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population did not make this deter-
mination the VA made this determina-
tion.

The VA then embarked on a 4-year
selection process and narrowed the po-
tential cemetery sites to three: Fort
Reno, Edmond, and Guthrie. The Con-
gress, in accordance with the 1987 re-
port, appropriated $250,000 in fiscal
year 1991 for the purpose of conducting
an environmental impact statement on
these three sites to determine which
site best met the needs of our veterans
and was suitable for construction of a
cemetery.

In late 1993, the VA officially an-
nounced Fort Reno as its preferred
site, and Congress, in 1994, appro-
priated another $250,000 for the initial
planning and design stages of the ceme-
tery. Unfortunately, in that same year
a land dispute arose over the Fort Reno
site. After a year of trying to work out
an agreement on the property at Fort
Reno no resolution could be found.

On January 23, 1995, the VA issued a
press release announcing that it was no
longer committed to the Fort Reno site
because the land dispute could not be
resolved. In that same press release
Jesse Brown, the Secretary of Veterans
Affairs, made the following statement:

I am reiterating VA’s commitment to pro-
vide a new national cemetery for the veter-
ans of this region. We will look for other po-
tential sites and expedite the selection deci-
sion.

Thankfully, another piece of prop-
erty was soon found at Fort Sill that
could be used for a cemetery, and true
to Secretary Brown’s statement the
process was expedited.

The VA, using money left over from
the initial environmental impact state-
ment, conducted another study of the
piece of property identified as a poten-
tial cemetery site at Fort Sill. The sec-
ond environmental impact statement
was completed on the property at Fort
Sill and it was deemed suitable for a
cemetery.

Again, acting on the VA’s commit-
ment of 1987 to build a national veter-
ans cemetery which was reiterated in
January 1995, by Secretary Brown, the
Congress adopted an amendment that I
offered to the fiscal year 1997 Defense
authorization bill that called for the
transfer of that property at Fort Sill
for the establishment of a new national
veterans cemetery.

I recently spoke to the Army and was
informed that this land transfer is pro-
gressing very well and ought to be
complete by mid-January of 1998—
that’s about two months away.

This year I worked with my good
friend, Senator BOND, chairman of the
VA–HUD appropriations subcommittee,
to include $900,000 for the final plan-
ning and design of the cemetery. It was
included in the bill that was passed by
the Senate and included in the con-
ference report.

As I stated earlier, about a week ago,
the President used his veto pen to line-
item veto this project. This project was
the only VA project that was line-tem
vetoed this year.

Besides being disappointed at the
President’s action, I don’t understand
it. The cemetery project is completely
within the budget agreement that was
hammered out this year. The cemetery
project was identified by the VA as a
project it wanted.

I do want to let the administration
and the veterans of Oklahoma know
that I am committed to this project
and I intend to work with the adminis-
tration and the VA to see that the vet-
erans of Oklahoma get a new national
veterans cemetery in a timely fashion.
Ten years has already been a long time
to wait. The veterans of Oklahoma and
their families have endured much as
they served our country, I intend to see
to it that the establishment of a new
national veterans cemetery does not
become yet another test of that endur-
ance.

Mr. President, I believe the President
made a mistake. He made a mistake in
several items that were vetoed in the
MilCon bill and he made a mistake in
this case. The VA had made a commit-
ment to build this cemetery. The veter-
ans who served our country so well are
entitled to be buried in a national vet-
erans’ cemetery. The Veterans’ Depart-
ment said maybe the new cemetery in
Oklahoma should be a State cemetery.
However, the veterans of Oklahoma
have stated they want to be buried in a
national veterans’ cemetery, and I am
committed to that. I know the veter-
ans of Oklahoma are committed to
that. We have had a commitment from
this administration and this adminis-
tration should not renege on it. They
should not go back on their word to the
veterans of Oklahoma, as evidenced by
the President’s veto. I think it was a
mistake.

It just so happens the President does
not have a Secretary of Veterans’ Af-
fairs. I will be meeting with the Acting
Secretary and the President’s nominee
to be Secretary and hopefully we will
come to an understanding very quickly
that this is a commitment that will be
completed. We need to uphold the com-
mitment we made to the veterans of
Oklahoma that we will have a national
cemetery built.

f

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT
AGREEMENT—H.R. 2159

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the majority
leader, after consultation with the
Democratic leader, may proceed to the
consideration of the conference report
to accompany H.R. 2159, the foreign op-
erations bill. I further ask consent
there be 30 minutes of debate equally
divided in the usual form, and imme-
diately following that debate or yield-
ing back of time the conference report
be considered as adopted and the mo-
tion to reconsider be laid upon the
table.

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

EXTENSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that morning busi-
ness be extended until 12 noon under
the same terms as previously agreed
to.

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

Mr. DORGAN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota.

f

FAST TRACK

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, because
the proposal for fast-track trade au-
thority was not adopted, there have
been a good many columns and com-
mentators evaluating why fast track
failed. I wanted to comment about that
just a bit today. It is interesting. Even
though the political pathologists for
this legislation—the journalists, and
the beltway insiders—have picked the
fast track carcass clean, they still
missed the cause of death.

The eulogies I read have no relation-
ship to the deceased. Fast track didn’t
die because of unions and union opposi-
tion to fast track. Fast track didn’t die
because the President didn’t have the
strength to get it through the Con-
gress. Fast track didn’t die because our
country doesn’t want to engage in
international trade. Fast track died be-
cause this country is deeply divided on
trade issues. There is not a consensus
in this country at this point on the
issue of international trade. Instead of
a national dialogue on trade we have at
least a half dozen or more monologues
on trade.

What people miss when they evaluate
what happened to fast track is the deep
concern that this country has not done
well in international trade, especially
in our trade agreements. This did not
matter very much during the first 25
years after the Second World War. We
could make virtually any agreement
with anybody and provide significant
concessions under the guise of foreign
policy and we could still win the trade
competition with one hand tied behind
our backs. We could do that because we
were bigger, better, stronger, better
prepared, and better able. Thus, trade
policy was largely foreign policy.

During the first 25 years after the
Second World War, our incomes contin-
ued to rise in this country despite the
fact that our trade policy was largely
foreign policy. However, the second 25
years have told a different story, and
we now face tougher and shrewder com-
petition from countries that are very
able to compete with us. And our trade
policy must be more realistic and must
be a trade policy that recognizes more
the needs of this country.

Will Rogers said something, probably
70 years ago, that speaks to our trade
policy concerns. I gave an approximate
quote of that here on the floor the
other day. He describes the concern
people have about trade, yes, even



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S12521November 13, 1997
today. Let me tell you what he said.
Speaking of the United States, he said,

We have never lost a war and we have
never won a conference. I believe that we
could, without any degree of egotism, single-
handedly lick any nation in the world. But
we can’t even confer with Costa Rica and
come home with our shirts on.

A lot of people still feel this way
about our country. We could lick any
nation in the world but we can’t confer
with Costa Rica and come home with
our shirts on. ‘‘We have never lost a
war and never won a conference,’’ Will
Rogers said.

What are the various interests here
that cause all of this angst and anxi-
ety? There is the interest of the cor-
porations, particularly the very large
corporations. They have an interest of
profit. Their interest is to go some-
where else in the world and produce a
product as cheaply as they can produce
it and send it back to sell in America.
That provides a profit. That is in their
interest. It is a legitimate interest on
behalf of their stockholders, but it is
their interest. Is it parallel to the na-
tional interest?

Economists: their interest is seeing
this in theory in terms of the doctrine
of comparative advantage. Now this
was first preached at a time when there
weren’t corporations, only nations.
This is the notion that each nation
should do what it is best prepared and
equipped to do and then trade with oth-
ers for that which it is least able to do.

Consumers: consumers have an inter-
est, in some cases, of trying to buy the
cheapest or least expensive product
available.

Workers: workers want to keep their
jobs and want to have good jobs and
want to have a future and an oppor-
tunity for a job that pays well, with de-
cent benefits.

Then there are the big thinkers.
Those are the people who think they
know more than all the rest of us.
They understand that trade policy is
simply called trade policy. Actually,
they still want it to be foreign policy.
Incidentally, some of those big think-
ers were around last week. When the
real debate about fast track got going,
who rushed to Capitol Hill? The Sec-
retary of State, and U.S. Ambassador
to the United Nations, came here be-
cause we still have some of those big
thinkers who believe trade policy must
inevitably be foreign policy in our
country.

Oliver Wendell Holmes once said,
‘‘The question is not where you stand
but in what direction are you moving?’’
You must always move, you must not
drift or lie at anchor.

The question is, now that fast track
has failed, what direction are we mov-
ing? What is our interest in trade?
What can spark a national consensus
on trade issues? What are the new
goals?

First of all, I think most Americans
would understand that we want our
country to be a leader in trade. Our
country should lead in the area of ex-

panding world trade. Yet the real ques-
tion is, how do we lead and where do we
lead?

I think the starting point is this. We
have the largest trade deficits in this
country’s history. Most Americans vis-
cerally understand that. We have the
largest trade deficits in our country’s
history, and they are getting worse,
not better. We must do something
about it.

We have specific and vexing trade
problems that go unresolved. I have
mentioned many times on the floor of
the Senate the trade problem with Can-
ada, which is not the largest problem
we have. Yet, it is a huge problem for
the people that it affects. I am talking
about the flood of unfairly traded Ca-
nadian grain that is undercutting our
farmers’ interests.

I just got off the phone with a farmer
an hour ago. He was calling from North
Dakota. He said the price of grain is
down, way down. He’s trying to com-
pete with terribly unfair imports com-
ing in through his back door from a
state trading enterprise which would
be illegal in this country and are sold
at secret prices.

Trade problems which go unresolved
fester and infect, and that is what
causes many in this country to have a
sour feeling about this country’s trade
policy. Because of a range of these
problems, this country does not have a
consensus on trade policy, at least not
a consensus that Congress should pass
fast track.

Last weekend and early this week
when fast track failed to get the need-
ed votes to pass the Congress, there
were people who almost had apoplectic
seizures here in Washington, DC. They
were falling over themselves, saying,
‘‘Woe is America. What on Earth is
going happen?’’

Then we had countries in South
America get into the act. I read in the
paper that one of the countries in
South America said, ‘‘You know, if the
United States can’t have fast-track
trade authority then we are going to
have to negotiate with somebody else.’’

Oh, really? Who are you going to ne-
gotiate with? Have you found a sub-
stitute for the American marketplace
anywhere on the globe? Is there any-
where on Earth that a substitute for
the American marketplace exists?
Maybe you want to negotiate with Ni-
geria? How about Zambia? Zambia has
a lower gross national product than the
partners of Goldman Sachs have in-
come. So go negotiate with Zambia.

Would our trading partners do us a
favor, and not think the world is com-
ing apart because we have not passed
fast track? They need to understand
that we want expanded trade. In the
debate about trade we want to have
embedded some notion about respon-
sibilities. These are the responsibilities
that we have as a country to decide
that our trade policy must also reflect
our values. These values are about the
environment, about safe workplaces,
about children working, about food
safety and, yes, about human rights.

Does that mean we want to impose
our values, imprint them, stamp them
in every circumstance around the globe
for a condition of trade? No. It does
mean there is a bar at some point that
we establish that says this minimum
represents the set of values that we
care about with respect to our trade re-
lations.

Do we care if another country allows
firms to hire 12-year-old kids, work
them 12 hours a day and pay them 12
cents an hour and then ships these
products to Pittsburgh, Los Angeles
and Fargo? Yes, the consumer gets a
cheaper product, but do we want 12-
year-old kids working somewhere to
produce it? Do we care that they com-
pete with a company in this country
that is unable to hire kids because this
country is unwilling to let companies
hire kids? We also say to these compa-
nies that they cannot dump chemicals
into the air and into the water. We re-
quire a safe workplace. We require that
a living wage be paid. At least we have
minimum wage conditions.

We need to answer those questions.
What really is fair trade? In whose in-
terests do we fight for the set of values
that we want for our future in our
trade policies?

As we seek a new consensus on trade
in this country, I hope that consensus
will include the following goals:

First, it would be in this country’s
interest to end its chronic trade defi-
cits. For 21 years in a row we have had
chronic, nagging, growing trade defi-
cits. I hope that as a goal we will de-
cide that it is in this country’s interest
to end these trade deficits. Hopefully
we would do it by increasing net ex-
ports from this country.

Second, we want more and better
jobs in this country. That means our
trade agreements ought to be designed
to foster and improve job conditions in
this country and living standards. As a
part of that we need to require that our
values are reflected in our trade poli-
cies, including our concerns about oth-
ers who do not respect the rights of
children and the environment.

Third, we need mandatory enforce-
ment of trade agreements. Let us fi-
nally enforce the trade agreements we
have made in the past. There are too
many agreements that our trading
partners are not abiding by. Let us not
consign American producers and Amer-
ican workers to some wilderness out
there facing vexing trade problems
that cannot and will not be solved.
Let’s decide as a country, if an agree-
ment is worth making, it is worth en-
forcing. Let us stand up to Canada,
Mexico, China, and Japan and others
and say, ‘‘If you are going to have
trade agreements with us, this country
insists on its behalf and on behalf of its
farmers, workers and employers that
we are going to enforce trade agree-
ments.’’

Fourth, let us end the currency trap
doors in trade agreements. When we
make a trade agreement with some
country and they devalue their cur-
rency, all the benefits of that trade
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agreement, and much, much more, are
swept away in an instant.

Fifth, all trade agreements should re-
late to the question of whether they
contribute to this country’s national
security.

These are the values that I think
make sense for this country to discuss
and consider as it tries to seek a new
consensus on trade policy.

Once again, those who do the autop-
sies on failed public policies, including
fast track during this last week, should
not miss the cause of death. The reason
fast track failed was because, as Presi-
dent Wilson once said, the murmur of
public policy in this country comes not
from this Chamber and not from the
seats of learning in this town, but it
comes from the factories and the farms
and from the hills and the valleys of
this country and from the homes of
people who care about what happens to
the economy of this country, and the
economy of their State and their com-
munity.

They are the ones who evaluate
whether public policy is in their inter-
est or in this country’s interest. They
are the ones, after all, who decide what
happens in this Chamber, because they
are the ones who sent us here and the
ones who asked us to provide the kind
of leadership toward a system of trade
and economic policy that will result in
a better country.

Finally, Mr. President, I hope that as
we discuss trade in the days ahead, it
will be in a thoughtful, and not
thoughtless, way. We do not need a dis-
cussion by those who say, ‘‘Well, fast
track is dead, the protectionists win.’’
That is not what the vote was about. It
is not what the issue was about, and it
is not the way I think we will confront
trade policies in the future.

I will conclude with one additional
point. There is an op-ed piece in the
New York Times today which I found
most interesting. I ask unanimous con-
sent to have this op-ed piece printed in
the RECORD at the end of my remarks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BURNS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

(See Exhibit 1.)
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, this is

an op-ed piece by Thomas Friedman. I
commend it to my colleagues. He talks
about the new American politics and
especially about fast-track trade au-
thority. He said we have a trade debate
among people divided into four cat-
egories:

The Integrationists: ‘‘These are peo-
ple who believe freer trade and integra-
tion are either inevitable or good, and
they want to promote more trade
agreements and Internet connections
from one end of the world to the other,
24 hours a day.’’

There are the Social Safety-Netters.
‘‘These are people who believe that we
need to package global integration
with programs that will assist the
‘know-nots’ and ‘have-nots.’ ’’

Then there are the Let-Them-Eat-
Cakers. ‘‘These are people who believe

that globalization is winner-take-all,
loser-take-care-of-yourself.

He provides an interesting statement
of where he thinks all of the current
key players in the debate find them-
selves.

Now everyone in the fast-track debate is in
my matrix: Bill Clinton is an Integrationist-
Social-Safety-Netter. Newt Gingrich is an
Integrationist-Let-Them-Eat-Caker. Dick
Gephardt is a Separatist-Social-Safety-Net-
ter and Ross Perot is a Separatist-Let-Them-
Eat-Caker.

If that piques your interest, I encour-
age you to look at this particular piece
by Thomas Friedman in which he de-
scribes his interesting matrix of trade
policy and the need to build a new con-
sensus.

Finally, I want to say that what this
country needs most at this point is to
understand there is not now a consen-
sus on trade policy. I say to the Presi-
dent and I say to the corporations and
labor unions and the people in this
country that it is time to develop a
new consensus. I am interested, for
one, in finding a way to bridge the gaps
among all of the competing interests in
trade to see if we might be able to
weave a quilt of public policy that rep-
resents this country’s best interest in
advancing our economy and our Amer-
ican values.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
EXHIBIT 1

[From the New York Times, Nov. 13, 1997]

THE NEW AMERICAN POLITICS

(By Thomas L. Friedman)

Well, I guess it’s official now: America has
a four-party system.

That’s the most important lesson to come
out of Monday’s decision by Congressional
Democrats to reject President Clinton’s re-
quest for ‘‘fast track’’ authority to sign more
international free-trade agreements. I see a
silver lining in what Congress did, even
though it was harebrained. Maybe now at
least the American public, and the business
community, will fully understand what poli-
tics is increasingly about in this country,
and will focus on which of America’s four
parties they want to join.

Me, I’m an Integrationist-Social-Safety-
Netter. How about you?

To figure out which party you’re in let me
again offer the Friedman matrix of
globalization politics. Take a piece of paper
and draw a line across the middle from east
to west. This is the globalization line, where
you locate how you feel about the way in
which technology and open markets are com-
bining to integrate more and more of the
world. At the far right end of this line are
the Integrationists. These are people who be-
lieve that freer trade and integration are ei-
ther inevitable or good; they want to pro-
mote more trade agreements and Internet
connections from one end of the world to the
other, 24 hours a day.

Next go to the far left end of this line.
These are the Separatists. These are people
who believe free trade and technological in-
tegration are neither good nor inevitable;
they want to stop them in their tracks. So
first locate yourself somewhere on this line
between Separatists and Integrationists.

Now draw another line from north to south
through the middle of the globalization line.
This is the distribution line. It defines what
you believe should go along with
globalization to cushion its worst social, eco-

nomic and environmental impacts. At the
southern end of this line are the Social-Safe-
ty-Netters. These are people who believe
that we need to package global integration
with programs that will assist the ‘‘know-
nots’’ and ‘‘have-nots,’’ who lack the skills
to take advantage of the new economy or
who get caught up in the job-churning that
goes with globalization and are unemployed
or driven into poorer-paying jobs. The Safe-
ty-Netters also want programs to improve
labor and environmental standards in devel-
oping countries rushing headlong into the
global economy.

At the northern tip of this distribution
line are the Let-Them-Eat-Cakers. These are
people who believe that globalization is win-
ner-take-all, loser-take-care-of-yourself.

Now everyone in the fast-track debate is
my matrix: Bill Clinton is an Integrationist-
Social-Safety-Netter. Newt Gingrich is an
Integrationist-Let-Them-Eat-Caker. Dick
Gephardt is a Separatist-Social-Safety-Net-
ter and Ross Perot is a Separatist-Let-Them-
Eat-Caker. That’s why Mr. Clinton and Mr.
Gingrich are allies on free trade but oppo-
nents on social welfare, and why Mr. Gep-
hardt and Mr. Perot are allies against more
free trade, but opponents on social welfare.

As I said, I’m an Integrationist-Social-
Safety-Netter. I believe that the tech-
nologies weaving the world more tightly to-
gether cannot be stopped and the integration
of markets can only be reversed at a very,
very high cost. Bill Clinton is right about
that and Dick Gephardt and the unions are
wrong.

But Mr. Gephardt and the unions are right
that globalization is as creatively destruc-
tive as the earlier versions of capitalism,
which destroyed feudalism and Communism.
With all its positives, globalization does
churn new jobs and destroy old ones, it does
widen gaps between those with knowledge
skills and those without them, it does weak-
en bonds of community. And the Clinton
team, the business community and all the
workers already benefiting from the infor-
mation economy never took these dark sides
seriously enough.

One hopes they now realize that this is one
of the most fundamental issues—maybe the
most fundamental issue—in American poli-
tics. You can’t just give a speech about it
one month before they vote, you can’t just
have your company buy an ad supporting it
the day before you vote, you can’t just sum-
mon a constituency for it on the eve of the
vote. You have to build a real politics of In-
tegrationist-Social-Safety-Nettism—a poli-
tics that can show people the power and po-
tential of global integration, while taking
seriously their needs for safety nets to pro-
tect them along the way. Build it and they
will come.

Mr. GLENN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Ohio.
f

VETERANS DAY

Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, earlier
this week, we celebrated a national
holiday, Veterans Day. We were not in
session on that day, November 11, so I
want to make a few comments about
that day and what it means to our
country.

Veterans Day comes from the Armi-
stice Day that ended World War I in
1918. The armistice was signed that day
at 11 o’clock in the morning with the
hope that that would be the war to end
all wars. As we look back on what has
happened since that time, we know
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