ROGERS] has ob-
jected.

Mr. WHITFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the requisite number of
words.

It is impossible today in today’s cli-
mate to discuss anything relating to
tobacco without discussing the polit-
ical correctness of the issue, and I
think that all of us would agree with
that, and I do not think there is any-
body in this Chamber, or anybody that
I know of, that wants young people to
smoke any tobacco product, and every
tobacco product today has on the pack-
age that it may be dangerous to one’s
health to smoke the product or to chew
the product, and we all know that, and
all of us know that there are many
things in our society that it is harmful
for us to engage in. Many things:
drinking alcoholic beverages, drinking
and driving, dropping out of school.
But we also know that individuals
make individual choices about what
they do, and the same thing takes
place on this issue of tobacco.

June 12, 1996

We know historically that prohibi-
tion did not work in the alcohol busi-
ness, we know that it is illegal to sell
and buy cocaine and heroin on the
streets of America, and yet we know
that it is done all over the streets of
America, and we know that organized
crime is involved in the selling of those
products. But one thing that we also
know is that tobacco is a legal product,
and it is a regulated product. It is not
regulated by FDA, as the President and
other Members of this body would like
it to be, but it is regulated by the De-
partment of Agriculture, the Federal
Trade Commission, HHS and other
agencies of the Government, and it is a
legal crop.

Now, over the past 8 years two agen-
cies of the Federal Government have
taken real reductions in appropria-
tions. That has been Agriculture and
Defense. And the farmers throughout
America stepped up to the plate on this
Freedom to Farm bill and volunteered
that over the next 5 years all of their
price support systems would be elimi-
nated. And in tobacco there is no price
support system today that is paid for
by the Government. The tobacco farm-
ers and the tobacco industry, manufac-
turers, pay for that price support sys-
tem.

And this amendment simply dis-
criminates against over 140,000 small
farmers in 23 States, many of whom
only have 1 or 2 acres of land to grow
this legal product, and this amendment
basically says that if someone grows
this product, this crop, they cannot use
the facilities of the U.S. Department of
Agriculture to advise them on the pes-
ticides or the insecticides that they
should use on this product, and all of
us recognize that there are some dan-
gers in the chemicals being used today,
and we need advice from the Depart-
ment of Agriculture on those types of
issues, and so this amendment would
prohibit that.

And in addition, this amendment
would also prohibit farmers from buy-
ing crop insurance. Now, up until this
freedom to farm bill, it was required
that farmers buy catastrophic crop in-
surance. Most of them really did not
want to. And the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. DURBIN] mentioned awhile
ago, he said that the Government will
spend $97 million this year, but the es-
timate is that it will be $97 million,
and most of that is on crop insurance
that farmers themselves paid the pre-
mium, they paid the premium for it,
and if anything happened to the crop,
they will be reimbursed. And some
things did happen. As the gentleman
from Kentucky mentioned earlier, blue
mold hit, and it about destroyed the
crop this year, and so they paid for a
premium to be covered. Blue mold hit
the crop, and now they are going to be
compensated. And this amendment
would prohibit that from taking place
in the future.

And so I would just say it is an
amendment that discriminates against
140,000 small farmers in 23 States
around this country.
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Now, if my colleagues want to make
tobacco illegal, then let us bring it up
for a vote. Let us not try to harm these
small farmers and let the big manufac-
turers get off. And furthermore, I
would challenge my colleagues that
Government cannot control the actions
of people on everything that they do.
We cannot control that somebody is
going to smoke. We cannot control if
somebody is going to contact AIDS
through illicit sexual contact or Kkill
themselves while driving intoxicated.

So that is what this amendment is
all about, and I would urge all of us to
vote against the Durbin amendment.

Mr. BISHOP. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike the requisite number of
words.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the Durbin amendment. I feel that this
amendment is unfair, it is discrimina-
tory, and it will create a bureaucratic
nightmare.

I represent tobacco growers. I rep-
resent tobacco warehouses, and I rep-
resent the largest cigarette manufac-
turing plant in the country. What I see
this debate about is not whether to
outlaw tobacco, which perhaps would
be more of an appropriate debate, not
whether to smoke or not to smoke,
which perhaps would be an appropriate
debate, but here we are talking about
taking away crop insurance and the ad-
vice of extension agents from people
who are scratching out a living from
the soil in the hardest of possible ways
to just to make ends meet.

It is not right, it is not fair, and I
just think that we ought not be doing
that.

What we are talking about here are
jobs. What we are talking about are
families. We are talking about college
tuition. We are talking about hospital
bills, doctor bills. We are talking about
health insurance even, derived from
the hard work that these families
scratch out from the soil.

I had the good fortune to marry a
young lady who grew up on a tobacco
farm, and we spent hours and hours
talking about what it was like growing
up on that tobacco farm when her fa-
ther would have to go and mortgage
the land to plant his crop and how
when the crop came in and after they
got through curing it and they got
through selling it, how he would go
back to the bank, if they had a good
year, and pay off the mortgage. And
she talked about how many years they
would have to go back and renew that
mortgage and hope that they could
make a better crop the next year, and
in the meantime the land did not get
foreclosed on.

Her father always said, ‘I hope that
life for our children won’t be as bad on
this tobacco farm as it has been for
me.”’

The advent of crop insurance im-
proved that lot for that tobacco farm
in North Carolina. I believe that we
ought not to, as long as this product is
legal, discriminate, be unfair and cre-
ate a nightmare, as this amendment
would do.
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Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-

woman from North Carolina [Mrs.
CLAYTON].
Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Chairman, I

thank the gentleman for yielding to
me.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
the Durbin amendment and say this
really is not about whether one smokes
or not. I am not in denial that smoking
harms. I am not one who says that
smoking should not be for children. I
do not advocate. So it is difficult to
follow Mr. WAXMAN’s startling sta-
tistic.

But this is not about smoking. This
is about discriminating against the
poorest of the poor of that industry.
Our colleagues are not attacking the
big boy. They really are attacking the
small farmer.

This is a vested interest. I represent
the largest amount of farmers who
grow flue-cured tobacco in the country.
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Obviously, I feel for them. I also feel
for those who may see this as a moral
issue. I commend the gentleman from
Illinois, who has consistently been
about this.

However, Mr. Chairman, I want to
tell the Members, this is not the way
to go about it. We should not discrimi-
nate against farmers who happen to be
growing tobacco, soybeans, cotton, and
to say that they should not have the
assistance of our Government, or we
should not find a way where they can-
not insure their crops. Go after it as a
moral issue. This is not the way to do
it.

Mr. Chairman, I urge our colleagues
to understand, they are not making the
decision around smoking or not smok-
ing, they are really making the deci-
sion about whether they want to be fair
to farmers, regardless of what legal
crop they are growing. I urge the de-
feat of the Durbin amendment.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I have a
unanimous consent request. I would
ask the gentleman from Illinois, we
have been at this for about an hour and
15 minutes. I do not want to cut any-
body off, but I think at least we ought
to have some parameters. How about 80
minutes?

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SKEEN. I yield to the gentleman
from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I agree
with the gentleman. If the gentleman
would agree to 90 minutes, I think we
might be able to wrap it up.

Mr. SKEEN. We will go 90 minutes.

Mr. DURBIN. Forty-five minutes on
each side. Will the gentleman control
those in opposition to the amendment?

Mr. SKEEN. Yes.

Mr. DURBIN. I will control those in
favor of it.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that all debate on
this amendment and all amendments
thereto close in 90 minutes and that
the time be equally divided.
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The CHAIRMAN. The Chair under-
stands that the time will be divided, 45
minutes to be managed by the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN] and
45 minutes to be managed by the gen-
tleman from New Mexico [Mr. SKEEN].

Is there objection to the request of
the gentleman from New Mexico?

There was no objection.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. FUNDERBURK].

Mr. FUNDERBURK. Mr. Chairman,
here we go again with the constant at-
tack on tobacco in the form of another
Durbin amendment. This amendment is
being sold as an attempt to change
smoking habits. As usual the label is
misleading. It won’t change smoking
habits one bit. This legislation breaks
a complex and time-honored agreement
between the farmer, the Government,
and the manufacturer. If this amend-
ment passes, tobacco farmers would be
the only farmers in America denied ac-
cess to Government-funded research,
education, and extension services for
their crop. This amendment even de-
nies tobacco farmers Federal crop in-
surance and sets up the taxpayers to
absorb millions of dollars in defaulted
farm loans. It imposes a politically
correct gag rule on USDA officials by
preventing southern farmers from ac-
cessing information which they paid
for with their own tax dollars.

If the authors also intend to wound
multinational corporations they are off
the mark. The big companies won’t be
hurt by this amendment. They will
simply pack their bags, move off shore,
and sell us foreign tobacco. So, the peo-
ple this amendment really hurts, live
in the small towns in my State and
across the country. These law-abiding
citizens don’t sit on corporate boards
or drive big cars, they merely ask the
Congress to treat them fairly and on
that count the Durbin amendment fails
miserably.

It is time for DURBIN, WAXMAN,
Kessler, and Clinton to stop picking on
small tobacco farmers. Where is their
substitute for $15 billion to the Fed-
eral, State, and local governments in
the form of sales and excise taxes? Six
billion dollars in exports—that’s a lot
of jobs.

Over $30 million to the U.S. Treasury
for deficit reduction.

Prohibition, crop diversification—it’s
simple to say but not to do.

This amendment is bad legislation. It
does nothing the authors claim and
punishes no one the authors want to
punish. So, Mr. Chairman, the next
time a Member of Congress, on either
side of the aisle, talks about protecting
the little man and small businesses
take a look at how he voted on the
Durbin amendment and see how his
claim stands up.

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FUNDERBURK. I yield to the
gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding to
me.
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Mr. Chairman, none of us disagree
with the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
DURBIN] that we ought not to encour-
age children from smoking. We ought
to. This amendment will do nothing
about that. All of us agree that smok-
ing presents hazards to one’s health.
This amendment does nothing about
that. This amendment is, pure and sim-
ple, about corporate America versus
little farm family America.

Mr. Chairman, I have very few big
farmers in my district. Most of my
farmers are small farmers. The big
farmers, the corporate farmers, do not
depend on the county agent for advice.
They depend on the experts, the high-
priced experts from Lexington, from
Raleigh, from Athens. They can afford
that. The small family farmer depends
on that extension service agent, the
Gary Gloes, the Scott Browns, to come
out and examine their fields, be it corn,
be it peanuts, be it cotton, be it to-
bacco.

What you are doing is saying it is all
right for you to look at your corn
patch but I cannot look at your to-
bacco patch and tell you what is wrong
or what you need to do. The gentleman
and I know that the management of
that will never work. It simply cannot
work. I urge the defeat of this amend-
ment.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Washington [Mrs. SMITH].

Mrs. SMITH of Washington. Mr.
Chairman, I rise in support of the Dur-
bin amendment to cut the tobacco sub-
sidy and transfer the money saved into
the rural development programs.

This is just one of the many steps
this body needs to take to balance the
budget. Members have a clear choice
today. They can choose to subsidize to-
bacco growing or they can vote to give
rural areas safe drinking water. We
need to spend the taxpayers’ money
very, very carefully. I think if we took
a poll of America today, we would find
that 99 percent would not choose to
subsidize tobacco.

Do not think for a minute this is
about the small farmer. Last year
when we took this vote, the three
major tobacco lobbies cut 135 checks,
half of them on top of the markup and
the other half within 48 hours of the
vote. The time for the vote came and it
went down. These are business people.
They had every intention of affecting
the vote. I do not question each Mem-
ber’s vote, but a good businessman or
woman does not give money to any-
thing that they do not expect a return
on.

Mr. Chairman, the big tobacco indus-
tries are a $45 billion industry. They
are fighting this vote and they are
fighting it because they do not want to
lose one toehold they have on this
place, or at least they believe they
have on this place, because they are
major, major contributors to cam-
paigns, and mostly right around the
votes.

Last year, we even had tobacco
checks, as we read in the news a couple
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of weeks ago, passed out on the floor of
this Chamber. This is serious, Mr.
Chairman. Tobacco companies Kknow
that they are in trouble. Why not give
the $23 million to clean water? Does
that not make more sense? I think it
makes more sense. I think the Amer-
ican people think it makes more sense.

We have had conflicting stories on
the floor today about how lucrative it
is or not, and how in jeopardy the
small farmers are. I have looked. You
can grow a little tobacco, for a lot of
money, practically in your backyard. I
understand that that is a good way for
some families to make their living, but
it also costs America very dearly.

Mr. Chairman, the argument of corn,
let us talk about the argument of corn.
Why do we continue with crop insur-
ance for corn? By the way, I am for
getting rid of all agriculture and all
corporate subsidies eventually. If we
Republicans believe in getting rid of
the debt, we have to stop subsidizing a
lot of things we have been subsidizing
over the years; by the way, started by
the Democrats.

But I believe that starting with to-
bacco makes a whale of a lot of sense,
whether it is $20, $21, or $90 million, be-
cause the difference between corn and
tobacco is very simple. My grandkids
need corn to eat. Tobacco is going to
kill them. It killed my mother. It has
killed my relatives. It could Kkill my
grandchildren. That is a lot of dif-
ference there—400,000 deaths each year.
Corn does not cause emphysema or
lung cancer. It might make you fat,
but in general you can only eat so
much of it, and 3,000 children a day do
not become addicted to corn.

Mr. Chairman, I certainly do not
want to be in a position with my con-
stituents of going home and saying ‘I
subsidized tobacco, but I did not have
any money for clean water for your
communities.” I have 27 pending appli-
cations for water and sewer grants. We
need that money. That is good, healthy
money. It could be used for that. Mr.
Chairman, let us vote today to free up
that money for clean water. This is
just one of several farm and corporate
subsidies we need to get rid of to bal-
ance the budget.

The main cry we came in with, in
fact, I waved a flag at the Contract
With America that said ‘I am going to
balance the budget. I am going to clean
up the corruption.” We stood there to-
gether and we said that. We have to do
it even to things that are in our back-
yard, folks. I have done them to things
in my backyard. You have to, too.

The argument that tobacco is legal
makes little sense to me. There are a
lot of legal things, but we do not sub-
sidize them. Especially we do not sub-
sidize those things that are destroying
Americans and costing the Medicare
system enough to bankrupt it. Today, I
ask Members to think very carefully
about where they have their priorities
in this body. We all have to have their
priorities, but this one has a lot of
problems. I ask today that Members
support the Durbin amendment.
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Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. EWING].

Mr. EWING. Mr. Chairman, I will try
not to use all that time so others can.

First of all, Mr. Chairman, this
amendment, I would say to my col-
league, the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. DURBIN], is somewhat confusing. If
we were to adopt it, I am not sure ex-
actly how it would be administered or
what would be carried out. I am some-
what confused between crop insurance
and rural utilities. I would have
thought, and I have many of these
same co-ops in my district that the
gentleman has, but I would have
thought if the gentleman really wanted
to fund this, he would have cut crop in-
surance for corn and soybeans, corn
and soybeans in the gentleman’s dis-
trict. Then we would have probably all
come to the floor and discussed that. I
do not see the connection between tak-
ing crop insurance from one crop and
not from another.

It is about small farmers. The debate
here is totally off what we are talking
about, what this amendment does. This
amendment takes from the Crop Insur-
ance Program and puts it into another
area; maybe a very deserving area, but
one the Committee on Appropriations
has already decided has been ade-
quately funded. Now we are going to
take it away.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that a lot of
this is very self-serving and political.
The debate is not about tobacco. Yes,
it is about small farmers that will be
hurt, in this case, tobacco farmers; not
corn and soybean farmers, tobacco
farmers, because that is who the
amendment is aimed at. Yet, we con-
tinue just to ignore the fact that these
same farmers are paying their way,
paying their way, and then we are
going to take away what little govern-
ment is left for them, and we are not
going to take away the assessment
that they pay, it is going to continue
to be there, that tax on them.

Mr. Chairman, let me just, in closing,
say that this amendment is confusing.
I do not think it is easy to enforce. I
think it is time to vote it down. But
the issue of smoking, not one person
has gotten up and said, “I like to
smoke.” I am not going to, either. I am
a reformed smoker. I do not think we
should smoke. My children do not
smoke. I did not want them to smoke.
But the point is, if you want to legis-
late on that issue, the appropriation
process is not the place for the debate
and not the place to decide that. We
should do that in the substantive com-
mittee. That is where it ought to go.

We ought to decide what we can do to
address this problem in America. We
ought to remember that we only should
put into law what we can do and what
we can afford to do, because we put
into law an awful lot of things that we
do an awful poor job of enforcing, and
then we wonder why.

Mr. Chairman, I suggest that this
amendment is ill-advised, terribly hard
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to follow, unable to be enforced, and
should be voted down. If we want to de-
bate this issue, do it in the proper
form.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
5% minutes to the gentleman from
Texas [Mr. DOGGETT].

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for his leadership.
I join him today in offering this
amendment, because it is time for our
Government to stop subsidizing death.
That is really what this is all about. A
government subsidy to promote the
growth of tobacco makes as little sense
as a government subsidy to promote
the production of the plants and the
seeds from which strychnine is derived.
In either case, it uses public money to
deliver poison to the American people.
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The only difference is that the to-
bacco kills a little more slowly and a
little more painfully than the strych-
nine. And tobacco ultimately costs our
American taxpayers literally billions
of dollars in additional health and dis-
ability claims that we end up having to
pay rather than a swift strychnine
death.

Tobacco is the leading cause of pre-
ventable death in this country. Yet
there are people on this floor today op-
posing this amendment who are at this
moment expending public money to
promote the production of even more
tobacco.

Some 80 percent of adult smokers
begin as children in their smoking hab-
its. That is why it has been described
as a pediatric disease by the American
Academy of Pediatrics. Every day more
than 3,000 young people take up smok-
ing. The average age, according to one
study in Texas, was a little under 13
years old to begin this terrible situa-
tion that ultimately leads to death for
so many. But the opponents of this
amendment say, ‘‘Keep the Govern-
ment in the driver’s seat. That’s the
only way to make it fair.”

Well, the Government is in the driv-
er’s seat all right. It is in the driver’s
seat of a hearse. That hearse is car-
rying and transporting 400,000 Ameri-
cans directly who are smokers and
about another 50,000 every year who die
from the indirect consequences of sec-
ondhand smoke.

This amendment eliminates the pub-
lic funding of tobacco-related exten-
sion services and it eliminates Federal
funding for tobacco crop insurance sub-
sidies.

But this amendment is more than
just one of fiscal responsibility. It is
more than just one of saving lives. It is
about breaking the stranglehold that
one of the most powerful lobbies in the
country has on this Congress.

As always, the purveyors of poison
are hiding behind the small farmer.
They picture some fellow with a big
plug of chewing tobacco in his cheek in
an old beat-up pickup truck rumbling
down some back road.

This is not about that guy. This is
about the most pernicious lobby in this
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country today. If our citizens could
vote directly on this issue, they would
see right through this sham. They rec-
ognize that the tobacco companies are
going to continue to peddle this poison
as long as they can pay for the right to
do so.

And my how they have been paying.
For while I recognize that they have
exerted tremendous influence over
both parties in the past and while I ap-
plaud my Republican colleagues like
the last gentlewoman who rose to sup-
port this amendment, I think we have
got to be clear that the Republican Na-
tional Committee these days is like a
giant cigarette vending machine. The
tobacco companies put in their money
and they pull out the influence they
want.

In the first 6 months of 1995 alone,
the tobacco companies poured more
than $1.5 million into the national
treasury of the Republican Party in so-
called soft money. By the end of the
year they had gotten up to almost $2.5
million. Who knows, now that we are
finally in an election year, how much
money they have been able to dump
over there.

With those kinds of dollars, you can
bet that when a tobacco lobbyist calls
the National Republican Party that
they do not get put on hold or get for-
warded to voice mail.

No, they get Haley to pick up the
phone as he did and call the Governor
of Texas. They get him to call all over.
As far as the soft money is concerned,
then there is the hard money. Of course
the tobacco lobby does not make it too
hard on Members of Congress to get
their largesse. Indeed, they had the
head of the Republican conference run-
ning around here on the floor of this
body, on this very floor, acting as an
errand boy for them so that the Mem-
bers of Congress that want that to-
bacco money will not even have to
walk across the street to get it.

All during 1995, tobacco interests
gave a total to people of all parties as-
sociated with Congress in soft money
and PAC money over $4 million. That
is a pretty good harvest. I would say it
is a very bountiful harvest.

It was Mark Twain who said, “It’s
easy to give up smoking. I know so be-
cause I have done it a hundred times.”
Well, we only need to give up this pub-
lic largesse in return for the favors
from the tobacco lobby one time.

Let us do it today. Let us get out of
the hearse and get this program revised
and the public out of the business of
promoting death.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 7
minutes to the gentleman from North
Carolina [Mr. BURR].

(Mr. BURR asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BURR. I thank the gentleman
from New Mexico for yielding time.

Mr. Chairman, I have sat here for an
hour and a half, maybe a little bit
longer. Thank goodness we have a time
frame on it. I have waited for the mer-
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its of why this bill, a bill that puts a
gag order on extension agents in this
country, is good. I have heard about
smoking and I have heard about this
and I have heard about that, and now
we have heard about PAC money and
we have heard about influence. We still
have not heard any merits on why ex-
tension agent gag is an appropriate
method.

In fact, tobacco is an attractive tar-
get these days. The administration is
on it. We have got the Durbin-Waxman
two shoe again. It is consistent. In due
respect to them, they are consistent.
They continue to do it. Why do they do
it? For the same reason my colleague
from Texas was just up here. Because it
is profitable for them. Because they do
not talk about the money they raise
from the people that fight this indus-
try day in and day out.

Congress has the jurisdiction on what
the legal status of it is. If the Amer-
ican people want it changed, I will as-
sure my colleagues they are a much
more powerful lobby than is any single
interest group here in Washington or
the whole interest groups here in
Washington combined. We give the
American people the wrong impression
when we say that they do not have a
voice here.

Well, they do have a voice in the
Fifth District of North Carolina and
they elected me to be here. They elect-
ed me to protect their livelihood. The
fact is that this amendment is not
about tobacco and it is not about
smoking. This is about killing the live-
lihoods of families. It is about destroy-
ing communities throughout the South
because we will drive farmers out of
business.

My colleagues are offering to kill
programs from which tobacco farmers
in my district benefit, while they are
proposing to maintain, as my other
colleagues have mentioned, their own
programs.

I would say this to the gentlewoman
from Maryland [Mrs. MORELLA], and I
am sorry she is not here, if she believes
that doing away with the extension
agents for tobacco is in fact that prof-
itable, then why does she not propose
that we do away with extension agents,
period?

It is very simple. It is because the as-
sault here is tobacco. It is under as-
sault under the auspices of Federal
spending. There is not a crop in this
country that has done more to be self-
sufficient than has tobacco. They have
reached out every time that this body
has suggested that in fact the Federal
Government had too great a share and
they have cleaned it up. They have a
no net cost program for the stabiliza-
tion side of it.

And yes, there is some Federal
money that is there for extension
agents to talk to farmers, to help them
move from a one-crop farm to a multi-
crop farm. As a matter of fact, North
Carolina used to be a one-crop State.
Today we are the third most diverse
State in this country behind California
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and Texas. Why? Because extension
agents have helped us to make that
transition. Without them, our farmers
are dead, and you can bet on it.

It is unbelievable to think that we
would in fact sit here and pass a law
that would say to extension agents,
“You can talk to a farmer about the
azalea bushes and when to clip them,
about the grass and how to make it
green, you can talk about cotton and
pigs and everything else, but you can’t
talk about tobacco.”” How insane we
would be to even consider something
like this.

As a matter of fact, if I were a farmer
in Illinois today, as my deal colleague
Mr. EWING said, I would be scared to
death of what the gentleman from Illi-
nois, Mr. DURBIN may do.

The reality is that, as in the past,
this amendment amounts to plain dis-
crimination against our farmers who
depend on tobacco to put food on their
tables. In fact, earlier, the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN] said, look at
the kids visiting us today. My only re-
gret at that time, I was sorry that the
children of tobacco farmers were not
here today, because they are just as
important. Are their lives not as im-
portant for us to protect as
everybody’s in this country?

We will solve the smoking issue. We
will do it responsibly. We will debate
the issue. But we do not do it by dis-
guising an attack on the industry and
by destroying people who in fact are
just plain farmers.

Mr. Chairman, if Congress were to
say today that tobacco could not be
grown anymore, it would take at least
3 growing seasons to prime soil for new
crops, notwithstanding the fact that
most tobacco farmers have neither the
acreage or the proper soil to prosper
with different crops.

As a matter of fact, the average to-
bacco farm in my district is 3 acres.
Three acres is not enough to even take
a good-sized tractor and get it going
before you have got to turn it around.
Needless to say, they do not have the
up-front capital to start raising chick-
ens or hogs. Given the same cir-
cumstances, I am sure that most other
farmers would face a similar situation.

But Congressman DURBIN would
eliminate crop insurance for tobacco.
He may not like tobacco, but it is
downright cruel to pull the rug out
from under farmers whose crops fall
victim to such plagues as blue mold
which has wiped out hundreds of acres
of burley tobacco.

Will we not cause a nightmare for ex-
tension agents when they cannot con-
trol disease in one crop and all of a
sudden it begins to affect others? Will
we not do a terrible thing to our envi-
ronment in this country if we do not
have agricultural agents who are work-
ing with farmers as it relates to pes-
ticides and to other things that they
use on their crops, and farmers do it
out of ignorance versus out of edu-
cation? Do we not do an injustice by
not allowing the latest in research and
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technology to drive what they do? How
can it be good policy to put agricul-
tural extension agents under a gag
order?

Good policy would be to control dis-
ease, to monitor pesticide usage, to
protect workers and the environment.
The Durbin amendment is bad legisla-
tion. It threatens the environment, it
threatens the livelihood of thousands
of families, and it threatens American
jobs.

Mr. Chairman, I am here today to de-
feat the Durbin amendment. I am here
to defeat the Durbin amendment for
one primary reason, because it is what
is right.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from Utah
[Ms. GREENE], who is in support of this
bipartisan amendment.

Ms. GREENE of Utah. Mr. Chairman,
I rise in strong support of the Durbin-
Hansen amendment. This amendment
would prohibit the use of funds for to-
bacco-related extension services and
for tobacco crop insurance.

Mr. Chairman, we have had to make
many difficult choices in the appro-
priations process in this Congress, but
this amendment should be offering us
an easy choice. We simply have to ask
ourselves the following question: Why
is the Federal Government subsidizing
the tobacco industry?

We now have incontrovertible evi-
dence regarding the catastrophic dam-
age tobacco use does to our citizens, to
our economy, and to our Federal budg-
et. More than 400,000 Americans die
every year because of cancer, heart dis-
ease, and other smoking-related ill-
nesses. Smoking costs our economy ap-
proximately $50 billion a year in direct
health care costs and another $50 bil-
lion in indirect costs such as lost pro-
ductivity through sickness and pre-
mature deaths. It is estimated that
Medicare will be forced to spend ap-
proximately 800 billion taxpayer dol-
lars over the next 20 years to care for
people with smoking-related illnesses.
Given these profoundly troubling facts,
how can we ask this House to appro-
priate another dime for the tobacco in-
dustry?

Setting aside the individual health
concerns for a moment, let us look at
this issue from a purely economic per-
spective. How can this House ever jus-
tify subsidizing a product that directly
increases our Federal health expendi-
tures so dramatically, let alone during
such challenging budgetary times?

Mr. Chairman, this amendment takes
another critical step toward bringing
our budget priorities in line with the
realities of the danger and the expense
of tobacco. Previous Congresses have
already prohibited USDA funding for
tobacco-related research and export as-
sistance. This amendment is the over-
due next step.

The $25 million that the Durbin-Han-
sen amendment will save will be used
to restore cuts in funding for rural de-
velopment and health programs. For
example, this amendment will increase
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rural water and sewer assistance by
$22.5 million. Mr. Chairman, the USDA
has estimated that over 400,000 rural
households are still without safe and
affordable water. Addressing that prob-
lem should take priority over sub-
sidizing one of America’s most lucra-
tive industries.
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This year the Federal Government is
spending $98 million on a variety of
taxpayer-supported programs for the
tobacco industry. We have heard that
this is discrimination, that this should
be treated like any other crop, but un-
like other crops, tobacco has no safe
level of use, and of all the crops grown
in this great country only tobacco has
a body count. This crop should not
enjoy the same Federal assistance and
protection that other crops do.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
in the House to support the Durbin-
Hansen amendment.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. WARD].

Mr. WARD. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to the Durbin amendment,
and I do so reluctantly because I ad-
mire the gentleman and have worked
with him and have enjoyed getting to
know him since I got here, but I think
this amendment is really not aimed at
the right folks, and I mean this sin-
cerely.

This amendment is going to be aimed
at the people who produce tobacco on
farms, and those are not the people
who are getting rich on tobacco; those
are not the people who we hear about
when we hear about the tobacco issue
being discussed; rather; these are the
people who are able to stay on their
family farms because of the income
they derive from their tobacco allot-
ment, and these are not large farmers.

As we heard from the gentleman
from Georgia [Mr. BURR], these are
people who are farming, 2, 3, and 4
acres. The size of their acreage is com-
parable to home sites in some parts of
this country. These are not big agri-
business folks, these are regular peo-
ple, and it is these tobacco crops that
are allowing them to keep these farms
in the family.

The reason that I know that, Mr.
Chairman, is that I know these people
from my community. Mostly they do
not live in Louisville, KY, but they
work in Louisville, KY. And Members
might say to me how do they work in
Louisville if they farm tobacco? Well,
the reason they work in Louisville is
that the tobacco income is what keeps
them on the farm, but what keeps their
families going is their factory job in-
come. They work in Louisville at
United Parcel Service or General Elec-
tric or one of the other manufacturers
in Louisville, one of the other large
business enterprises, to keep their fam-
ily farm and their way of life.

So as we have heard today, this
amendment is not about attacking to-
bacco, this amendment is not about at-
tacking the large tobacco companies;
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the brunt of this amendment will land
on the small farmers.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. HINCHEY].

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Chairman, I am
very much in support of the amend-
ment of the gentleman from Illinois,
and I commend him for offering before
the House.

Over and over this afternoon we have
heard the opponents of this amendment
attempt to equate tobacco with other
products, with corn, wheat, and soy-
beans, but there is no equation of to-
bacco with those products. Those prod-
ucts provide the food and fiber which
sustains our health and our lives.

Tobacco is fundamentally different.
Tobacco promotes dependency, addic-
tion and death. There is hardly a fam-
ily in America that has not been af-
fected by this addictive drug and the
health consequences that it causes. In
my own family we have been robbed of
the counsel and comfort of members
who have been taken prematurely as a
result of the addiction to tobacco. That
affects everyone and that is what this
amendment is all about.

Tobacco costs us. It costs us billions
of dollars, several hundred billions of
dollars a year in health care costs re-
lated to the effects of tobacco.

We send a contradictory message. We
tell people they should not smoke, but
we are here subsidizing the essence of
that smoking. Cigarettes and smoke-
less tobacco, which is the basis of this
amendment, causes addiction and
causes death. We say to our kids, do
not smoke. And they say to us: “If
smoking is so bad, why is the Govern-
ment paying people to help them grow
tobacco? Why is the Government pay-
ing people to go out and help them
grow better crops and grow more to-
bacco? Why is the Government sub-
sidizing insurance if it is so bad? I do
not understand what is going on here,”
they say to us. ““You are telling me two
different things.”

If we are sincere about dealing with
the problems of tobacco in our society,
which are costing us so much, robbing
us of productive people, causing enor-
mous expenditures in our health care
delivery system, which affects our
budget deficit on a daily and yearly
basis, then we need to be consistent in
the message we are sending and we
need to support this amendment which
will help us bring about that consist-
ency.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Dela-
ware [Mr. CASTLE].

Mr. CASTLE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time, and I rise in support of his
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, the Federal Govern-
ment, as has been stated earlier today,
spends roughly $98 billion on a variety
of subsidies for tobacco. Tobacco use is
responsible for one out of every five
deaths in America. Tobacco products
are responsible for more than 400,000
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deaths each year due to cancer, res-
piratory illness, heart disease, and
other health problems.

Cigarettes kill more Americans each
yvear than AIDS, alcohol, car accidents,
murders, suicides, illegal drugs, and
fires combined. Smokers who die as a
result of smoking would have lived on
average 12 to 15 years longer if they
had not smoked. Smokers are 50 per-
cent more likely to bear mentally re-
tarded children, and on an economic
basis smoking costs our economy over
$60 billion a year in direct medical
costs.

Then there are the young people.
Smoking is also a major issue for our
young people. An estimated one out of
every six American teenagers are reg-
ular smokers. Every day approximately
3,000 people begin smoking and over
half of them have become addicted.
Over 70 percent, it has been said 80 per-
cent on this floor, of adults who smoke
started smoking daily before age 18.
One quarter of these new smokers will
eventually be among the more than
400,000 who die of tobacco-related ill-
nesses each year.

One day in Delaware 1 was going
through a pharmaceutical supply house
and they had a room called the smok-
ers room, and it was all liquid food, ba-
sically for people who had smoked and
no longer could eat regular food as a
result of that smoking.

Given these facts, the amendment we
are considering today is a very modest
one. It would simply reprogram $25
million of tobacco subsidies from to-
bacco-related extension services and
tobacco crop insurance to rural devel-
opment and health programs, a very
good cause, by the way, giving rural
areas safe drinking water.

Mr. Chairman, it is difficult to jus-
tify using scarce taxpayer dollars on a
product which literally kills those who
use it as directed. I strongly urge my
colleagues to support the Durbin
amendment.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia [Mr. KINGSTON].

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time and I rise in opposition to the
Durbin amendment.

Mr. Chairman, we have heard a num-
ber of good arguments today on both
sides. I know the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. DURBIN] is very sincere in his
beliefs, as are the other folks who have
spoken with their various issues. We
have heard debate, though, that I think
should be categorized in two areas, one
is philosophical and one is specific to
the amendment.

Philosophically, we do have a debate
of the U.S. role in the tobacco indus-
try. What is the proper Government
role? The Government, for example,
spends millions of dollars on the AS-
SIST program and on the DARE pro-
gram, which are, among other things,
tobacco-oriented education programs
that teach people, students, not to get
involved with illegal drugs and then
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some of the legal, I do not know if they
are drugs, but alcohol and tobacco and
other habits that young people can, all
people can fall into.

We spend lots of money on these pro-
grams and we do spend money in an in-
direct fashion on tobacco, yet we also
have heard many times that that pro-
gram brings in $1.4 billion in revenue.
So it is certainly not a perfect program
the way it is handled right now, and
yet, as we look at farm programs in
general, none of them are perfect and
often we do have some inconsistencies
in what we are trying to do in the big
picture.

But if we get away from the philo-
sophical debate, and I think we should
have the philosophical debate, for ex-
ample, one of the things that has not
been brought up, in my opinion, is the
freedom argument. I think that people
in America do have a freedom to en-
gage in smoking or not to engage in
smoking, a freedom to overeat or not
to overeat, a freedom to exercise or not
to exercise. And I would also submit to
my colleagues that the statistics that I
read, which are often attributed to
smoking in terms of illnesses, often the
person who is that statistic is not eat-
ing right and is not exercising right as
well, but it is the cigarette industry
that always gets blamed for it.

But let us move away from the philo-
sophical debate, because what we are
arguing here is not philosophy, what
we are debating here is the Durbin
amendment. And the Durbin amend-
ment says that farmers cannot partici-
pate in the Federal crop insurance pro-
gram and they cannot have commu-
nication with the extension service
folks.

Now, as long as tobacco is a legal
crop, does it make sense to say the
farmers in America cannot do what
other farmers are doing who farm cot-
ton, wheat, corn, soybeans, peanuts,
sugar, and so forth; they cannot par-
ticipate in a subsidized crop insurance
program?

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. KINGSTON. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I would
note one fact that was brought up early
in the debate, there are 1,500 legal
crops in the United States, only 60 of
the 1,600 are covered by crop insurance.
There are many things the gentleman
and I could grow that would not even
qualify for crop insurance, and that is
the basis for this amendment.

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Chairman, re-
claiming my time, that is correct, but
I believe the ones that are subsidized
are ones that have Federal Government
programs, and so the ones I have
named are the ones where there is a
Federal Government program.

My point is, as long as it is legal, is
it right to tell a farmer that he cannot
participate in it? I am not sure that it
is right. I think it is a tad punitive, al-
though 1 certainly know that the gen-
tleman’s target is not the farmer.
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The other thing is this communica-
tion with the extension service agents.
These are the agents who tell folks how
to apply pesticides and fertilizers and
so forth, and often, as the gentleman
knows, because he is a gentleman who
likes to protect the environment, mis-
use of pesticides and fertilizers can
lead to environmental impairment, and
yet tobacco farmers would be unable to
get the needed expertise from the ex-
tension service agents.

There are also ramifications on the
loan program and so forth. So I would
say that what the Durbin amendment
does is, while philosophically this is
not its intent, in reality it has the ef-
fect of hurting farmers and I think is
somewhat punitive. I believe that a
better approach would be the general
philosophical debate on tobacco at the
proper time and also continuation of
programs like the DARE Program, the
ASSIST Program, possibly looking
into the outlawing of cigarette vending
machines, because they are readily
available to minors, and maybe having
some tricky debate about first amend-
ment rights in terms of advertising
that entices young children to get in-
volved in cigarette smoking, and so
forth.

These things the gentleman and I
have talked informally on. We are not
really on the proper committee of au-
thorization for it, but I think it is
something this House should hold a de-
bate on. But on the current amend-
ment that is pending I believe the prop-
er vote, Mr. Chairman, is ‘“no.”

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut [Ms. DELAURO].

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for his leadership,
and I rise in support of the Durbin-
Hansen amendment because it is time
to stop spending the taxpayers’ hard-
earned money to subsidize a product
that kills over 1,000 Americans every
single day.

Each year more than 400,000 people
die prematurely of tobacco use. As my
colleague from Delaware pointed out,
cigarettes kill more Americans each
year than AIDS, alcohol, car accidents,
murders, suicide, illegal drugs, and
fires combined. Fifty billion dollars is
spent on health care related to tobacco
use.

Despite all that we know about the
health hazards of tobacco, too many of
our young peobple, especially the young
ones, continue to light up. In my own
State of Connecticut, one out of three
9th through 12th graders have smoked
a cigarette in the past month. About
one out of five 9th through 12th graders
smoke regularly.

O 1715

More preschoolers in this country
recognize Joe Camel than they do
Mickey Mouse. We have a problem in
this country. And industry, like big to-
bacco, that can find the money to run
ads so convincing to appeal especially
to young people about the glamour of
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tobacco surely does not need tax-
payers’ money.

About 3,000 young people across the
Nation under age 18 become regular
smokers every day. On average, they
start smoking at age 14. Tragically,
one out of three of these teenagers will
die of a tobacco-related illness. We
must stop this killing of our family
members and our friends.

I am doing all I can to prevent these
tragic deaths. At home I started a cam-
paign called Kick Butts Connecticut,
targeted at middle and elementary
school kids to prevent them from ever
starting to smoke.

More than 80 percent of all adult to-
bacco smokers had tried smoking be-
fore their 18th birthday and more than
half of them had already become reg-
ular smokers by that age. Studies show
that if people do not begin smoking as
teenagers or as children, it is very un-
likely that they ever will do so.

I think public education campaigns
are vital to the war that we are waging
against cancer in this country. We
truly do need to do more if we are to
cut the number of tobacco-related
deaths in this country.

And despite the deadly impact of to-
bacco, some have argued that we can-
not simply abandon our Nation’s to-
bacco farmers. This amendment does
not abandon them. It takes the $25 mil-
lion in savings from the elimination of
the tobacco subsidy and puts it into
productive uses in agricultural regions
all over this country. The money saved
would be used to improve water and
wastewater for development purposes,
expand the use of technology and ad-
vance education and medicine in rural
areas.

These funds would create great alter-
natives for struggling areas of our
country, without relying on taxpayer-
funded subsidies to promote an indus-
try that kills. This appropriations bill,
like all appropriations bills, is really
about out Nation’s priorities, and I do
not understand how we can support the
tobacco subsidies in this bill and at the
same time are proposing in other areas
to gut and decimate Medicare.

Mr. Chairman, we have the oppor-
tunity today to send a very clear mes-
sage to the cigarette industry and to
the grim reaper, big tobacco. Let us
stop wasting taxpayers’ money to pro-
mote an industry that has been truly
so costly to this Nation. It is time that
big tobacco learned to get along in this
business without the taxpayers’ hard-
earned dollars. It is time that we get
the tobacco industry off of the Federal
Treasury, and I urge my colleagues to
vote ‘‘yes’ on this amendment.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from West
Virginia [Mr. WISE].

Mr. WISE. Mr. Chairman, I always
hesitate to enter this debate, but I
think it is an important one. I always
put out my caveats to begin with. First
of all, I do not smoke; I do not counsel
anybody to smoke.

Second, I support the basic thrust of
the FDA regulations that would pre-
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vent young people or seek to prevent
young people from smoking or having
accessibility to cigarettes.

And, third, so that this issue of who
gets what campaign contributions is
off the table, I have declined to accept
tobacco contributions so that when I
argue this no one can charge any Kkind
of financial motivation.

But, Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposi-
tion to this amendment because this is
not about big tobacco, No. 1. Big to-
bacco is the tobacco company that
makes the product. This is about a lot
of small farmers, of which there are
hundreds in West Virginia. We are pale
in comparison to the Kentuckys and
North and South Carolinas of the
world, but yet we do have a large num-
ber of small tobacco farmers that are
making this as a part-time living.

But I simply do not understand what
is gained by Kkicking a lot of small to-
bacco farmers in the teeth. I guess I re-
sent the fact that this would say to
them, ‘“You are not going to be able to
derive the services of the agricultural
extension service who can drive by
your place, stop off and see this person
raising this crop, and this one raising
that one, but you, who also pay taxes,
you who are trying to send your Kids to
school, you who are probably working
some regular job in addition to trying
to work nights to get this crop in, you
do not get the benefit of that agricul-
tural extension agent. You do not get
to learn about the latest pesticides or
fertilization or whatever it is. You do
not get any of the assistance that ev-
erybody else that raises a crop does.”

If, indeed, as many of us predict, that
we drive this production overseas, that
is that now we are buying more and
more foreign tobacco, tell me what as-
surance that we have got that the
farmer in the developing nation is
using the latest scientific techniques
that we would want to have our farmer
using?

Mr. Chairman, what concerns me
most about this is that I do not see
where this stops one cigarette from
being produced. There are going to be
the same number of cigarettes come
rolling off the lines. There is going to
be one difference: There is not going to
be any American content in there. It is
going to be foreign content. And so
what that means is that we are sup-
porting a whole host of foreign nations.

My understanding, and I have no rea-
son to doubt it, is that if we pass this,
this is actually in some way a big-to-
bacco amendment because what it does
is it permits without any hesitation, it
permits the large tobacco company to
go buy what they would like to do, the
cheaper foreign tobacco.

And so what we have done here is to
not prevent one cigarette, not de-
creased one cigarette from being pro-
duced, but added greatly to the foreign
balance-of-trade deficit.

Restore $25 million. Boy, I would love
to have additional money for rural
water and sewer. I would love to have
that money. The reality is it has been



June 12, 1996

cut far too much; $25 million over the
country is not going to go very far. But
I have a question: Who is that rural
water going to serve in a lot of areas if
we, indeed, pass this amendment and
make in many parts of our country the
rural tobacco farmer and the small to-
bacco farmer that much poorer?

There is a final point. Here I got real
conservative. At some point people
choose. And we are not stopping the to-
bacco extension agent from visiting the
person who raises grain or other prod-
ucts that might eventually find their
way into the alcohol consumption
chain? Perhaps we ought to require
them to sign a certificate that it will
not be used for any alcohol products so
at some point people choose what it is
they are going to do.

So by passing this, we perhaps go and
get a bunch of small tobacco farmers
but have not made it illegal, we have
not reduced one cigarette, all we have
done is to grant a large number of peo-
ple who are eking out relatively small
livings have that much more difficult
time to do of it and we have not re-
duced cigarette consumption one bit. I
do not understand it.

I appreciate the motivation that the
gentleman and other supporters of it
have. I support education, every kind
of effort possible so that people, when
they make choice, make it on an in-
formed basis. But going after the small
tobacco farmer and saying that we
have done something, I just do not
think that is what this amendment
does, and I would urge defeat of it.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia [Mr. RIGGS], who is a Republican
cosponsor of this amendment, and I
thank him for his patience.

Mr. RIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding and for his
very strong leadership on this par-
ticular issue.

Mr. Chairman, I feel this is a very
important initiative, and at the outset
of my remarks, in the spirit of full dis-
closure, I have an admission to make. I
was born and raised in Louisville, KY,
and I have never used these a day of
my life. Yet, as I listen to this debate,
I realize that there is a tremendous
contradiction, a dissonance that sur-
rounds this debate, because right on
the side of this packet of cigarette it
says: ‘“The Surgeon General’s warning:
Quitting smoking now greatly reduces
serious risks to your health.”

So the Government already warns
citizens of the harmful effects of to-
bacco, yet the Government, or more ac-
curately the taxpayers, partially sub-
sidize the production of tobacco. The
Government gives a tacit acceptance to
the production of this crop even though
on the other hand it warns against its
use.

Now, colleagues, we should be con-
sistent here. This is not a discrimina-
tory or hypocritical or mean-spirited
amendment. This is about right and
wrong.

Mr. Chairman, the other thing that I
want to add to this debate, we have
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heard speaker after speaker come down
to this well, on both sides of the aisle,
and remind us of what we already
know, which is that smoking is the
leading cause of avoidable premature
death in this country today. Using this
product, which may well have been pro-
duced or made at least through partial
subsidies from Federal taxpayers, is
the leading cause of avoidable pre-
mature death in our country today.

And it is taking an enormous and
growing and deadly toll each year. To-
bacco products are responsible for more
than 400,000 deaths each year in Amer-
ica due to cancer, respiratory illness,
heart disease, and other health prob-
lems. Cigarette use and use of other to-
bacco products Kkill more Americans
each year than AIDS, alcohol, car acci-
dents, murders, suicides, illegal drugs,
and fires combined.

Smokers who die as a result of smok-
ing would have lived on an average 12
to 15 years longer if they had not
smoked. And that results in a loss to
society of roughly $40.3 billion in lost
productivity.

Now, I mentioned the health care
costs associated with the tobacco use
are rising. Hence, good reason for the
warning on this packet of cigarettes.
The Centers for Disease Control esti-
mate that the health care cost associ-
ated with smoking, and this is just for
the year 1993, total $50 billion. $26.9, or
$30 billion for hospital costs, $15.5 bil-
lion for doctors, $4.9 billion in nursing
home costs, $1.8 billion for prescription
drugs, and $900 million for home health
care expenditures.

So, Mr. Chairman and colleagues, I
think we should be concerned about
helping tobacco farmers make a transi-
tion to other crops, but right now we
have a fundamental choice that in-
volves right or wrong and, I believe, a
responsibility to be accountable to the
people who elected us, the people we
represent, and the American citizens
who overwhelmingly favor elimination
of Federal taxpayer subsidies for to-
bacco farmers.

So while I empathize with my col-
leagues who represent tobacco districts
and tobacco States, let us work to-
gether, let us pass this amendment,
then we can work perhaps to help the
farmers that we represent make a tran-
sition to good alternative crops that do
not require Government warnings and
are not inherently injurious to the pub-
lic health.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Florida [Mrs. MEEK].

(Mrs. MEEK of Florida asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. MEEK of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, this is an issue that whenever it
comes to the floor, I always speak out.
And my reasoning is quite a bit dif-
ferent from any of my colleagues. I
have a tremendous respect for the gen-
tleman from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN], and
whatever he says is correct. I do not
disagree with him, nor do I disagree
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with any of the others who spoke for
this amendment. But I am against this
amendment. Mr. Chairman, I must ask
my colleagues not to support it, and I
will tell them why.

First of all, if I thought the Durbin
amendment would reduce or stop
smoking, I would vote for it and get
other people to vote for it. But the
Durbin amendment will not stop smok-
ing and it will not reduce smoking at
all.

Philosophically or morally, it is ex-
cellent. I wish we could legislate mor-
als and keep people from doing things
that would kill them. I wish we had
that power. If we had the power in this
Congress to legislate initiatives that
would stop people from doing things
which kill them, we would do a mar-
velous job, and I appreciate anyone
trying to do it.

Mr. Chairman, I remember when my
father used to pull tobacco over there
in Quincy in Monticello, FL. That is
the only place my daddy could get a
job. I am from Tallahassee, FL. During
those days, black Americans could not
get a job in north Florida doing any-
thing, but he was able to go on to this
farmer industry and get a job. They did
not ask him if he came from Carroll’s
Quarters. They did not ask him any-
thing. I will never forget that. These
small farmers, I think many of us do
not understand what it means to be
economically viable by using the farm.
And this country was built on the
farming industry. It helps to keep us
all going. I will vote against anything.
If Members go against peanuts, I will
vote against them there. If Members go
against tobacco, I will vote against
them there.

But, Mr. Chairman, if I thought this
amendment were doing anything good,
I would vote with my colleagues in
favor of it. This Durbin amendment
should be defeated because it discrimi-
nates against these small farmers and
the small communities. If my col-
leagues think it is going to do any-
thing with the big tobacco industry,
then they are wrong. They may be
thinking that we can legislate it, but
we cannot. If we do not let them con-
sult with their extension service peo-
ple, we are leaving a big educational
void out there. They can help prevent
some of the things that we are talking
about. Education is the key.

I heard my colleague, the gentle-
woman from Connecticut [Ms.
DELAURO] talk about what she has
done in prevention programs in her
community. That is it.
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She did not need any legislation to
do those things. She knows that what
turns this country around is to turn
the mindset around. The mindset has
to be turned around. You cannot turn
that mindset around through legisla-
tion. We think we can but we cannot.

Now, the program that we are talk-
ing about has its merit. It does not cost
this Congress or this Nation anything.
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We are watching the budget as much as
we can. We all are watching our health,
and we must continue to do that, Mr.
Chairman. Government cannot do this
for us. You can cut the subsidy if you
want to. But it will make no changes
in the people who smoke cigarettes.
Vote against this amendment.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. OLVER].

Mr. OLVER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.
I certainly commend him for his lead-
ership on this issue in all the years
that we have served together.

Since so many Members here have
given their own little personal disclo-
sures, I will give one, too. I was born
and brought up on a farm in Pennsyl-
vania. At a particular time in my life,
I found some cigarettes in the dairy
barn. My father, I believe, had care-
fully soaked those in horse urine, and I
did not find much further temptation
in the matter. In any case, so much for
the disclosure.

Mr. Chairman, the issue today is not
a question of the number of dollars, the
$15 billion of revenues that are lost by
the Federal or State governments in
relation to the tobacco industry, al-
though it is easy to show that the
health care costs to the public as a
whole are at least $100 billion a year,
taking the direct and the indirect
costs. At least half of that comes di-
rectly out of the public treasuries of
the same Federal Government and the
State government. So it is many times
the tax revenues that are gained in the
process.

Nor is the question the one of polit-
ical correctness. The question really is
that we are using Federal dollars, Fed-
eral expenditures to assist in the pro-
duction of tobacco, which is the prod-
uct with the greatest threat to the pub-
lic health. One other previous speaker
pointed out that this is a legal product,
tobacco is, that every farmer has a
legal right to grow as well as they have
the right to grow corn and wheat as
soybeans. He was right. There is no
question he was right.

The difference is that none of those,
neither corn nor wheat nor soybeans
has the effect that tobacco has. Only
tobacco ends up representing the great-
est threat to the public health in this
country. The difference is that we are
using Federal dollars to continue that
assistance to the tobacco industry to
continue this crop which represents the
greatest threat to our public health.

I really wanted to dwell for a mo-
ment on what these funds would be
used for it we switched the fund to a le-
gitimate purpose. Within this last dec-
ade, all over this country, in at least
1000 communities in this decade alone,
communities with fewer than 10,000
people have had public safe drinking
water supplies and wastewater disposal
facilities and solid waste disposal fa-
cilities subsidized with the help of
moneys. Most of the money that would
be saved from, if we passed this amend-
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ment as we should, most of that money
would go to helping other small com-
munities to build those public safe
drinking water supplies and waste dis-
posal supplies.

In my district alone, in my State
alone, over $100 million has gone into
those. We desperately need, there are
hundreds of other communities that
are looking for that sort of assistance,
both in grants for the poorer commu-
nities and in loans at low interest for
the less poor communities of small size
to be able to build those public facili-
ties for safe drinking water and for
wastewater disposal.

What I am asking here is that we
vote for this amendment and use these
moneys for the public health in rural
communities all over this country,
rather than for the assistance to the
production of the product which is so
devastating the public health in this
country.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky [Mr. LEWIS].

Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the chairman for yielding
time to me.

I would just like to take a minute
and talk about my colleague from Cali-
fornia that spoke a little while ago on
the floor. He held up a package of ciga-
rettes and talked about the warning
label. He asked why should the Govern-
ment support the tobacco farmer with
the fact that there is a warning, a
health warning on the side of that ciga-
rette package. I wish that he would
have brought along a wine bottle also
because on the side of the wine bottle
there is a warning label concerning
that person’s health.

Since the gentleman represents a dis-
trict where there are grape growers and
he represents the wine industry, I won-
der why it is different that there is
support for the wine industry. I noticed
he voted for the Kennedy amendment.
Why should there be a difference in
that and the tobacco farmer? I just
thought that would be a good question
to ask.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas [Ms. JACKSON-LEE].

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Chairman, I want to address the gen-
tleman, Mr. DURBIN, directly, because 1
would like to thank him for his leader-
ship. Frankly, I think it is important
that this debate be noted, that you
have actually been very Kkind, fair
minded, and balanced. I am somewhat
dismayed as I listen to this debate, the
accusations about those who would be
put in harm’s way because of this
amendment. Maybe I need to just for a
moment detail what we are talking
about.

First of all, I think we have noted
that this amendment dealing with this
particular industry responds to just a
small corner of the tobacco industry,
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which happens to be one of the fastest
growing and most lucrative industries
in the nation. Might I say that, in addi-
tion to being lucrative, it has a world-
wide market. We can find in Asia and
in India and Africa, in the European
continent that tobacco is doing quite
well. So this is really a kind amend-
ment. It is a sensible amendment, and
it is a fair-minded amendment.

What it does for those who are whin-
ing on the other side, it does nothing
to deal with Federal price supports.
The industry still has that. Being very
lucrative, I would argue very vigor-
ously for the amount of costs that it
costs us in health care costs, we really
should take away Federal price sup-
ports. But this amendment does not do
that. It simply takes away from a very
prosperous industry those Government
subsidies that help in the administra-
tion of crop insurance, which by the
way it does not hinder a farmer from
going into the private sector for that.
It also takes away certain extension
services as well as certain promotion
services. Do you not understand how
kind we are being to an industry that
promotes death and devastation in our
community?

Again, this is a first step in saying
that we recognize that we have a prob-
lem with tobacco. It is addictive. What
it does do, it provides for us good re-
sults. I thank the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. DURBIN] for it because he
comes from a State such as Illinois,
like Texas, that combines rural and
urban centers. Time after time I have
heard from our rural communities
coming from Texas how they are at a
disadvantage for educational resources
and health resources.

In fact, I have spent a number of
years on an indigent health care task
force in the State of Texas. We were
trying to prevent hospitals in rural
areas from closing. Unfortunately, we
were not all that successful. This legis-
lation will allow moneys to be used to
help communities obtain the facilities
and equipment to link rural education
and medical facilities with more urban
centers and other facilities. These tele-
communications linkages provide rural
residents access to increasing edu-
cational opportunities and to access
better health care.

I hope that my colleagues will really
look at what the gentleman from Illi-
nois, [Mr. DURBIN] and his colleagues
have done in this legislation, for they
have given the tobacco industry a real
break, unfortunately. They have al-
lowed them to keep Federal support
systems, price support systems, but in
fact they have begun to make the
statement in a fair and balanced way
that enough is enough.

This is a lucrative industry. This is
an industry that can support itself.
Why should we promote the devasta-
tion that this creates? Why not help
end the 400,000 deaths that we have
every year from cancer and heart dis-
ease and other illnesses? Why not begin
the diminishing of the promotion that
already exists in this industry?
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I would simply say, if all of us would
be fair and balanced and, yes, a little
kind today, we would support the Dur-
bin amendment, for the Durbin amend-
ment stands for where we need to go in
this country. That is for good health. It
does not in any way diminish the op-
portunities for those small farmers
who insist on and must stay in this
business. What it does say to America
is that we believe that it is time now
to end the promotion of something
that causes 400,000 deaths every year in
this Nation.

Mr. SKEEN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee [Mr. GORDON].

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Chairman, today’s
debate is a classic example of the cli-
che that everything has been said, it is
just everyone has not had a chance to
say it. In that tradition, let me give
my quick synopsis of how I view this
debate, what it is about and what it is
not about. It certainly is not about
smoking. It certainly has nothing to do
with reducing the size of Government.
It has nothing to do with tobacco com-
pany products. What does it have to do
with?

Well, if the Durbin amendment
passes, it has to do a lot with American
jobs, the loss of American jobs. If the
Durbin amendment passes, then there
is going to be a lot of small tobacco
farmers that are going to go out of
business. Now, how does this affect the
tobacco companies; fine with them,
foreign tobacco is cheaper anyway. So
their profit goes up. As a matter of
fact, it is cheaper to produce cigarettes
offshore, so let us just go offshore and
produce them and you save even more
money. There are more American jobs
that go offshore.

Let us make no mistake about this
debate today. It has nothing to do with
smoking. It has nothing to do with re-
ducing the size of Government. It has
to do with jobs, American jobs. A vote
for the Durbin amendment means ship-
ping American farming jobs overseas,
American manufacturing jobs overseas.
A vote against the amendment means
keeping those jobs here in America.
That is what this debate is all about.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Chairman, let me thank my col-
leagues, particularly the gentleman
from New Mexico, for his patience. I
think this has been an important de-
bate. It has gone on longer than any
other debate on this bill, but, frankly,
I think the issue at hand is one of the
most important facing us today.

I wanted to acknowledge two people:
one who is not here and one who is. The
one I would like to acknowledge who is
here is my staff assistant, Tom Faletti.
Tom Faletti has been standing by my
side on this tobacco issue for 10 years.
He has covered me with glory in those
rare moments when we have defied the
tobacco lobby. He has stood by me loy-
ally and forgiven me my defeats and
my failings in the course of this experi-
ence, taking on the most powerful
lobby in Washington.
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I know the results of the vote last
yvear. We were defeated with the same
amendment. I sense today that it
might be better, I hope it is. But let me
just say this: One of the reasons I am
involved in this debate is because an-
other person I served with is not here
today. His name was Mike Synar of
Oklahoma.

Mike Synar was a tiger on this issue.
He paid for it dearly in terms of losing
his congressional seat when the to-
bacco companies turned on him and
managed to defeat him. Mike gave up
one of the most precious things to him,
next to his family, his congressional
career, because he believed so intensely
in this issue. Those of us who come to
this side of the table have that same
passion.
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I respect those on the other side, too,
because they speak with conviction
and passion as well.

I listened to this debate today and
jotted down a few of the words that
have been used to describe either me or
my amendment. I say to my col-
leagues: You have to have a pretty
tough mental hide to be in politics, to
hear people get up on the floor and call
you or your amendment, in full view of
the C-SPAN audience and the people
here, ‘‘mean-spirited, punitive, mis-
directed, hypocrisy at the highest
level, self serving, political and cruel,”
and I think they were warming up to
some stronger words before they fi-
nally had to sit down. I understand
that the emotions really run high on
this issue. They certainly run high on
this side of the issue, those of us who
have fought the tobacco companies for
so long.

First, let me say a word about to-
bacco farmers and growers. For as long
as I have been involved in this debate,
from the very beginning, I have made
known to every congressman and con-
gresswoman from a tobacco-producing
State: “I will join you at the table to
find transitions for these tobacco grow-
ers to go into some other crop. I will
work with you, I'll subsidize it.”” I do
not have any battle with these poor
men and women who are struggling to
make a living, but I can tell my col-
leagues honestly no one ever takes me
up on my invitation. The reason they
do not take me up on the invitation:
there is no crop that one can legally
grow in America that is as profitable
as tobacco; not one.

For example, the gross receipts per
acre, on tobacco, are $4,000; the net re-
ceipts from $1,400 to $800. In my part of
the world we grow a lot of corn and
soybeans. Corn, gross receipts per acre
will run $400 to $800. A farmer might
take half of that away.

So look at the difference here. It is
anywhere from 3 to 10 times as lucra-
tive as growing some other crop. That
is why the tobacco farmers do not want
to leave it. They cannot make any kind
of money close to that growing any an-
other crop on their land. They just do
not want to give it up.
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But quite honestly, I think it is time
for the Federal Government to say to
them, ‘“You’re on your own,” and that
is what this amendment starts to do. It
takes away the subsidy for crop insur-
ance and the subsidy for the extension
service for these tobacco farmers.

Let me also mention this argument
about jobs. The previous speaker, my
friend from Tennessee, stood up and
said the Durbin amendment will cost
jobs. It will. It will. Because if we can
diminish the use of tobacco in this
country, we will have fewer respiratory
therapists, we will have fewer cancer
specialists, we will have fewer surgeons
operating on people who are devastated
by the diseases attached to tobacco.
Make no mistake about it. The jobs as-
sociated with tobacco in this country,
the best-paying jobs, are associated
with the victims of tobacco in this
country, and we have to be sensitive to
that fact as well.

I feel sorry for those working in to-
bacco companies, but let me tell my
colleagues: The product they are sell-
ing is killing people every single day.

The gentlewoman from Utah said
earlier there are a lot of agricultural
products. There is only one agricul-
tural product in America that has a
body count, and it is tobacco. That is
why it is different, and that is why it
should be treated differently.

Forty-seven of my colleagues from
both parties have joined me in a task
force taking on the tobacco industry.
Let me say to my colleagues when I
first got to Congress, that was un-
thinkable. No one came out publicly
against the tobacco lobby. Now there
are 47 of us, and occasionally we can
put a majority together on the floor.

For those who argue, and one of my
colleagues did, well, these folks who
oppose tobacco, they get a lot of big
political contributions too. Let me tell
my colleagues I am still waiting in my
office for my first PAC check from the
American Cancer Society, the Amer-
ican Heart Association, the American
Lung Association, the Coalition on
Smoking and Health. These health
groups give away a lot of psychic in-
come, they do not write the checks like
the tobacco lobby will for the people
who vote against the Durbin amend-
ment today. On the political ledger all
the money is on the other side. We
have to struggle and put this battle up
because it is something we believe in.

Now let me close by saying this. I
certainly hope that my colleagues will
take this amendment very seriously. I
do. This has been a 10-year battle that
this Congressman has waged on this
floor o