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cooperation on drugs. Last year, the
administration was late in submitting
that list. The administration had asked
for more time and we gave it to them.
Although I believe 6 weeks was pushing
it.

The Congress made it clear then,
however, that being late was not a
precedent. We gave the administration
an extra month in law. And they
missed that deadline. They asked for
more time last year and we gave it to
them. We made it clear, though, that
giving more time last year was not to
become an excuse for being tardy in
the future.

This point seems to have gotten lost.
This year, again, the administration
has not submitted the list as required
by the law on the date specified. And
there is no indication just when or if it
may arrive. This is simply not accept-
able. This leisurely approach and irre-
sponsible attitude needs an appropriate
response.

It appears we need to get the admin-
istration’s attention so that they will
abide by the law. This needs to be done
especially on a law involving drug con-
trol issues at a time of rising teenage
use. In the spirit, then, of reminding
the administration that we in Congress
actually do mean the things we say in
law, I am putting a hold on these nomi-
nations.

The countries in question have been
on past lists, and therefore there is a
link to my hold now. That hold will re-
main in place until such time as we re-
ceive the list in question. If we do not
receive a timely response, I may con-
sider adding to my list of holds.

Let me note, also, that by ‘‘timely
response’ I do not mean a request for
more time. I mean having the list in
hand. The November 1 deadline is not a
closely held secret. The fact that the
list is due is not an annual surprise. Or
it shouldn’t be. I hope that the admin-
istration will find it possible to comply
with the law, late though this response
now is. And that they will do the re-
sponsible thing in the future. I thank
you.

Mr. President, I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

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

(The remarks of Mr. ABRAHAM, Mr.
GRAMS, and Mr. D’AMATO pertaining to
the introduction of S. 136 are located in
today’s RECORD under ‘‘Statements on
Introduced Bills and Joint Resolu-
tions.”’)

———
RECESS UNTIL 2:30

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
stand in recess until the hour of 2:30
p.m.
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Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:30 p.m.,
recessed until 2:30 p.m.; whereupon, the
Senate reassembled when called to
order by the Presiding Officer (Mr.
COATS).

———

CLOTURE MOTION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair directs the clerk to report the
motion to invoke cloture on the mo-
tion to proceed to the fast track legis-
lation.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provision of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on the mo-
tion to proceed to calendar No. 198, S. 1269,
the so-called fast-track legislation.

Trent Lott, Bill Roth, Jon Kyl, Pete
Domenici, Thad Cochran, Rod Grams,
Sam Brownback, Richard Shelby, John
Warner, Slade Gorton, Craig Thomas,
Larry E. Craig, Mitch McConnell,
Wayne Allard, Paul Coverdell, and Rob-
ert F. Bennett.

VOTE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is, Is it the sense of the Sen-
ate that debate shall be brought to a
close on the motion to proceed to S.
1269, the so-called fast track legisla-
tion?

The rules require a yea or nay vote.
The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 69,
nays 31, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 292 Leg.]

YEAS—69
Abraham Dodd Landrieu
Akaka Domenici Lautenberg
Allard Frist Leahy
Ashcroft Glenn Lieberman
Baucus Gorton Lott
Bennett Graham Lugar
Biden Gramm Mack
Bingaman Grams McCain
Bond Grassley McConnell
Breaux Gregg Moynihan
Brownback Hagel Murkowski
Bryan Hatch Murray
Bumpers Helms Nickles
Chafee Hutchinson Robb
Cleland Hutchison Roberts
Coats Inouye Rockefeller
Cochran Jeffords Roth
Collins Johnson Sessions
Coverdell Kempthorne Smith (OR)
Craig Kerrey Thomas
D’Amato Kerry Thompson
Daschle Kohl Warner
DeWine Kyl Wyden
NAYS—31

Boxer Ford Sarbanes
Burns Harkin Shelby
Byrd Hollings Smith (NH)
Campbell Inhofe Snowe
Conrad Kennedy Specter
Dorgan Levin Stevens
gurpm ﬁgkullsle Thurmond

nzi seley-Braun ; ;
Faircloth Reed @zﬁ;‘;iﬂé
Feingold Reid
Feinstein Santorum

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote the yeas are 69, the nays are 31.
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn having voted in the af-
firmative, the motion is agreed to.
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Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

———

RECIPROCAL TRADE AGREEMENT
OF 1997—MOTION TO PROCEED

The Senate proceeded to consider the
motion.

Several
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. BRYAN. Mr. President, under the
rule, I would like to yield 1 hour that
I have to the distinguished ranking
member of the Senate Finance Com-
mittee, Senator MOYNIHAN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the
Senator will suspend for a moment, the
Senate is not in order. If Members will
take their conversations off the floor?
The Senator from New York.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
thank the generosity of my good friend
and colleague on the Finance Com-
mittee, the Senator from Nevada. He
is, as ever, generous and not without a
certain wisdom because this debate
could be going on for a long time.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the motion to proceed to
the bill. Is there further debate?

The Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, could I
clarify with the Presiding Officer the
parliamentary situation? My under-
standing is that we are in a postcloture
period of up to 30 hours debate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is advised we are under
postcloture debate, 30 hours of consid-
eration.

Mr. DORGAN. Might I ask the Par-
liamentarian how that debate will be
managed and or divided? My under-
standing is that each Senator is al-
lowed to speak for up to 1 hour during
the postcloture period, is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. A maximum of 1 hour.

Mr. DORGAN. With the exception
being that time can be provided, up to
3 hours, to managers of the bill, is that
correct, if another Senator would yield
his or her hour?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. Each manager and each
leader may receive up to 2 hours from
other Senators, and then of course with
their own hour the total would be 3.

Mr. DORGAN. Would I be correct to
say that in a postcloture proceeding of
this type, that the manager on each
side can be a manager on the same side
of the issue?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That
could occur.

Mr. DORGAN. So I then ask the man-
agers, if I might yield to them for a re-
sponse, because we will be involved
here in a period of discussion prior to
the vote on the motion to proceed, and
that discussion is a period provided for

Senators addressed the
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up to 30 hours, I would like to ask my
colleagues how we might decide that
all sides will have an opportunity for
full discussion of this?

I guess what I would ask the ranking
manager, and the chairman of the Fi-
nance Committee as well, is how they
would envision us proceeding in this
postcloture period? I will be happy to
yield to the chairman of the Senate Fi-
nance Committee for that purpose.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from North Dakota yield the
floor?

Mr. DORGAN. No. I do not. As I un-
derstand it, the Presiding Officer was
intending to move to put the question
on the motion to proceed. Because the
Presiding Officer was intending to do
that, I sought recognition and the Pre-
siding Officer recognized me. My un-
derstanding is we are now in a
postcloture period providing up to 30
hours of discussion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. The 30 hours of consid-
eration.

Mr. DORGAN. Consideration. Then I
seek to be recognized, inasmuch as no
one else was intending to be recognized
and inasmuch as I certainly want time
to be used to discuss this issue. I was
simply inquiring of the chairman of the
Finance Committee and the ranking
member of the Finance Committee the
process they might engage in, in terms
of using this time that we are now in,
in postcloture. I was intending to
yield—not yield the floor, but I was in-
tending to ask a question so we might
have a discussion about how we use
this time.

If T am unable to do that, I will just
begin to use some time, I guess, if that
would be appropriate.

I invite again—I didn’t seek the floor
for the purpose of intending to speak
ahead of those who perhaps should
begin this discussion. But neither did I
want the Presiding Officer to go to the
question, which the Presiding Officer
was intending to do.

Is the Senator——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator presumes to know what the Pre-
siding Officer was intending to go do.
He may or may not be correct in that
assertion.

Mr. DORGAN. The Presiding Officer
announced his intention, which was the
reason I sought the floor. If it is not in-
appropriate, then, I would simply begin
a discussion. But I don’t want to do
that if the chairman of the Finance
Committee, who I think should cer-
tainly have the opportunity to begin
the discussion, or the ranking member,
wish to do that. I was simply inquiring
about the opportunity on how we
might divide some of the time as we
proceed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator yield the floor?

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, having
invited that response, if there is no re-
sponse I will be happy to begin a dis-
cussion in the postcloture period. But
again I certainly want to——
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Mr. ROTH. Parliamentary inquiry,
doesn’t he have to yield the floor to get
a response?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair would advise, in response to the
question of the Senator from Delaware,
that the Senator who has the floor has
no right to pose the question to an-
other Senator unless he yields the
floor.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I make
the point of order a quorum is not
present.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KEMPTHORNE). Without objection, it is
so ordered.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, it is un-
thinkable that the Senate would not
revive the fast-track trade negotiation
authority enjoyed by previous Presi-
dents.

Since its inception, the United States
has been a trading state, and from the
Jay treaty that ended the Revolu-
tionary War to the Uruguay round
agreements that established the World
Trade Organization, we have, in the
main, pursued a policy of free and open
commerce with all nations.

That legacy has helped bring us
unrivaled prosperity. We are in the sev-
enth year of sustained economic expan-
sion, and during that same period, the
United States has registered the great-
est rise in industrial production of any
developed nation, an increase over the
last decade of 30 percent.

It is no coincidence that our eco-
nomic growth has taken place at a
time when we have struck a series of
international agreements that have
sharply lowered barriers to American
trade abroad. The opponents of trade
and economic growth do not want you
to hear that the United States has been
a significant winner in those agree-
ments.

In the Uruguay round, we cut our
tariffs an average of 2 percentage
points, while trading partners cut
theirs between 3 and 8 percent.

In NAFTA, while we eliminated the
average 2-percent tariff on Mexican im-
ports, Mexico eliminated its 10-percent
average tariffs, as well as a host of
nontariff barriers that inhibited United
States market access.

That job is not done. In most devel-
oping countries which represent the
markets of the future for U.S. goods
and services, tariffs on many products
range up to 30 percent and higher. De-
veloped countries continue to maintain
high barriers in sectors where the
United States has a tremendous com-
parative advantage. In Europe, for ex-
ample, tariffs on our dairy products ex-
ceed 100 percent. In Japan, the tariffs
on United States dairy products exceed
300 percent, and tariffs on our wheat
exports, most of it grown in Mid-
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western States such as North Dakota,
remain above 150 percent. In other
words, we have vastly more to gain
from trade than we do to lose.

Let’s agree on this much: We cannot
legislate reduction in foreign tariffs or
market access. That has to be done at
the negotiating table. For that, the
President needs negotiating authority.
Simply put, a vote for fast track recog-
nizes the fact that today, more than
ever, our economic well-being is tied to
trade.

Exports now generate one-third of all
economic growth in the United States.
Export jobs pay 10 to 15 percent more
than the average wage. In the last 4
years alone, exports have created 1.7
million well-paying jobs and, by some
estimates, as many as 11 million jobs,
and this country now depends directly
on exports.

As a result, when asked why the Sen-
ate would extend fast-track authority
to the President, I offered a very prac-
tical answer. In 1989, General Motors
exported three automobiles to Mexico.
This past year, the third full year after
we reached a trade agreement with
Mexico that many have criticized, Gen-
eral Motors exported over 60,000 vehi-
cles. That amounts to $1.2 billion in
sales and paychecks for workers in
General Motors’ facilities and those of
their U.S. suppliers.

I also explained that trade benefits
all of us in many other ways. By pro-
ducing more of what we are best at and
trading for those goods in which we do
not have a comparative advantage, we
ensure that every working American
has access to a wider array of higher
quality goods at lower prices. In that
respect, using the fast-track authority
to liberalize trade acts just like a tax
cut; we leave more of each consumer’s
paycheck in their pocket at the end of
each month by ensuring that they get
the highest quality goods at the lowest
price.

I think it is also worth underscoring
that trade does not mean fewer jobs.
By increasing the size of the economic
pie, trade means more jobs and better
pay, as the figures I noted attest. High-
er wages depend on rising productivity,
a growing economy and rising demand
for labor. Each of those factors depend
on expanding our access to foreign
markets, and to expand our access to
foreign markets, the President needs
fast-track authority.

I do not, therefore, view the question
before this body as simply whether an-
other, in a long line of bills, will pass.
The question before this body is wheth-
er the United States will maintain its
leadership role as the world’s foremost
economic power and assure our future
economic prosperity.

Some might ask why the United
States should continue to bear that re-
sponsibility. The answer lies in our
own history. It relates those times
when we have forsaken our traditional
policy of open commerce in favor of
protectionism, as some would have us
do now.
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The Smoot-Hawley tariff and the re-
taliation it engendered among our
trading partners gravely deepened the
Great Depression. Economic depriva-
tion left citizens in many countries
easy prey for the political movements
that led directly to the Second World
War. And it is worth remembering that
the foundations of the current inter-
national trading system were built on
the ashes of that great conflict. Amer-
ica led the way in establishing the cur-
rent economic order as a means of en-
suring that the trade policies of the
past would not—and I emphasize would
not—lead to similar devastating con-
flicts in the future.

It was, in fact, the effects of the
Smoot-Hawley tariff and the Depres-
sion that led to the original grant of
tariff negotiating authority and the
namesake of this bill: Reciprocal Trade
Agreement Act of 1934.

On the strength of that grant of ne-
gotiating authority, President Roo-
sevelt and his Secretary of State
Cordell Hull, a distinguished former
Member of this body and a member of
the Finance Committee, created the
trade agreements programs that re-
versed the protectionist course of trade
relations and laid the groundwork for
the post-war economic order. Five dec-
ades and eight multilateral rounds of
trade negotiations have helped us to
build this burgeoning economy.

The lessons of the postwar years are
easy to forget. It is easy to forget that
Congress’ grant of trade negotiating
authority to the President was one of
the key components of our economic
success, and led to reduction in tariffs
among developed countries from an av-
erage of over 40 percent to just 6 per-
cent at the end of the Uruguay Round.

It is easy to forget that on the
strength of those grants of negotiating
authority, Democratic and Republican
Presidents alike helped forge economic
relationships with our allies that have
seen us through the succeeding decades
to the dawn of a new era.

American firms and American work-
ers now compete in a global market-
place for goods and services, and the
economic future of each and every
American now depends on our ability
to meet that challenge. The changes we
see in the marketplace and in our daily
lives represent the benefits and costs of
technological change. We should not
make trade a scapegoat, as some do,
for that process.

Progress brings dislocation and re-
quires adjustment. Indeed, with every
expansion of our economy there are
dislocations. This is an inevitable part
of the economic process. Every expan-
sion exposes inefficiency.

At its most basic and personal level,
economic progress occurs when an indi-
vidual worker shifts from an inefficient
way of doing things to a more efficient
one, from stage coach driver, the origi-
nal teamster, to railroad engineer, to
truck driver, to pilot for an overnight
air delivery system.

Such transitions, of course, are not
always easy. I firmly believe that the
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many who benefit from expanding
trade and economic growth must help
those who do not. But that adjustment
is the inevitable effect of technological
progress and economic growth, not the
grant of fast-track authority.

There are some who argue that the
cost of these transitions is too high,
that we are doing just fine economi-
cally without further trade agree-
ments, and that there is no need for
fast-track negotiating authority. My
reply is simple and straightforward. We
need fast-track authority now more
than ever. Without the ability to take
a seat at the negotiating table, we will
be giving up the ability to shape our
own economic destiny. If we leave it to
others to write the rules for the new
era of international competition, we
will be leaving our economic future in
their hands, and we will lose the abil-
ity to shape the rules of the new global
economy to our liking.

The evidence of that is already
mounting. Our trading partners are
proceeding without us and giving their
firms a competitive advantage over
American businesses in the process.
Canada and Mexico have, for example,
negotiated free-trade arrangements
with Chile while we have debated the
merits of fast track. And because Chil-
ean tariffs average 11 percent, our
firms now compete at an 11-percent dis-
advantage against Canadian and Mexi-
can goods in the Chilean market.

The same holds true more broadly in
the rest of the rapidly growing markets
of Latin America and Asia. A recent
article in the Wall Street Journal de-
scribed the efforts of European trade
negotiation to steal a march on the
United States and Latin America while
the debate on fast-track authority con-
tinues here.

There is even more at stake in up-
coming negotiations in the World
Trade Organization. We are scheduled
to complete talks on opening foreign
markets to our financial services, a
sector in which the United States has a
strong comparative advantage.

Without fast-track authority, the
President is unlikely to be able to con-
clude these terms or these talks on
terms most favorable to the United
States. In a little over a year, the
World Trade Organization will once
again take up the difficult and conten-
tious issue of barriers to trade and ag-
riculture.

I know of no one in the agricultural
sector who was entirely satisfied with
the outcome of the Uruguay round
talks. It is difficult, as a consequence,
to conceive of a more harmful message
to send our own agricultural commu-
nity than derailing fast-track negoti-
ating authority that will allow the
United States to participate fully in
those talks.

Thus, we in this body face a simple
choice—we can reject our heritage as
the world’s greatest trading state, or
we can vindicate the faith of our fore-
fathers and America’s ability to com-
pete anywhere in the world where the
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terms of competition are free and fair.
We can focus only on the possible eco-
nomic dislocations that occur when
trade barriers are lowered, or we can
look at the common good that results
from economic growth. We can leave
our economic fate in the hands of oth-
ers, or we can step forward to shape our
own economic destiny.

For me, the choice is clear. We must
move forward to maintain our eco-
nomic leadership in the eyes of the
world, as well as provide the fruits of
an expanding economy to our citizens.
Enacting the pending legislation is in-
deed essential to that effort. Our trad-
ing partners will not negotiate trade
agreements with us unless we as a na-
tion can speak with one voice.

That is what this bill does. It allows
two branches of the Government, the
President and the Congress, to speak
with one voice on trade. This bill cre-
ates a partnership between two
branches that allows us to speak with
one voice and does so to a degree great-
er than previous fast-track bills.

As it has since the original grant of
fast-track authority, Congress estab-
lishes the negotiating objectives that
will guide the President’s use of this
authority. The negotiating objectives
also serve as limits on the Executive,
since the bill ensures that only agree-
ments achieving the objectives set out
in the bill will receive fast-track treat-
ment.

In that regard, I want to emphasize
the effort we have made to ensure that
the negotiating objectives restore the
proper focus of the fast-track author-
ity. This authority is granted for one
reason alone, to allow the President to
negotiate the reduction or elimination
of barriers to U.S. trade.

Authority granted in this bill is not
designed to allow the President to re-
write the fundamental objectives of our
domestic laws. Rather, the fast-track
process applies solely to those limited
instances in which legislation is needed
to ensure that U.S. law conforms to our
international obligations.

There is one trade negotiating objec-
tive that has drawn particular atten-
tion. It relates to foreign government
regulations. It includes labor and envi-
ronmental rules that may impede U.S.
exports and investments in order to
provide a commercial advantage to lo-
cally produced goods and services.

Indeed, in this provision is the con-
cern that foreign governments might
lower their labor, health and safety or
environmental standards for the pur-
pose of attracting investment or inhib-
iting U.S. exports. I want to emphasize
that this negotiating objective is lim-
ited to affecting conduct by foreign
governments in these areas. It does not
authorize the President to negotiate
any change in U.S. labor, health, safety
or environmental laws at either the
Federal or State level, nor does it au-
thorize a negotiation of any rules that
would otherwise limit the autonomy of
our Federal or State governments to
set their own health, safety, labor or
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environmental standards as they see
fit.

I view these provisions of the bill as
protecting everyone’s interests in these
areas. I know of no one who is an advo-
cate of labor or environmental inter-
ests that would want the President to
be able to mnegotiate international
trade agreements that effectively
weaken U.S. standards and then submit
the implementing legislation on a fast-
track basis. Under this bill, no Presi-
dent can negotiate an agreement that
raises or lowers U.S. labor or environ-
mental standards and then submit an
implementing bill for consideration on
a fast-track basis.

Beyond setting the specific negoti-
ating objectives, we have also strength-
ened Congress’ role in the trade agree-
ment process in several ways.

First, we have ensured the right of
the two committees of the Congress
that have general trade jurisdiction to
veto at the outset any negotiation that
might ultimately rely on fast-track au-
thority if those committees disagreed
with the President’s objective. This
check on the Executive applies to all
negotiations, not merely bilateral free
trade negotiations as under prior law.
The only exceptions are for negotia-
tions already underway, such as finan-
cial services negotiations in the World
Trade Organization, those anticipated
with Chile.

Second, the bill strengthens Con-
gress’ role and the partnership with the
President by requiring greater con-
sultation by our trade negotiators than
has ever occurred in the past.

The bill requires the U.S. Trade Rep-
resentative to consult closely and on a
timely basis throughout the process
and even immediately before the agree-
ment is initialed. The bill obliges the
President to explain the scope and
terms of any proposed agreement, how
the agreement would achieve the pol-
icy purposes and objectives set out in
this bill, and whether implementing
legislation on nontrade items would
also be necessary since only trade pro-
visions are entitled to fast-track treat-
ment.

Any nontrade items would be handled
under the regular practices and proce-
dures of the Senate, which allow for
amendment and unlimited debate.
Clearly, many in the Congress have
been displeased in the past with cur-
sory and nontimely consultation. The
legislation in our report makes clear
that this will no longer do.

The bill provides an explicit provi-
sion allowing Congress to withdraw the
fast-track procedures with respect to
any agreement for which consultation
has not been adequate. So not only
does the legislation exhort the trade
negotiators to consult; it provides
sanctions if they do not adequately do
S0.

Third, the bill carefully cir-
cumscribes the scope of the imple-
menting legislation that can be consid-
ered under fast-track procedures. Basi-
cally, to qualify, the implementing leg-
islation must be a trade bill. It must be
limited to approving a trade agree-
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ment, which is defined to include only,
one, reducing or eliminating duties and
barriers and, two, prohibiting or lim-
iting such duties or barriers.

Moreover, the implementing legisla-
tion may only include provisions nec-
essary to implement such trade agree-
ment and provisions otherwise related
to the implementation, enforcement,
and adjustment to the efforts of such
trade agreement that are directly re-
lated to trade.

Examples of such provisions would
include amendments to our anti-
dumping laws and extensions of trade
adjustment assistance such as those re-
authorized with this bill.

Finally, the implementing bill may
include pay for provisions needed to
comply with budget requirements.
Since this component of the imple-
menting legislation does not address
the agreement and its implementation
but is included only to satisfy interim
budget requirements, some have sug-
gested that this portion of the imple-
menting legislation be fully amend-
able.

The Finance Committee decided to
follow previous fast-track legislation
out of concern that allowing amend-
ments to this portion would make pas-
sage of the implementing bill more dif-
ficult. There was concern about turn-
ing every implementing bill into a gen-
eral tax bill, that pay for provisions
might be offered by opponents to cause
mischief, and that adopting amend-
ments would create the need for con-
ference with the House and would in-
vite deadlock over nontrade issues.

In sum, the terms of the partnership
between Congress and the President
are these: If the President adheres to
the trade objectives expressed in the
bill to which fast-track procedures
apply, if he provides us an opportunity
to disapprove of a specific negotiation
at the outset, if he consults with us
closely throughout the negotiation
right up to the time the agreement is
to be initialed, if the agreement is a
trade agreement as defined in the bill,
and if the implementing legislation
contains only the trade-related items I
noted, Congress agrees to allow an up-
or-down bill after 30 hours of debate on
the implementing legislation.

Now, I think for Congress that is a
very good deal. I fully appreciate the
important role and responsibility this
body has in American Government:
The right to offer amendments, to de-
bate the merits of an issue as long as
necessary, are rights not to be laid
aside lightly. That is why at every
juncture we have sought to refocus the
fast-track procedure on reducing trade
barriers.

We have done our best to make sure
that matters of domestic policy remain
outside the limited scope of the fast-
track procedure. Such matters of do-
mestic policy should and will remain
subject to the traditional practices and
procedures of the U.S. Senate. I would
not support this limited exception to
our Senate traditions were it not abso-
lutely essential to our continued eco-
nomic leadership around the world.
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This is a critically important accom-
modation. It is not unprecedented.
Grants of similar authority for the
President, in effect, exceptions to our
Senate rules, have been provided in the
past, dating back to the Trade Act of
1974.

As recently as 1988 a Democrat-con-
trolled Congress provided a Republican
President the legal assurance that
America would speak with one voice on
trade. I hope that a similar spirit of bi-
partisanship envelops us today.

Let me say in conclusion that if in
1988 my colleagues on the other side of
the aisle do, for the good of this coun-
try, see fit to entrust a President from
another party with this authority, that
today it would help us in extending
this authority to President Clinton.

I yield the floor.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I rise
with a measure of ebullience. By a
solid majority of both sides of the
aisle, we have just voted to do exactly
what our revered chairman said ought
to be done, and reported how in the
past it has been done. The vote was 69
to 31. I think that augurs well.

I would particularly like to note a
fact about this legislation which has
been little remarked, the fact that
with great felicity and sense of historic
importance, the chairman has given to
the bill the title the Reciprocal Trade
Agreements Act of 1997. The Reciprocal
Trade Agreements Act, hearkening
back almost two-thirds of a century to
1934 when Cordell Hull, a former mem-
ber of the Finance Committee, as Sec-
retary of State helped the Nation out
of the ruin that had been brought
about by the Smoot-Hawley Tariff Act
of 1930, a tariff meant to raise living
standards and do all the things that
seem so easy if you don’t think them
through.

If you were to make a list of five
events that led to the Second World
War and the horror of that war, that
tariff bill of 1930 would be one of them.
If there was a harbinger of the reemer-
gence of the civilized world and the re-
institution of intelligent analysis of
public policy, it was the Reciprocal
Trade Agreements Act of 1934.

I might like to take a preliminary ef-
fort to note that in 1934 the United
States, in fact, did two things of note
regarding legislation before the Senate
today. We passed the Reciprocal Trade
Agreements Act, and the President
proposed and Congress agreed to our
membership in the International Labor
Organization, two parallel but distinct
measures. We began opening our trade
and in the same year, same Congress,
moved to join the International Labor
Organization for purposes not different
than ones we have expounded in this
legislation, which speaks directly to
that issue. Now, the matter before the
Senate is of the highest portent and ur-
gency. Just yesterday in the Wash-
ington Post our—how do I say it? Has
Bob
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Dole been gone long enough to be
called fabled, legendary? Certainly
vastly embraced by this institution on
both sides of the aisle. Senator Dole,
Republican candidate in the last elec-
tion, wrote in yesterday’s Post, ‘‘the
fate of fast-track legislation this fall
may determine whether the President
ever will negotiate another free trade
agreement.” He urged that we give the
President this power, a power which
every President since President Ford
has had and which under the original
Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act has
been in place for two-thirds of a cen-
tury.

Since the fast-track authority
lapsed, as it did 3 and one half years
ago, the United States has effectively
been reduced to the status of an ob-
server as unprecedented new trading
arrangements, bilateral and multilat-
eral, have been put in place. The
changes in trade and patterns and ar-
rangements that you see very much
correspond to the change in techniques
of production, in modes of manufacture
and in the information age of which we
have heard so much. They reflect the
technological underpinnings which
have changed the economies of the de-
veloped world, are changing the devel-
oping world, and in consequence,
change the economy.

For example, as the chairman re-
marked, Mexico and Chile negotiated a
free trade agreement in 1991 and now
are engaged in talks to expand the
scope of that agreement by the end of
this year. On July 2 of this year, Can-
ada’s free trade agreement with Chile
entered force, giving Canadian exports
just that advantage, the 11-percent tar-
iff advantage, that the chairman has
spoken of. Remember, the pattern of
Canadian production and exports is
very like ours. We are in a competing
world with them. We wish them every
success. But there is no point in hin-
dering our own ability to negotiate and
trade in the same way.

If I may remind the Senator, we have
been here before. On March 4, 1974,
President Nixon’s Special Trade Rep-
resentative, William D. Eberle, testi-
fied before the Finance Committee in
support of the legislation that estab-
lished the first fast-track procedures
for non-tariff matters. He said, ‘“With-
out the fast-track authority, our trad-
ing partners will continue to negotiate
but they will do so bilaterally and re-
gionally, to the probable exclusion of
the United States.”

Do not suppose that cannot happen
again. The United States is at a posi-
tion of unparalleled influence and im-
portance in the world. That can
produce an unparalleled resentment
with consequences that will move
through the generations to come. Do
not be overconfident in a moment such
as this, and certainly do not be fearful.
We have nothing to fear from world
trade. We gain from it. We have gained
from it. And now I am confident with
that resounding bipartisan vote, we
will.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Of course, in 1994 we created the
World Trade Organization. It took us a
long time. In the aftermath of World
War II it had been understood we would
have an international trade organiza-
tion to correspond with the World
Bank and the International Monetary
Fund. That never came to pass. It came
to grief, in point of fact, in the Finance
Committee.

The WTO, the World Trade Organiza-
tion, is beginning negotiations on agri-
cultural trade, protection of intellec-
tual property. By intellectual property,
think Silicon Valley, think Microsoft,
think of all the innovations we have
made in the world, and the innovators
have the right to see their work pro-
tected. And, again, international trade
in services, think banking, insurance,
all those areas in which we have been
particularly excluded in the developing
world and which we can now negotiate.

The Uruguay round of negotiations
represented the first serious attempt to
address barriers to American farm
products, but a great deal needs to be
done. The last area of economic activ-
ity which is freed from protection will
always be farm matters. It is one of the
great events of our age that the great
agricultural States in this Nation have
seen what trade can do for them and
are supporting these measures. Agri-
culture is always protected, always
subsidized, but in 1999, the World Trade
Organization on that matter will begin
and we ought to take these negotia-
tions seriously. We ought to be part of
them and now we will be.

American farm exports in 1996
reached $60 billion in an overall global
market estimated at something more
than half a trillion. So we have some-
thing like 10 percent of that trade. This
export sector alone represents about 1
million American jobs.

A similar situation exists with re-
spect to services trade, which was ad-
dressed for the first time in the Uru-
guay round, and the financial services,
banking, insurance, securities, are
scheduled to wrap up in December in
an important round of talks. Another
round will begin on January 1 of the
year 2000 involving a full range of serv-
ices, including such sectors as health
care, motion pictures, and advertising,
where American companies are among
the strongest in the world. I don’t
think it would be in any way inappro-
priate to recall the remarks of Presi-
dent Jiang Zemin of the People’s Re-
public of China just a few feet off the
floor here a week ago, in which he de-
scribed the formative experience of his
college years when he watched the film
“Gone With the Wind.” It is America
that makes the movies for the world to
see. Getting them in is a matter of ne-
gotiation. Now we can do it.

I would like to make a point of par-
ticular importance to the matter be-
fore us. First of all, this is not a new
authority, untested or untried. We
have been with it for two-thirds of a
century. The Smoot-Hawley Act, in
which Congress, line by line, set more
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than 20,000 tariffs, resulted in an aver-
age tariff rate, by the estimate of the
International Trade Commission, of 60
percent. The result was ruinous, not
only to us, but to our trading partners.
The British abandoned their free trade
policy and went to empire preferences.
The Japanese went to the Greater East
Asian Co-Prosperity Sphere. In that
year, Adolf Hitler became chancellor of
Germany in a free election. Such was
the degree of unemployment and seem-
ing despair that the consequences of
the First World War would never be
over.

Next came one of the largest trade
events of the postwar period, the Ken-
nedy round, which came about because
of the Trade Expansion Act of 1962. I
make the point, sir, that there were
persons at that time, as now, con-
cerned about the impact of expanding
trade on American workers and Amer-
ican firms. As a condition of a Senate
vote on giving the President the power
to negotiate what became the Kennedy
round—it was named for the President
who began it—we had to negotiate a
separate agreement, the Long-Term
Cotton Textile Agreement, and three
persons were sent to do this negotia-
tion: W. Michael Blumenthal, Deputy
Assistant Secretary of State; Hickman
Price, Jr., an Assistant Secretary of
Commerce; and myself, then an Assist-
ant Secretary of Labor. We negotiated
to limit surges of imports that might
come about from drops in tariffs. It
was meant to be a b-year matter, as I
recall. That was 35 years ago, and it’s
still in place. It was succeeded by the
Multi-Fiber Agreement. We have not
been unattending to the needs of our
workers in these matters. To the con-
trary. We began Trade Adjustment As-
sistance in the 1970’s. We have more
Trade Adjustment Assistance in this
legislation. We negotiate these matters
with the interests of the American
worker in mind, and the evidence is the
standard of living we have achieved in
this country, of which there is no
equal.

With that point, sir, I would like to
call attention to a very special issue.
We are asked by some to include in this
legislation a requirement that trade
agreements include provisions, in ef-
fect, statutory requirements, con-
cerning labor and the environment. At
first, it seems a good idea. Why not?
But let me tell you why not, and if I
can just presume on age at this point,
which is getting to be a factor in my
perspective. I have been there and it
doesn’t happen, it doesn’t work.

If you go to a developing country and
say to them, ‘“We would like to enter
into a trade arrangement whereby you
will reduce your tariffs and barriers—
non-tariff barriers—we will do the
same, so we can have more trade,” and
at the same time, in the same setting,
say, “We want you to adopt higher en-
vironmental standards and higher
labor standards,” right or wrong, the
negotiating partners will say, ‘‘Oh, you
want us to lower our tariff barriers and
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raise our costs.” Well, they won’t do it.
“You are asking that we be put at a
double disadvantage. We put those tar-
iffs in to protect ourselves against you,
and our environmental and labor
standards are those of a developing na-
tion. Now you want to put us at a dou-
ble disadvantage.” It won’t happen.
There will be no such agreements.

I can speak to this. I was Ambassador
to India when our trade was at a very,
very low level. The great anxiety of the
Government of India was that we
would somehow use trade in a way that
would disrupt their internal affairs,
which was never our intention, but it
was a perception, and will be even more
so now. That is why I point to the ser-
endipity, if you would like, of the pro-
visions in this bill. I made the point
that the Reciprocal Trade Agreements
Act—the original one—was enacted in
1934, and the United States joined the
International Labor Organization in
1934—a measure of great importance at
that time. President Roosevelt was
very firmly in favor of it, and Frances
Perkins—and I talked to her about it—
thought it was one of the central ini-
tiatives. They saw it as parallel to
trade—parallel.

Over the years, the International
Labor Organization has developed a se-
ries of what are called the ILO Core
Human Rights Conventions. There are
a great many important conventions,
but they tend to be on technical mat-
ters. These go right to the rights of
working people. And there are not
many. They are the Forced Labor Con-
vention of 1930; Freedom of Association
and Protection of the Right to Orga-
nize Convention of 1948; Right to Orga-
nize and Collective Bargaining Conven-
tion of 1949; Equal Remuneration Con-
vention, equal pay for men and women,
of 1951; Abolition of Forced Labor Con-
vention of 1957.

In 1991, I stood on the floor of this
Senate, with Claiborne Pell, then
chairman of the Foreign Relations
Committee, and we called that up, and
it passed the U.S. Senate unanimously.
It is our law now because we chose to
make it our law. We passed it. It is a
treaty and we passed it as such. And
then there was the Discrimination
(Employment and Occupation) Conven-
tion of 1958, and the Minimum Age
Convention—a child labor convention—
of 1973.

Now, in this bill before you is an ex-
traordinary initiative. We fought for
an initiative by the United States to
promote respect for workers’ rights by
seeking to establish in the Inter-
national Labor Organization a mecha-
nism for the systematic examination of
and reporting on the extent to which
ILO members promote and enforce the
freedom of a subsidization, the right to
organize and bargain collectively, pro-
hibition on the use of forced labor, pro-
hibition on exploitive child labor, and a
prohibition on discrimination in em-
ployment.

We have never before made such a
proposal. It has enormous possibilities.
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The ILO is the oldest of our inter-
national organizations. But it comes
from an era when the idea of sending
inspectors into a country to see wheth-
er that country was keeping an agree-
ment would have been thought much
too radical. That all changed in the
aftermath of World War II.

Just this moment, we are going
through something of a crisis with Iraq
over the right of American members of
the inspection team from the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency to
look into Iraqi production of nuclear
power and the possibility of nuclear
weapons. That begins with the Inter-
national Atomic Energy Agency, which
is part of the United Nations system.
You send inspectors in to see what they
are doing. It is now a common practice
over a whole range of international
concerns.

What we propose is that the Inter-
national Labor Organization bundle, if
you like, the core labor standards, and
then set about an inspection system, to
see to it how China is doing on prison
labor, or child labor, or how the United
States is doing—we will be looked into,
too—and how countries around the
world have done. Now, this will take
energy. I would like to think that,
somewhere in the executive branch,
someone is listening to this debate be-
cause these measures were proposed by
the President. But it takes energy in
the executive to get this done. Come to
think of it, Alexander Hamilton’s defi-
nition of good government was ‘‘energy
in the executive.”

I would like to think that our Trade
Representative, our Department of
Labor, our Department of Commerce,
will be actively involved. I say the De-
partment of Commerce because busi-
ness is involved. The ILO is a tripartite
group. Business has a vote, the U.S.
Council for International Business, as
does the AFL-CIO. They each have a
vote, and the U.S. Government has two
votes. This is a business-labor enter-
prise. We have been involved with it for
a very long time. Herbert Hoover, as
Secretary of Commerce under Presi-
dent Harding, sent delegates to the ILO
conference in Geneva from the Cham-
ber of Commerce and from the AFL-
CIO. So we are addressing concerns
about the environment and labor
standards in their proper context and
setting. If you want them, you have to
do it there.

If you only want not to have more
open trade, you can try it in negotia-
tions. But Mr. President, it won’t
work. The trading partners just will
not agree. And if you want to take the
time to find it out, very well, but for
the moment, I think you will find that
the overwhelming judgment of econo-
mists is that what we have here is a
clean measure. That is the way to go.
And this is what we now need to do—
give the President fast-track author-
ity, which will enable him to enter ne-
gotiations that will result in agree-
ments, and with those agreements in
place, we will go into the 21st century
proud of what we began in the 20th.
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Mr. President, I again thank my
chairman for the felicity with which he
chose to give the name Reciprocal
Trade Agreements Act of 1997 to this
legislation.

For the purpose of the RECORD, I ask
unanimous consent that the descrip-
tion of the ILO Core Human Rights
Conventions be printed in the RECORD
at this time.

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

ILO HUMAN RIGHTS (CORE) CONVENTIONS

The ILO’s human rights conventions, com-
monly referred to as ‘‘core” conventions, are
receiving more attention as the debate on
trade and labor standards continues after the
World Trade Organization’s ministerial
meeting last December.

Informal agreement on which ILO conven-
tions are human rights standards dates at
least as far back as 1960. Formal recognition
was achieved when the Social Summit in Co-
penhagen in 1995 identified six ILO conven-
tions as essential to ensuring human rights
in the workplace: Nos. 29, 87, 98, 100, 105, and
111. In addition, the United Nations High
Commissioner for Human Rights now in-
cludes these conventions as the list of
“International Human Rights Instruments.”

The Governing Body of the ILO subse-
quently confirmed the addition of the ILO
Convention on Minimum Age, No. 138 (1973),
in recognition of the rights of children. An
ILO convention banning intolerable forms of
child labor is in preparation and is scheduled
for a vote on adoption in 1998.

Conventions Nos. 87 and 98 form the cor-
nerstone of the ILO’s international labor
code. They embody the principle of freedom
of association, which is affirmed by the ILO
Constitution and is applicable to all member
states. A complaint for non-observance of
this principle may be brought against a
member state under a special procedure,
whether or not the member state has ratified
these two conventions.

The following list presents the seven core
conventions and their coverage. The chart on
the reverse side of this sheet shows which
countries have ratified them as of December
31, 1996.

NO. 20—FORCED LABOR CONVENTION (1930)

Requires the suppression of forced or com-
pulsory labor in all its forms. Certain excep-
tions are permitted, such as military service,
convict labor properly supervised, emer-
gencies such as wars, fires, earthquakes . . .
NO. 87—FREEDOM OF ASSOCIATION AND PROTEC-

TION OF THE RIGHT TO ORGANIZE CONVENTION

(1948)

Establishes the right of all workers and
employers to form and join organizations of
their own choosing without prior authoriza-
tion, and lays down a series of guarantees for
the free functioning of organizations without
interference by the public authorities.

NO. 98—RIGHT TO ORGANIZE AND COLLECTIVE

BARGAINING CONVENTION (1949)

Provides for protection against anti-union
discrimination, for protection of workers’
and employers’ organizations against acts of
interference by each other, and for measures
to promote collective bargaining.

NO. 100—EQUAL REMUNERATION CONVENTION

(1951)

Calls for equal pay and benefits for men
and women for work of equal value.

NO. 105—ABOLITION OF FORCED LABOR
CONVENTION (1957)

Prohibits the use of any form of forced or
compulsory labor as a means of political co-
ercion or education, punishment for the ex-
pression of political or ideological views,
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workforce mobilization, labor discipline,
punishment for participation in strikes, or
discrimination.

NO. 111—DISCRIMINATION (EMPLOYMENT AND

OCCUPATION) CONVENTION (1958)

Calls for a national policy to eliminate dis-
crimination in access to employment, train-
ing and working conditions, on grounds of
race, color, sex, religion, political opinion,
national extraction or social origin and to
promote equality of opportunity and treat-
ment.

NO. 136—MINIMUM AGE CONVENTION (1973)

Aims at the abolition of child labor, stipu-
lating that the minimum age for admission
to employment shall not be less than the age
of completion of compulsory schooling.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, with-
out further comment, I yield the floor
once again with a sense of ebullience.
We are going to do this. We kept the
faith. We followed the convictions and
the experience of Presidents going all
the way back to the 1930’s.

So I close simply by quoting again,
Senator Dole in his fine op-ed piece in
yesterday’s Washington Post:

The decision to give the President fast-
track authority is urgent and must be made
now. Very simply, passing fast track is the
right thing to do. Our Nation’s future pros-
perity, the good jobs that will provide a liv-
ing for our children and grandchildren, will
be created through international trade.
Today it is more important than ever that
the debate between advocates of free trade
and protectionism is over. Global trade is a
fact of life rather than a policy position.
That is why we cannot cede leadership in de-
veloping markets to our competitors
through inaction, thereby endangering
America’s economic future and abandoning
our responsibility to lead as the sole remain-
ing superpower.

Mr. President, I thank the Chair for
his courteous attention and I yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BURNS). The Senator from North Da-
kota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I lis-
tened with interest to the two presen-
tations. They are thoughtful Senators,
but Senators with whom I disagree. I
would like to spend some time describ-
ing my view of where we are. Let me
start by saying what this debate is not
about.

This debate is not about whether we
should be involved in global trade. Nor
is it about whether expanded global op-
portunities are going to be part of this
country’s future. That is not what this
debate is about. There are some who
will always say, the minute you start
talking about trade, that there are
those of us who believe in free trade
and then there are the rest of you who
don’t understand. They say that there
are those of us who believe in the glob-
al economy and the benefits and fruits
that come from being involved in ex-
panded trade in a global economy, and
then there are the rest of you who are
xenophobic isolationists who want to
build a wall around America. That is
the way it is frequently described when
we discuss trade.

But that is not what this discussion
is about; not at all. It is about our

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

trade strategy and whether it works.
When I think of our trade strategy I
think of watching a wedding dance
when I was a little boy. A man and
woman were trying to dance. One was
dancing the waltz and the other was
dancing the two-step. Needless to say,
it didn’t work out.

We have a trade strategy that is a
unilateral free trade strategy that says
we are going to confront others, who
have managed trade strategies, with
our trade strategy. Somehow this
strategy is going to work out. We are
going to open our markets but we are
not going to pressure other countries
to do the same. We are going to pass
free trade agreements and we are going
to move on to the next agreement
without enforcing the agreement we
had.

I would like to just take inventory, if
I might. Let’s take some inventory
about what we have experienced in
trade. For those who are color con-
scious, the red in this chart would not
be considered good. Red represents
deficits. This chart represents this
country’s merchandise trade deficit.
We have had 21 straight years of trade
deficits. The last 3 years have been the
worst three in the history of this coun-
try, and we will set a new record again
this year. In 36 out of the past 38 years
we had current account deficits. We
had 21 merchandise trade deficits in a
row. This year will mean 4 years of
higher record trade deficits.

I want to ask a question. When you
suffer these sort of merchandise trade
deficits every year—and they are get-
ting worse, not better—is this a coun-
try moving in the right direction? Is
this a trade strategy we want more of?
Or should we, perhaps, decide that
something is wrong and we ought to
stop and evaluate what doesn’t work
and how do we fix it?

We are choking on red ink in inter-
national trade. This trade strategy
doesn’t work. So the debate is going to
be between those of us who want
change and those who want to cling to
the same old thing. There are those of
us who believe this policy isn’t work-
ing and we want to change that policy.
We want to reduce and eliminate these
trade deficits and expand this coun-
try’s trade opportunities. We want to
do it in a way that is fair to this coun-
try and improves this country’s econ-
omy. Then there are those who say no,
and who are against change. They are
for the same old thing. They support
the same, tired, shopworn strategy
that I say doesn’t work. That is what
this debate is about.

The last debate we had about trade
was a few years ago. It was on NAFTA,
the North American Free Trade Agree-
ment. And you had fast track for that.
It is a trade agreement with Canada
and Mexico. Before we adopted that
trade agreement we had an $11 billion
trade deficit with Canada and we
adopted that agreement and the trade
deficit has doubled. Before we adopted
this trade agreement we had a $2 bil-
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lion trade surplus with Mexico and
that has collapsed to a $16 billion trade
deficit.

According to an Economic Policy In-
stitute recent study, 167,000 jobs were
lost to Canada, 227,000 jobs lost to Mex-
ico, 395,000 jobs lost as a result of
NAFTA. The combined accumulated
deficit as a result of NAFTA cannot
possibly be anything that anyone
around here wants to stand up on the
floor and raise their hand about and
say, ‘‘Yes, that’s what I envisioned. I
voted for that. That’s what I was hop-
ing would happen.”

Surely we must have someone who
will come to the floor and say I voted
for this but boy, this turns out to be a
pretty sour deal. We didn’t expect the
deficits to expand and mushroom. Is
there someone who will suggest that
somehow this hasn’t worked out the
way we expected? Or is this, in fact,
the kind of thing that we embrace? Do
we have a trade strategy that no mat-
ter how bankrupt, we continue to say,
“Yes, we are the parents. This is ours.
This is our conception.” I am won-
dering when enough is enough?

Let’s look at the trade treaty tally.
We are told that if you don’t have fast-
track procedures given to this Presi-
dent, he can’t do anything about trade.
They ask who on Earth would nego-
tiate with him? Well, there have been
countries apparently that will nego-
tiate, because there have been 220 some
separate trade agreements negotiated
by the USTR since 1993. That is the
President’s own statement. He has ne-
gotiated 220 agreements . Only two of
them have used fast track. He