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My amendment is a part of the 

Daschle-Harkin bill. I thank all Sen-
ators for listening. 

I yield the floor. 

f 

RECESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
stand in recess until the hour of 2:15 
p.m. 

Thereupon, the Senate, at 12:46 p.m., 
recessed until 2:15 p.m.; whereupon, the 
Senate reassembled when called to 
order by the Presiding Officer [Mr. 
INHOFE]. 

f 

AGRICULTURE RURAL DEVELOP-
MENT, FOOD AND DRUG ADMIN-
ISTRATION, AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 
ACT, 2000—Continued 

AMENDMENT NO. 1500 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise 
to support the amendment offered on 
this side of the aisle because I think it 
meets all the income deficiency needs 
of American agriculture pretty much 
in the same way as the Democrat pro-
posal does, but it also does not spend 
money in a lot of other areas that do 
not meet the immediate needs of agri-
culture. 

I have always thought of agriculture 
and the needs of food production and 
the process of food and fiber production 
in America as kind of a social contract 
between the 2 percent of the people in 
the United States who earn their liveli-
hood in farming and the rest of the 98 
percent of the people, as well as a so-
cial contract of the last 60 years of 
some Government involvement and 
some Government support of agri-
culture, particularly in times when in-
come was very low. 

Thinking of it as a social contract, 
then, I do not like to believe there is a 
Democrat way of helping farmers or a 
Republican way of helping farmers. I 
like to think of our being able to work 
together on this social contract pretty 
much the same way we work together 
on Medicare and Social Security—to 
get agreements when there are changes 
made in those programs. 

In those particular programs—and, 
thank God, for most agricultural pro-
grams—there have not been dramatic 
changes over the years unless there has 
been a bipartisan way of accomplishing 
those changes. So, here we are, with a 
Democrat proposal and a Republican 
proposal. People watching this 
throughout the country, then, have 
their cynicism reinforced about how 
Congress does not cooperate. 

While this debate has not been going 
on just today and yesterday but over 
the last 2 or 3 months, there was an as-
sumption that there would be help for 
agriculture under almost any cir-
cumstances; it was just a question of 
how to do it and exactly how much. 

While this debate was going on, we 
have had different approaches, and it 
has brought us to a point where we 
have a Republican proposal and a Dem-
ocrat proposal and we are talking past 
each other. I am hoping sometime be-
fore this debate gets over today and we 
have a final document to vote on, that 
we are able to get together in a Repub-
lican and Democrat way and have a bi-
partisan solution, at least for the es-
sential aspects of the debate today, 
which is to have an infusion of income 
into agriculture considering that we 
have the lowest prices we have had in 
a quarter century. 

I think there are two stumbling 
blocks to this. I think on the Democrat 
side the stumbling block to bipartisan 
cooperation is a belief among some of 
those Members that some of the money 
should find its way to the farmers 
through changes in the LDP programs 
as opposed to the transition payments. 
On our side, the stumbling block seems 
to be that we are locked into no more 
than $7 billion to be spent on the agri-
cultural program. 

So I hope somewhere along the line 
we can get a compromise on this side 
and a compromise on that side of those 
two points of contention. Hopefully, we 
on this side could see the ability to go 
some over $7 billion—and that the 
Democrats would see an opportunity to 
use the most efficient way of getting 
all the money into the farmer’s pocket 
through the AMTA payments. 

The reason for doing it that way is 
because we do have a crisis. The best 
way to respond to that crisis is through 
that mechanism because within 10 days 
after the President signs the bill, the 
help that we seek to give farmers can 
be out there, as opposed to a con-
voluted way of doing it through the 
LDP payment. 

I do not know why we could not get 
a bipartisan compromise with each side 
giving to that extent—Republicans 
willing to spend more money and the 
Democrats willing to give it out in the 
way that most efficiently can be done. 

So I see ourselves right now as two 
ships passing in the night, not speak-
ing to each other. We ought to be able 
to get together to solve this. That is 
my hope. I know there are some meet-
ings going on about that now. I’m part 
of some of those meetings. I hope they 
can be successful. 

In the meantime, talking about help-
ing the family farmer, I think it is very 
good to have a description of a family 
farm so we kind of know what we are 
talking about. I am going to give it the 
way I understand it in the Midwest, 
and not only in my State of Iowa. 

But it seems to me there are three 
factors that are essential in a family 
farming operation: That the family 
makes all the management decisions; 
that the family provides all or most of 
the labor—that does not preclude the 
hiring of some help sometimes or 
maybe even a little bit of help for a 
long period of time; but still most of 
the labor being done by the family— 

and, thirdly, that the capital, whether 
it is self-financed or whether it is bor-
rowing from the local bank or from an-
other generation within the family, is 
controlled by the family farmer—the 
management by the family, the labor 
by the family, and the capital con-
trolled by the family. 

Some people would say: Well, you 
have a lot of corporate farms. I do not 
know what percent, but we do have 
corporate family farms. But that is a 
structure they choose to do business 
in, especially if they have a 
multigenerational operation to pass on 
from one generation to the other and 
want to with a little more ease. 

In addition, some people would say: 
Well, you have a lot of corporate agri-
culture. You might have a lot of cor-
porate agriculture in America, but I do 
not see a lot of corporate agriculture, 
at least in grain farming in my State 
of Iowa—mainly because most cor-
porate people who want to invest their 
money do not get the return on land 
and labor through grain production 
that they normally want for a return 
on their money. Of course, that 
strengthens the opportunity to family 
farm. But at least when I talk about 
the family farmer, that is the defini-
tion that I use. 

In my State, the average family farm 
is about 340 acres. We have about 92,000 
farming units in my State. By the way, 
if we do not get this agricultural econ-
omy turned around, we are going to 
have a lot less than 92,000 in a few 
months, as well. 

Nationwide, there are about 2 million 
family farming operations with an av-
erage acreage of about 500 acres. So the 
average family farm size nationally is 
bigger than in my State. But remem-
ber, whether you farm 10,000 acres as a 
cattle farmer in Wyoming or 2,000 or 
3,000 acres as a wheat farmer in Kansas 
or 350 as a corn, soybean, or livestock 
operation in my State of Iowa, it still 
is one job or maybe two jobs being cre-
ated with all that capital investment. 

Let me tell you, it takes a tremen-
dous amount of capital—both machin-
ery as well as land—to create one job 
in agriculture compared to a factory, 
and many times more than for a serv-
ice job. So those are the family farmers 
I am talking about whom I want to 
protect. 

Earlier in this debate there was some 
hinting about the problems of the 
farmers being related directly to the 
situation with the 1996 farm bill. I am 
not going to ever say that a farm bill 
is perfectly written and should never 
be looked at, but I think when you 
have a 7-year program, to make a judg-
ment after 31⁄2 years that it ought to be 
changed, then what was the point in 
having a 7-year program in the first 
place? 

It was that we wanted to bring some 
certainty for the family farmer with-
out politics meddling in their business. 
A 7-year program was better than a 4- 
or 5- or 6-year program. So we wanted 
to bring some certainty to agriculture. 
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Obviously, a 7-year program does that 
more so than a shorter program. So a 
family farm manager would not have 
to always be wondering, as he was 
making decisions for the long term: 
Well, is Washington going to mess this 
up for me as so many times decisions 
made by bureaucrats in Washington 
have the ability to do? 

So I am saying some people here are 
hinting at the 1996 farm bill being that 
way. Others of us are saying that the 
trade situation is the problem because 
farmers have to sell about a third of 
their product in export if they are 
going to have a financially profitable 
situation. 

I want to quote from Wallaces Farm-
er, January 1998, in which there were 
tremendous prospects, even just 18 
months ago, before the Southeast Asia 
financial crisis was fully known, for op-
portunities for exports to Southeast 
Asia. That situation for the farmer was 
further exacerbated by the problems in 
Latin America. So I want to quote, 
then, a short statement by a person by 
the name of John Otte: ‘‘World finan-
cial worries rock grains.’’ 

‘‘Expanding world demand, particularly in 
Asia, is the cornerstone of the case for con-
tinued strength in corn, wheat and soybean 
prices,’’ points out Darrel Good, University 
of Illinois economist. 

Quoting further from the article: 
Asian customers bought 57% of our 1995–96 

corn exports, 66% of our 1996–97 corn exports 
and almost 50% of our wheat exports in both 
years. They [meaning Asian markets] are 
important markets. No wonder Asian cur-
rency and stock market problems bring 
grain market jitters. 

‘‘Signs of stability in Asian financial mar-
kets as central banks intervened to support 
currency values brought a sigh of relief to 
U.S. commodity markets,’’ says Good. 

‘‘Whether late fall problems represent an 
economic hiccup or the beginning of more se-
rious problems is still unknown. However, 
the developments underscore the importance 
of Asian markets for U.S. crops.’’ 

We know the end of that story. The 
end of that story is that we did have 
that collapse of markets. And it very 
dramatically hurt our prosperity in 
grains in the United States last year, 
and more so this year. 

Now, just to put in perspective the 
debate today, because there is so much 
crepe-hanging going on, particularly 
from the other side of the aisle, there 
is a quote here by Michael Barone of 
the August 28, 1995, U.S. News and 
World Report. One sentence that will 
remind everybody about the greatness 
of our country and our ability to over-
come some of the problems we face 
comes from an article called ‘‘A Cen-
tury of Renewal.’’ It is a review of the 
1900s. He says: 

There is something about America that 
makes things almost always work out very 
much better than the cleverest doomsayers 
predict. 

So for my colleagues, particularly 
those on the other side of the aisle who 
want to hang crepe and want to talk 
about the disastrous situation we are 
in right now, I do not want to find fault 

with their bringing to the attention of 
our colleagues the seriousness of that 
problem. But they should not leave the 
impression that there is no hope be-
cause this is America. We have gone 
through tough times before. All you 
have to do is remember 1985 and 1986 in 
agriculture and the 1930s in agri-
culture. Yet the American family farm 
that was the institution then—prob-
ably on average back in those days of 
only about 150 acres nationwide; today 
that is 500 acres nationwide—was a 
smaller operation, but remember, it 
was still run by the family farmer, the 
family making the management deci-
sions, the family controlling the cap-
ital, and the family doing the labor. 

Please remember that, even the most 
cleverest of doomsayers here today: 
Don’t give up on America. Don’t give 
up on American agriculture. Don’t give 
up on the family farmer. We are in a 
partnership during the period of time 
of this farm bill. We have to meet our 
obligations, and that is what this de-
bate is about. But this debate ought to 
be about hope for the family farmer as 
well. 

I rise in support of our family farm-
ers. Agriculture producers are in des-
perate need of immediate assistance. 
We need to find the best options avail-
able in these trying times. The Demo-
crat proposal attempts to address the 
problems confronting our family farm-
ers but, I think, falls short of our most 
important goal, which is providing as-
sistance as quickly as possible. 

I realize this disaster affects farmers 
all across the Nation, but at this mo-
ment I am most concerned about my 
friends and neighbors back home. I am 
concerned that the Democrat alter-
native, by tying revenue relief to the 
LDP payments, will delay the effi-
ciency of delivering the payment, un-
like the transition payment which is 
more efficient. 

The Democratic alternative offers 
provisions that would have a long-term 
effect upon agriculture. I don’t want 
anyone to misunderstand me on that 
point. There are many things we can do 
to improve the agricultural economy, 
but the task before us today is to de-
velop and to pass a short-term relief 
package that we can get out to those in 
need as quickly as possible. 

According to the Farm Service Agen-
cy’s estimate, the transition payments 
provided to corn growers this year will 
pay out at a rate of 36 cents per bushel. 
The supplemental transition payment 
Republicans are offering will equal an 
additional 36-cent increase on every 
bushel of corn produced this year. That 
is 76 cents in assistance for Iowa family 
farmers, before you figure in any in-
come through the loan deficiency pay-
ment. 

As a Senator from my State of Iowa, 
I believe it is also particularly impor-
tant to include language providing re-
lief for soybean growers who are not el-
igible for the transition payments. 
That is why our proposal also contains 
$475 million in direct payments to soy-

bean and other oilseed producers. I am 
proud to say that Iowa is No. 1 in the 
Nation in the production of soybeans, 
but our growers have been hard hit by 
devastatingly low prices. Prices for 
soybeans are the lowest they have been 
in nearly a quarter of a century, down 
from the $7-a-bushel range just a cou-
ple of years ago to less than $4 today, 
which is way, way below the cost of 
production. That is why I and other 
Senators representing soybean-pro-
ducing States wanted to make sure 
that soybean growers were not left out 
of any relief package. 

Finally, the Democrat proposal falls 
short in another very important area. I 
think it undermines our U.S. negoti-
ating objectives in the new multilat-
eral trade negotiations that the United 
States will launch later this year. It 
will sharply weaken, and perhaps de-
stroy, our country’s efforts to limit the 
enormously expensive European Union 
production subsidies that make it im-
possible for our farmers to sell to the 
540 million European consumers. 

I will say a brief word on that point. 
First, the United States just presented 
four papers to the World Trade Organi-
zation in Geneva outlining U.S. objec-
tives for the new agriculture negotia-
tions starting this fall. The first of 
these papers deals with domestic sup-
port. It states that the United States 
negotiating objective with regard to 
domestic support is a negotiation that 
results in ‘‘substantial reductions in 
trade-distorting support and stronger 
rules that ensure all production-related 
support is subject to discipline.’’ 

Production-related payments are by 
definition trade distorting. They are 
exactly the kind of payments that we 
want the European Union to get rid of. 
I don’t know how we can enter into 
tough negotiations with Europeans, 
with their production payments our 
No. 1 negotiating target, while we 
boost our production-related payments 
at the same time, which is what is done 
with part of the money under the Dem-
ocrat proposal. This would undermine 
our negotiators and give the Europeans 
plenty of reason to hang tough and to 
not give an inch. 

My second point is closely related to 
the first. We will measure success at 
the new world trade talks based on how 
well we do at creating an open global 
trading system. The European Union’s 
common agricultural policy nearly 
torpedoed world trade negotiations as 
early as 1990. The European Union later 
said it was reforming its common agri-
culture policy, but farm handouts this 
year in the European Union will reach 
$47 billion, nearly half of the entire Eu-
ropean Union budget. Moreover, the 
largely production-based European 
Union subsidies still help those who 
least need help. Twenty percent of the 
European Union’s richest farmers re-
ceive 80 percent of the common agri-
culture policy handout. 

World farming is sliding deeper into 
recession with prices of some commod-
ities at historic lows. Now is not the 
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time to give up on pressing the Euro-
pean Union hard to truly reform this 
vastly wasteful subsidy program in 
their continent. But that is exactly 
what we would end up doing if we go 
down the same road of tying part of 
these payments to production, as the 
Democrat alternative would do. 

There are many enemies of agri-
culture market reform in the European 
Union who are just looking for any cir-
cumstance to justify their special 
pleading and to combat and counteract 
United States negotiators in order for 
the European Union to keep their pro-
duction subsidies going. I am afraid 
that is exactly what the Democrat plan 
would do. I think as chairman of the 
International Trade Subcommittee, I 
have a responsibility to tell my col-
leagues this. 

We should not hand the European 
Union an excuse to back away from 
real reform that opens the European 
Union’s huge agricultural markets to 
American farmers. 

The proposal that we pass today 
should be the fastest and most efficient 
option available to help our family 
farmers. The most important thing we 
can do today is to work towards pro-
viding emergency revenue relief to our 
farmers as quickly as possible. 

It is for that reason I urge my col-
leagues to vote for our Republican al-
ternative, to provide ample and imme-
diate relief for hard-hit farmers, as-
suming we are not able to work out 
some sort of bipartisan agreement be-
tween now and that final vote. 

I only ask, in closing, for people on 
the other side of the aisle who are 
criticizing the 1996 farm bill to remem-
ber that what we call the 1996 farm bill 
relates mostly to agricultural pro-
grams and totally to the subject of ag-
riculture. We need to look beyond that 
basic legislation and realize there were 
a lot of things promised in conjunction 
with that farm bill through public pol-
icy that we have not given the Amer-
ican farmer, which makes it difficult 
to say we have fully given the Amer-
ican farmer—the family farmer—the 
tools he or she needs to manage their 
operation in the way they should. 

Yes, we have given them the flexi-
bility to plant what they want to plant 
without waiting for some Washington 
bureaucrat to do that. We have given 
them the certainty of a certain transi-
tion payment every year, from 1996 
through the year 2002. We have told 
them, with the 7-year farm program, 
that they have 7 years where we are 
going to have some certainty, political 
certainty, in Washington of what our 
policies are. But we also promised 
them more trading opportunities. 

We have not made the maximum use 
of the Export Enhancement Program 
so that we have a level playing field for 
our farmers. We have not given the 
President fast track trading authority 
so that in the 24 agreements that have 
been reached around the world among 
other countries we could have been at 
the table, and haven’t been at the 

table, and that there is no President of 
the United States looking out for U.S. 
interests in those negotiations; and for 
the sake of the American farmer, we 
should be at some of those tables—at 
least those tables where agriculture is 
being talked about. 

We have not given the farmer the 
regulatory reform that has been prom-
ised. And from the standpoint of taxes, 
we haven’t given the farmer the oppor-
tunity, through the farmers savings ac-
count, to level out the peaks and val-
leys of his income by being able to re-
tain 20 percent of his income to tax in 
a low-income year, so that he is not 
paying high taxes one year and no 
taxes another year. We haven’t given 
him the ability to do income averaging 
without running into the alternative 
minimum tax. We haven’t reduced the 
capital gains tax enough. And we still 
have the death tax, the estate tax, 
which makes a lot of family farmers 
who want to keep the farm in the fam-
ily sometimes have to sell the farm to 
pay the inheritance tax, instead of 
keeping the family farm and passing it 
down from one generation to another. 
Sometimes, if they can’t afford to do 
that, they either make their operation 
so inefficient that they close down 
business or else they have a terrific tax 
burden over them as well. 

So here we have an opportunity to— 
in the spirit of the 1996 farm bill, when 
we told the farmers of America we were 
going to have a smooth transition over 
the next 7 years, we said to them we 
are going to set aside $43 billion for 
each of those next 7 years—not for 
each, but cumulative for those 7 years. 
This year, it is $5.6 billion. Well, we 
look back now, and in 1996 we did not 
anticipate the dramatic drop-off in ex-
ports because we could not have pre-
dicted the Southeast Asian financial 
crisis and the contagion that caught on 
in Latin America. So we are going back 
now, unapologetically, on keeping a 
promise to the family farmers that we 
are going to keep this smooth transi-
tion we promised them, and that is 
what the amount of money we are talk-
ing about here on the floor is all about. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
North Dakota is recognized. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I have 
waited some while to be able to speak 
on these disaster bills and on this gen-
eral issue. I am very pleased to have 
the opportunity for my colleague from 
New York who asked if I would yield 
for a minute for a question. I am happy 
to do that. 

Mr. SCHUMER. First, I thank the 
Senator from North Dakota and Sen-
ators HARKIN and DASCHLE for the farm 
aid amendment, and for their hard 
work. This measure will help farmers 
across the country, including the farm-
ers of New York State, who were hard 
hit by drought and last year’s storms. 

We are in the midst of the worst 
drought since the Dust Bowl in my 
State. There is not a penny of relief for 
farmers with drought assistance. This 

drought is affecting farmers through-
out the Eastern United States. When I 
meet with farmers in New York who 
tell me they are facing unprecedented 
losses, they are now pointing to letting 
fields die off to conserve water, or 
other fields. We can’t do anything 
about the rain, but the Democratic 
amendment would increase section 32 
funding to give farmers some relief 
from the devastation on the farm and 
would increase funding for the disaster 
relief fund—something that would help 
New York’s apple and onion farmers 
who faced tens of millions in losses last 
year. 

In urging my colleagues to support 
the Democratic amendment, I simply 
ask the Senator from North Dakota, 
am I correct in assuming that the 
Democratic amendment does have this 
kind of drought relief, which is not in 
the other bill? 

Mr. DORGAN. The Senator from New 
York is correct. That is one of the dis-
tinctions between these two pieces of 
legislation. As the drought spreads 
across the eastern seaboard and other 
parts of the country and begins to dev-
astate producers there, there needs to 
be some disaster relief. We have two 
pieces of legislation proposed today, 
one of which has no disaster relief at 
all, even in the face of this increas-
ingly difficult drought. 

So the Senator from New York, 
speaking on behalf of producers who 
are hard-hit in New York, is certainly 
accurate to say that the amendment 
we have offered provides drought relief 
and the alternative does not. 

Mr. SCHUMER. I thank the Senator 
for his generosity. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, this is 
not about Republicans and Democrats. 
I start by saying to my colleague from 
Iowa that I hope, whatever comes from 
all of this debate, at the end of the 
time we can, as Republicans and Demo-
crats, find a way to provide appropriate 
relief to people who are hurting. There 
is not a Republican or a Democratic 
way to go broke on the family farm. 
The destruction of hopes and dreams 
on the family farm is something that is 
tragic and something to which we need 
to respond. 

This is not of the family farmers’ 
making. They didn’t cause prices to 
collapse or the Asian economies to 
have difficulty, and they didn’t cause a 
wet cycle or crop disease. It is not 
their fault. We must, it seems to me, 
respond to it. But it is appropriate, I 
think, for there to be differences in the 
way we respond. There is a philo-
sophical difference in the way we re-
spond. Also, there has been a difference 
in the aggressiveness and interest in 
responding. I know that if this kind of 
economic trouble were occurring on 
Wall Street or in the area of corporate 
profits, we would have a legislative 
ambulance, with its siren, going full 
speed in trying to find a solution. It 
has not been quite so easy because it is 
family farmers. 

Darrel Sudzback is an auctioneer 
from Minot, ND. Blake Nicholson, an 
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Associated Press writer, wrote a piece 
the other day. He said: 

Darrel Sudzback likens farm sales to fu-
nerals. He said, ‘‘If you don’t know the de-
ceased, you are not likely to get emotional.’’ 
But more often than not these days, auc-
tioneers must help a friend or a neighbor sell 
off a lifetime of hard work. Marvin Hoffman 
says, ‘‘It just hurts me to do this. When they 
hurt, I hurt.’’ With many families [Mr. Nich-
olson writes] sliding deeper into an economic 
nightmare, the number of farm sales in 
North Dakota continues to rise. ‘‘It used to 
be,’’ one auctioneer said, ‘‘that a farm auc-
tion was kind of like a social event, a joyful 
event when somebody was retiring.’’ Julian 
Hagen said that he conducted auction sales 
for 43 years, but he said, ‘‘Now there is a dif-
ferent atmosphere at auction sales. If people 
know that a man is forced out, that is not a 
good feeling. It is tough to deal with when 
you have known a family farmer for quite a 
few years, and now they have to give up a ca-
reer or property they have had in the family 
for generations. I try to stay as upbeat as I 
can. Bankers in north-central North Dakota 
say that area has been hit by 5 years of 
flooding and crop disease, and many farmers 
have been forced off the land. 

People need to think of this problem 
in terms of not only lost income, but 
assume you are on a farm and you have 
a tractor; you have some land; you 
have a family; you have hopes and 
dreams. You put a crop in the ground 
and see that this is what has happened 
to your income—to your price. 

Then on top of that, add not only col-
lapsed prices, but add the worst crop 
disease in this century—the worst in a 
century in North Dakota. On top of 
that, add a wet spring so that 3.2 mil-
lion acres—yes, I said 3.2 million 
acres—of land could not be planted. It 
was left idle. Add all of those things to-
gether, and you have a catastrophe for 
families out there struggling to make a 
living. 

Will Rogers was always trying to be 
funny. He used to talk about the dif-
ference between Republicans and 
Democrats. He said on April 6, 1930, 
‘‘Even the Lord couldn’t stand to wait 
on the Republicans forever.’’ 

He was talking about the farm pro-
gram. 

There is a difference, it seems to me. 
There is a difference between Repub-
licans and Democrats in how we con-
struct a solution to the disaster and 
the crisis, and how we feel the under-
lying farm bill should be changed. 

Will Rogers also said, ‘‘If farmers 
could harvest the political promises 
made to them, they would be sitting 
pretty.’’ 

I want to talk a bit about those polit-
ical promises—the political promises 
given farmers early on to say that we 
want to get rid of the farm program as 
we know it in this country, get rid of 
the safety net as we know it, and cre-
ate something called ‘‘transition pay-
ments’’ under the Freedom to Farm 
bill. 

I mentioned yesterday that the title 
was interesting to me. Sometimes ti-
tles can change how people perceive 
things notwithstanding what might be 
the real part of a proposal. Early on 
when people began to sell insurance in 

this country, they called it death in-
surance. You know, death insurance 
didn’t sell too well. So they decided 
that they had better rename it. So 
they renamed it life insurance, and it 
started selling. It was a better name. It 
is a product that most Americans need 
and use. 

It is interesting. What is in a name. 
The name for the farm bill a few years 
ago was Freedom to Farm. We passed a 
Freedom to Farm bill. The wheat price 
slump on this chart may be 
unconnected, or maybe not to Freedom 
to Farm. 

Here are the wheat prices before— 
Freedom to Farm—and wheat prices 
since. Chance? Happenstance? Maybe. 
Maybe not. Maybe we face a cir-
cumstance in this country where the 
underlying farm bill was never de-
signed to work and allowed for col-
lapsed prices. Maybe that is the fact. 

I want to begin with a bit of history. 
About 40 years ago, a biologist by the 

name of Rachel Carson wrote a book 
that in many ways changed our coun-
try. It was called ‘‘The Silent Spring.’’ 
The book documented how the prod-
ucts of America’s industrial production 
were seeping into our country’s food 
chain. The modern environmental 
movement was also from Rachel Car-
son’s book, ‘‘The Silent Spring.’’ 

Today we face another ‘‘silent 
spring’’ in this country. Like the first, 
it is of a human making. But it is not 
about birds, and it is not about fish. It 
involves our country’s independent 
family farmers and producers. It in-
volves our social habitat—the farm 
communities of which family farmers 
are the base. 

We know that family farmers are 
hurting. In fact, many would consider 
it an extraordinary year if they had 
any opportunity at all to meet their 
cost of production. I know of cases that 
break my heart—people who have 
fought for decades, and now are losing 
everything they have. What is worse is 
that some opinion leaders are starting 
to throw in the towel. They say, well, 
maybe family farming is a relic of the 
past. Maybe it is not of value to our 
country anymore. Maybe it is time to 
do something else. 

I don’t buy that at all. I think one 
thing we can say about the future is 
that people will be eating. The world’s 
population is growing rapidly. Every 
month in this world we add another 
New York City in population. Every 
single month, another New York City 
in population is added to our globe. We 
know there is no more farmland being 
created on this Earth. It doesn’t take a 
genius to put those two together. 

Mr. SARBANES. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. DORGAN. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. SARBANES. I want to under-

score the point the distinguished Sen-
ator from North Dakota is making. 

Yesterday, I had the opportunity to 
go with Secretary Glickman and Gov-
ernor Glendening to visit one of the 
farms that has been affected by the 

drought in our State. It is devastating 
to see. Of course, it is a compound of 
two things: The low commodity prices, 
which the Senator is demonstrating 
with his charts—this is not only wheat 
but the same thing applies to other 
basic commodities as well—and the 
drought, which is crippling certain 
parts of the country. 

We talked to this farmer who has 
been farming ever since he was a young 
boy. His father was a farmer. His 
grandfather was a farmer. He doesn’t 
know whether he will be in farming 
next year because of what has hit 
them—the combination of the low com-
modity prices and the drought which is 
now desperately affecting our country. 

He is not alone. Farmers across 
Maryland and indeed, the nation, are 
finding themselves facing similar cir-
cumstances. Nearly one fourth of 
Maryland’s corn crop is in poor to very 
poor condition. Likewise, 55 percent of 
pastures and hay fields are in poor or 
very poor condition. Milk production 
has decreased because of the high tem-
peratures. And because pastures and 
field crops are in such bad shape, cattle 
and dairy farmers are now faced with a 
dilemma, whether or not to sell their 
animals or begin feeding them hay 
which should be utilized over the win-
ter. 

Maryland has suffered extensive 
drought damage for three consecutive 
years. However the drought this year is 
by far the worst since the depression. 
Yesterday, the United States Geologi-
cal Survey reported that we may be in 
the midst of what could become the 
worst drought of the 20th century. 
Rainfall throughout Maryland is cur-
rently between 40 and 50 percent below 
normal. Throughout Maryland, coun-
ties are reporting losses as high as 100 
percent for certain crops. Most alarm-
ingly, there is no end in sight. 

But the crisis affecting agriculture is 
about more than the drought. The dra-
matic drop in commodity prices, since 
the enactment of the Freedom to Farm 
Act, has had its affect on farmers 
throughout the country and the State 
of Maryland. The poultry industry, 
which is Maryland’s largest agricul-
tural producer, has witnessed a 45-per-
cent decrease in exports. The situation 
for farmers is bleak and many are los-
ing their businesses. 

Mr. President, Maryland depends on 
agriculture. Agriculture is Maryland’s 
largest industry contributing more 
than $11 billion annually to our econ-
omy. More than 350,000 Marylanders— 
some 14 percent of our State’s work-
force—are employed in all aspects of 
agriculture from farm production of 
wholesaling and retaining. Forty per-
cent of our State’s land is in agri-
culture—more than 2 million acres. So 
when our family farmers and the farm 
economy start hurting—everyone suf-
fers. 

Our farmers are in trouble and they 
deserve our assistance. This measure 
provides that assistance in the form of 
direct payments and low interest loans. 
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It gives nearly $11 billion in emergency 
assistance to farmers and ranchers who 
have been affected by natural disaster 
and economic crisis. $6 billion of that 
amount will deliver income assistance 
to farmers hit hard by the economic 
disaster. And more than $2.6 billion 
will be used to address natural disas-
ters such as the drought. Within the 
disaster funds, nearly $300 million in 
section 32 and disaster reserve funds 
has been included to specifically ad-
dress the Mid-Atlantic drought. 

Mr. President, the need for this 
amendment is real. Until we are able to 
reform the Freedom to Farm Act or 
manufacture rain, these funds are vital 
to the preservation of the farm indus-
try throughout the State of Maryland 
and the United States. 

In my judgment, it is imperative that 
we pass this legislation. 

I very much appreciate the Senator 
from North Dakota yielding. I want to 
underscore the crisis nature of the sit-
uation to which he is referring. 

I want to acknowledge the consistent 
and effective leadership which he has 
exercised on many of these farm issues. 
He and others of us expressed concerns 
and questions at the time the 1996 act 
was passed. Much of that now seems to 
have come around to hit us—com-
pounded, of course, by these serious 
weather circumstances which exist not 
in all parts of the country but in cer-
tain parts of the country. 

I thank the Senator for yielding. 
Mr. DORGAN. I thank the Senator 

from Maryland. He is talking about a 
drought which is devastating part of 
our country even as collapsed prices 
have been devastating wheat farmers 
and the grain farmers in my part of the 
country. 

I want to respond to some things that 
were said earlier today that somehow 
we are not as efficient as we need to be 
as family farmers. 

In my judgment—and I think the evi-
dence supports this—the family farmer 
in our country is as productive as any 
in the world. It supports our rural com-
munities in ways that corporations 
never will and never can. 

Family farmers have faced hard 
times before. This is not something 
new. The history of farming is a his-
tory of difficulty. But never before has 
the Federal Government done so little 
to help and so much to push the pro-
ducer off the edge. 

On top of the floods that we have 
talked about and the drought and the 
slump in the foreign markets, our 
farmers are facing a plague of delib-
erate public policies—yes, established 
here in Washington—that undermine 
their economic interest. They face 
trade agreements designed for the con-
venience of food processors rather than 
food producers. They face a ‘‘see-no- 
evil’’ posture toward antitrust enforce-
ment that has left family farmers sell-
ing into controlled markets that dic-
tate the terms to them. On top of that, 
they face a 1996 farm bill that fun-
damentally doesn’t and can’t work. 

There is a larger issue than dollars 
and cents; namely, the kind of country 
we are going to be. 

It is not fashionable to raise all of 
these issues. We are supposed to keep 
our mouths shut and cash in on the 
stock market which has done quite 
well. But the Founding Fathers didn’t 
create this country primarily to be an 
engine of stock market riches or rising 
gross domestic product. They created 
this country to promote a way of life 
based on freedom and democracy and 
independent producers in contrast to 
the aristocracy they left behind in Eu-
rope. 

The concept of independence and 
freedom was rooted in the land, and 
they couldn’t conceive of these things 
being separate. 

Wendell Berry, a farmer, testified re-
cently in Washington at a hearing that 
I chaired. He said: 

Thomas Jefferson thought the small land 
owners were the most precious part of state, 
and he thought government should give pri-
ority to their survival. But increasingly, 
since World War II our government’s mani-
fest policy has been to get rid of them. This 
country is paying a price for this. That price 
doesn’t show up on the supermarket shelves 
but rather our Nation’s spirit and our char-
acter. 

Independent family-based agriculture 
produces more than wheat, beef, and 
pork. It produces a society and a cul-
ture, our main streets, our equipment 
dealers, our schools, our churches, and 
our hospitals. It is the ‘‘culture’’ in ag-
riculture. Take away family-based pro-
ducers and all that is left are calories. 
That is a radical change in our coun-
try. I am not talking about rural senti-
mentalism or nostalgia. It is some-
thing we know from experience. Rural 
communities work. They have so many 
of the things the Americans all over 
this country say they want, including 
stable families, low crime rates, neigh-
borliness, a volunteer spirit. 

In my hometown of Regent, ND, they 
still leave the keys in the car when 
they park on Main Street. Try doing 
that here. Many Americans have plen-
ty of food on their tables, but what 
they feel is a growing dearth of the 
qualities that they want most are the 
qualities that farm communities rep-
resent. It would be insane, in my judg-
ment, to stand by and let these com-
munities wither on the vine by neglect-
ing the economic base that sustains 
them. 

Yes, the Nation’s financial establish-
ment is enthused about that prospect. 
It can’t wait to turn hog barns into 
agrifactories and more. However, that 
will not advance this country’s inter-
ests. We can’t stop bad weather and we 
can’t stop unruly markets, but we can 
change Federal policies that turn ad-
versity into quicksand for family farm-
ers. 

I listened to a ringing defense of the 
current farm program. I listened to one 
of my colleagues who was an econo-
mist, and I mentioned before I used to 
teach economics but was able to over-
come that and go on to think clearly. 

There is an interesting debate among 
economists about all of these issues. 
First, is there a crisis? Listening to 
part of the debate this morning one 
would think there is nothing wrong on 
the family farm. Is there a crisis? 
Would anyone in this country be feel-
ing there is a crisis if this is what hap-
pened to their income? If any sector of 
the American economy had this happen 
to their income, would they consider it 
a crisis? The answer is, of course. 

I had a farmer come to a meeting 
who farmed the lands that his 
granddad farmed, his dad farmed, and 
he farmed. He stood up and said: For 23 
years, I farmed this land. His chin 
began to quiver and his eyes began to 
water. He could hardly speak. He said: 
I’m going to have to leave this farm. 

Anyone could tell he loved what he 
did. He was going to lose the farm that 
his granddad, dad, and he had farmed 
for those many decades. Is that a cri-
sis? I think so. 

In my State, add to the fact that in-
comes have collapsed because of price 
collapses, 3.2 million acres were not 
planted because of wet conditions in 
the spring—3.2 million acres. A young 
boy wrote some while ago and said: My 
dad could feed 180 people and he can’t 
feed his family. 

Is that a crisis? Of course. 
Why the crisis? I mentioned collapsed 

prices and a wet spring and the worst 
crop disease in the century in our part 
of the country. This notion of a farm 
bill that says the free market shall de-
termine what happens in agriculture, 
by cutting the tether and turning it all 
loose, finds you scratching your head 
and wondering, gee, why didn’t this 
work out the way we thought? Because 
the market isn’t free. It never has been 
free and never will be free. 

That bill that says we will transition 
farmers out of any help, over 7 years 
that bill transitions farmers into a 
marketplace that is fixed. Does any-
body know what kind of tariff we have 
putting beef into Japan at this mo-
ment? I guess it costs $30 or $35 a pound 
to buy T-bone steak in Tokyo. Does 
anybody know what tariff exists on 
beef going into Japan? Very close to 50 
percent. That is a failed free market by 
any definition anywhere. That is after 
we reached an agreement with them 10 
years ago. 

How about China? They consume half 
the world’s pork. Are we delivering a 
lot of hogs into China? No, we have a 
$50 billion to $60 billion trade deficit 
with China and we are not exporting 
enough hogs into China. 

What about wheat in Canada? No. I 
drove to the border of Canada with a 
truck and couldn’t get the wheat into 
Canada. I stopped at the border, and all 
the way to the border, semitruckload 
after semitruckload after 
semitruckload was coming into this 
country, hauling Canadian grain into 
our country and undercutting our 
farmer’s prices. We sit at the border 
trying to go north, you can’t. The bor-
der coming south is flooded by millions 
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of wheat acres, unfairly subsidized, 
sold to us by a Canadian wheat board. 
It is a state monopoly and would be il-
legal in this country, with it’s secret 
prices. Our trade officials downtown 
wouldn’t lift a finger—never have and 
never will—to deal with the unfair 
trade practices. 

I mention Japan, China, and Canada. 
I could list other countries for an hour, 
but I won’t. Then we say to the family 
farmers, operate in a free marketplace. 
That is what we have created, a mar-
ketplace that is fundamentally corrupt 
with respect to fairness to our family 
farmers. 

My colleague this morning, Senator 
CONRAD, talked about the Europeans 
subsidizing exports to the tune of ten 
times our subsidies. Is that fair com-
petition? I don’t think so. 

Over and over and over, if it is not 
just unfair competition in selling, sell-
ing into our marketplace with products 
that ought not be allowed, produced 
with growth hormones or produced 
with chemicals that we wouldn’t allow 
to be used in this country on animals 
or grains—that happens every day in 
every way. 

We produce canola in this country 
and we are prevented from using a 
chemical on the canola that we would 
purchase from Canada because that 
chemical can’t be allowed into the 
country. However, the Canadians can 
use that chemical on their canola, 
plant the canola, harvest it, and ship it 
into Belfield, ND, to put it at a crush-
ing plant, crush it, and put it into our 
food chain. 

My farmers say: Why is that the 
case? What is going on here? 

What is going on here is family farm-
ers have been set up in every single 
way, set up for failure. 

I heard this morning what was being 
proposed here was socialism. I heard 
what was being proposed here was 
being proposed by a bunch of leftists. I 
heard what was being proposed here 
was being proposed by people who don’t 
believe in the principles of economics. 
I sat here and thought, that is novel; 
an interesting, pithy new political de-
bate calling people socialists or left-
ists. Or maybe it isn’t so new. Maybe it 
is just a tired, rheumatoid, calcified 
debate by people who can’t think of 
anything else to say. 

Deciding to stand up and help family 
farmers in a time of crisis and trouble 
is socialistic? Are you kidding me? It is 
everything that is right about the in-
stincts of this country. 

When part of this country is in trou-
ble, the rest of the country moves to 
help. I wasn’t there, but in the old 
wagon train days when we populated 
the western part of this country with 
wagon trains, one of the first lessons 
learned was don’t move ahead by leav-
ing somebody behind. That is an indel-
ible lesson. The same is true with this 
country and its economy. Don’t move 
ahead by leaving some behind. When 
family farmers are in trouble, we have 
a responsibility to help, not crow about 

socialism and leftists. What a bunch of 
nonsense. 

The fact is, the same kind of debate 
includes this: We are no longer the 
most efficient in farming. I heard that 
this morning. We are no longer the 
most efficient in farming. Nonsense. 
Show me who is better. Tell me who is 
better. I am sick and tired of this 
‘‘blame America first’’ notion. We lose 
because we are no longer the most effi-
cient. Tell me who is more efficient 
anywhere else in the world. Stop blam-
ing this country first for everything. 

If we had a free market, if we had 
open markets, if we had fair competi-
tion, if we didn’t have policymakers 
setting up family farmers for failure, 
and if they paid as much attention to 
the family economic unit—which ap-
parently has no value to a lot of folks 
in this country—as we do for the cor-
porate economic unit, maybe we would 
see some policies that would say to 
family farmers, you matter in this 
country’s future and we want to keep 
you. 

I do not understand much of this de-
bate, except we face the requirement to 
do two things, and we need to do them 
soon. First, we must respond to a farm 
crisis. That is the purpose of the two 
bills on the floor of the Senate today. 
We do it in very different ways. 

As my colleague from New York 
mentioned, the majority party bill 
doesn’t even respond to any part of the 
disaster; there are no disaster provi-
sions at all. Of course, we have a sub-
stantial part of this country now fac-
ing a serious drought, so it is a very se-
rious problem. We have very different 
ways in which we provide income sup-
port to family farmers. The majority 
party follows the Freedom to Farm 
bill, which of course is a total flop, 
total failure. It gives payments to peo-
ple who are not producing. It says: You 
are not producing; you are not in trou-
ble; you don’t have any crop; here’s 
some money. What kind of logic is 
that? It doesn’t make any sense. 

We propose a mechanism by which we 
provide help to people who are pro-
ducing and are losing money as a result 
of that production, trying to provide 
help to shore up that family farm. Our 
position is simple. When prices hit a 
valley, we want a bridge across that 
valley so family farmers can get across 
that valley. We want to build a bridge, 
and other people want to blow up the 
bridge. But if we don’t take the first 
step to provide some crisis and disaster 
relief and then follow it very quickly in 
September and October, as I discussed 
with my colleague from Iowa and oth-
ers, with a change in the underlying 
farm bill, we will not have done much 
for farmers. 

Farmers say to me: We very much 
appreciate some disaster help, but it 
will not provide the hope that is nec-
essary for me to plant a crop and be-
lieve that I can make it. We need a 
change in the farm bill. We need a safe-
ty net that we think has a chance to 
work for us in the future. 

Mr. HARKIN. If the Senator will 
yield? 

Mr. DORGAN. I will be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. HARKIN. First, I thank the Sen-
ator from North Dakota for his state-
ment, which is exemplary in its clar-
ity. The arguments the Senator has 
made, the point he made, this should 
crystallize clearly what this debate is 
all about, what is happening, what we 
are all talking about. 

I picked up on one thing the Senator 
said—that under the Republican’s pro-
posal the payments would go out with-
out regard to whether someone was 
producing anything or not; it could ac-
tually go out to absentee landlords, 
people who are not on the farm, hadn’t 
even planted anything. 

As the Senator knows, the AMTA 
payments that are in their bill go out 
without regard to whether they are 
planting anything or not. It is based 
upon outdated, outmoded provisions of 
base acreages and proven yields. It goes 
back as far as 20 years. 

I wonder if it occurred to the Senator 
from North Dakota—I heard a couple of 
Republicans this morning talk about 
the failed policies of the past. Yet they 
are basing their payments on a policy 
that goes back 20 years, base acreages 
and proven yields, which any farmer 
will tell you has no basis in reality as 
to what is going on in the farm today. 

I am curious. Does the Senator have 
any idea why they would want to make 
payments based on something that is 
not even happening out there today? It 
is not even based on production, not 
helping the family farmer. I am still a 
little confused as to why they would 
suggest that kind of payment mecha-
nism rather than what we are sug-
gesting, which goes out to farmers 
based on the crops they bring in from 
the fields. 

Mr. DORGAN. The payment mecha-
nism is called an AMTA payment or a 
transition payment. This would actu-
ally enhance the transition payment. 
The purpose of a transition payment, 
by its very name, is to transition fam-
ily farmers out of a farm program. It 
said: Whatever your little boat is, let it 
float on whatever marketplace exists 
out there. The problem is, they declare 
it a free market when in fact it is a 
market that is totally stacked against 
family farmers. So family farmers can-
not make it in this kind of system. 

This farm bill that provides transi-
tion payments is a faulty concept. Yet 
even for disaster relief, they cling to 
this same faulty concept of moving 
some income out largely because, I 
think, they are worried, if they do not 
cling to that, somehow they will be 
seen as retreating from the farm bill. I 
would say: Retreat as fast as you can 
from a farm bill that has put us in this 
position on wheat prices. 

You may think it is totally unfair to 
say wheat prices have anything to do 
with the farm bill. I don’t know. Maybe 
this is pure coincidence. Maybe it is 
just some sort of a cruel irony that we 
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passed a new farm bill and all these 
prices collapsed. But the point is, I was 
hearing this morning discussions from 
people who were standing up to say 
things are really good on the family 
farm. I did not look closely at their 
shoes to see whether they had been on 
a family farm recently. They looked as 
if they were wearing pretty good pants 
and shirts and so on. It occurred to me, 
if things are so good on the family 
farm, why are we seeing all these farm 
auctions and all this misery and all 
this pain and agony with family farm-
ers losing their lifetime of investment? 
Why? Because prices have collapsed. 
Things are not good on the family 
farm. The current farm bill doesn’t 
work. 

People stand here—I guess I can lis-
ten to them—they stand here for hours 
and tell us how wonderful things are 
and how much income the current farm 
bill is spreading in rural America. I 
would say, however much income that 
is, it does not make up for the radical, 
total collapse of the grain markets. 
What has happened is, we have a pay-
ment system that says, under Freedom 
to Farm, when prices are high, you get 
a payment that you do not need, and 
when prices are low, you don’t get a 
payment that is sufficient to give you 
the help you need. 

Mr. HARKIN. If the Senator will 
yield further, the Senator has stated it 
absolutely correctly. I was interested 
in the chart there of wheat prices. I 
ask the Senator if he would put it back 
up there again, on wheat prices. It just 
about mirrors corn and soybeans, all 
the major production crops in the 
Southwest. 

I have an article from the Wichita 
Eagle, from 1995, I believe. It is an arti-
cle written by the distinguished Sen-
ator from Kansas. I think he was a 
House Member at the time, Senator 
ROBERTS. So this article says: 

Good Bill for Farm Reality, by Pat Rob-
erts. 

The first sentence says: 
My Freedom to Farm legislation now be-

fore Congress is a new agricultural policy for 
a new century. 

‘‘My Freedom to Farm. . . .’’ That is 
by PAT ROBERTS, now Senator ROB-
ERTS. I want to read to the Senator 
from North Dakota this paragraph in 
there. He says: 

Finally, Freedom to Farm enhances the 
farmer’s total economic situation. In fact, 
the bill results in the highest net farm in-
come over the next seven years of any pro-
posal before Congress. 

He says: 
The AMTA payment cushions the Nation’s 

agriculture economy from collapse during 
the 7-year transition process. 

I have to ask my friend from South 
Dakota, are your farmers receiving the 
highest net farm income that they 
have received ever in any farm pro-
gram? Are they receiving the highest 
farm income? And are your farmers 
being cushioned by the Freedom to 
Farm bill? 

Mr. DORGAN. I say to the Senator 
from Iowa, the answer to that question 

is, clearly, farm income is collapsing. 
It is collapsing with grain prices, with 
commodity prices generally, and fam-
ily farmers are put in terrible trouble 
as a result of it. Many of them are fac-
ing extinction. 

I have here a report from the Eco-
nomic Policy Institute that describes 
the almost complete failure of the cur-
rent farm bill and current strategy. It 
is written by Robert Scott. It is about 
an eight-page report. I ask unanimous 
consent to have that printed in the 
RECORD following my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. COL-
LINS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

(See Exhibit 1.) 

Mr. DORGAN. Let me make one final 
point, and then I will relinquish the 
floor. I know my colleagues wish to 
speak. 

This is a map of the United States. 
This map shows in red the counties of 
our country that have lost more than 
10 percent of their population. It shows 
where people are moving out, not com-
ing in. We have cities growing in var-
ious parts of America, but in the center 
of our country, in the farm belt of our 
country, we are being depopulated. 
People are leaving. My home county, 
which is about the size of the State of 
Rhode Island, was 5,000 people when I 
left, in population. It is now 3,000. The 
neighboring county, which is about the 
same size, the size of the State of 
Rhode Island, had 920 people last year. 
The fact is, people are moving out. 
Why? Because family farmers cannot 
make a living. 

We have had other farm policies that 
have not worked. I mean we have had 
Democratic and Republican failures. 
Both parties have failed in many ways 
in farm policy. 

It is just the circumstance today 
where we have farm prices, in constant 
dollars, that are at Depression level; 
and we have a farm program that, like 
it or not, was offered by the majority 
party that does not work. It does not 
work at all in the context of what our 
needs are to try to save family farmers. 

We will have two votes today: One on 
a disaster package or a price relief 
package that offers more help, and one 
that offers less; one that offers some 
help for disaster relief, and one that 
does not. 

A whole series of differences exist be-
tween these proposals. My hope is that 
at the end of this day the Senate will 
have agreed to the proposal that Sen-
ators DASCHLE, HARKIN, CONRAD, my-
self, and others have helped draft and 
that we will be able to send a message 
of hope to family farmers, to say, we 
know what is happening, we know we 
need change. This is the first step. The 
second step, in September or October, 
will be to force a fundamental change 
in our underlying farm policy. 

Madam President, I yield the floor. 

EXHIBIT 1 
EXPORTED TO DEATH 

THE FAILURE OF AGRICULTURAL DEREGULATION 
(By Robert E. Scott) 

In 1996, free market Republicans and budg-
et-cutting Democrats offered farmers a deal: 
accept a cut in farm subsidies and, in return, 
the government would promote exports in 
new trade deals with Latin America and in 
the World Trade Organization (WTO) and 
eliminate restrictions on planting decisions. 
In economic terms, farmers were asked to 
take on risks heretofore assumed by the gov-
ernment in exchange for deregulation and 
the promise of increased exports. 

This sounded like a good deal to many 
farmers, especially since exports and prices 
had been rising for several years. Many farm-
ers and agribusiness interests supported the 
bill, and it was in keeping with the position 
of many farm representatives and most 
members of Congress from farm states who 
already supported the WTO, the North Amer-
ican Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), and 
the extension of fast-track trade negotiating 
authority, usually in the name of supporting 
family farmers. 

But for family farmers, the Omnibus Farm 
Bill—and the export-led growth strategy 
upon which it was based—has been a massive 
failure. The U.S. farm trade balance declined 
by more than $13 billion between 1996 and 
1998, and prices have plummeted. August 
U.S. corn prices fell from $4.30 per bushel in 
1996 to $1.89, or 56%. Wheat prices fell from 
$4.57 per bushel in 1996 to $2.46 in 1998, a drop 
of 46%. 

The combination of export dependence and 
deregulation have left increased numbers of 
family farmers facing extinction. At the 
same time, U.S. agriculture becomes more 
centralized in the hands of large farms and 
national and multinational companies. 

Contrary to the Department of Agri-
culture’s rosy predictions, the plight of 
farmers is likely to get worse under current 
policies. Expanding supplies are likely to 
outpace the growth in demand for U.S. farm 
products; restricted access to foreign mar-
kets will continue; and the strong dollar, ac-
tively supported by the U.S. Treasury, will 
further depress the prices farmers receive for 
their goods. 

It is time to end this cruel hoax on the 
American family farmer. The U.S. govern-
ment should: reduce the value of the dollar 
in order to boost farm prices; shift subsidies 
away from large farms and corporate farmers 
to independent, family-run farms; increase 
expenditures for research, development, and 
infrastructure; and support new uses for 
farm products. 
FREEDOM TO FAIL: THE OMNIBUS 1996 FARM BILL 

For more than a half-century after the 
Great Depression, government policies 
helped create a highly successful U.S. agri-
cultural sector by reducing risks to family 
farmers. Crop insurance and disaster pro-
grams reduced production risk, and a variety 
of price and income support programs, plus 
set-aside programs that paid farmers to re-
move excess land from production, reduced 
price risks. But the Omnibus 1996 Farm Bill 
eliminated price and income supports and re-
placed them with annual income payments, 
to be phased out, on a fixed declining sched-
ule, over seven years (Chite and Jickling 
1999, 2). The 1996 farm bill also eliminated 
the set-aside program, thus giving farmers, 
in the words of one commentator, ‘‘the free-
dom to plant what they wanted, when they 
wanted. . . . With prices rising and global 
demand soaring, lawmakers and farmers 
were happy to exchange the bureaucratic 
rulebook for the Invisible Hand’’ (Carey 
1999). 
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The rapid growth in U.S. agricultural ex-

ports—they more than doubled between 1985 
and 1996—encouraged many farmers to buy 
into the deregulation strategy. But rising ex-
ports have not translated into rising in-
comes. Due to globalization and relentless 
declines in the real prices of basic farm prod-
ucts, the structure of American agriculture 
has been transformed, and, as a result, real 
U.S. farm income has been steady or declin-
ing for many years despite the long-run 
trend of rising exports. 

In the two decades from 1978 to 1997, real 
grain prices were slashed in half. Then, in 
1998, prices fell an additional 10–20%, pushing 

many family farmers to the brink of bank-
ruptcy.1 In this environment, only the larg-
est and most capital intensive farms are able 
to survive and prosper. 

Growing concentration throughout the food 
chain 

There are about 2 million farms in the 
U.S., but three-quarters of those generate 
minimal or negative net incomes (USDA 
1996). Since farms with less than $50,000 in 
gross revenues tend to be primarily part- 
time or recreational ventures, this section 
analyzes working farms that generate gross 
revenues in excess of $50,000 per year. 

Within this group, the number of large 
farms is growing while small farms are dis-
appearing at a rapid pace, as shown in Table 
1. There were 554,000 working farms in the 
U.S. in 1993. More than 42,000 farms with rev-
enues of less than $250,000 per year dis-
appeared between 1994 and 1997, a decline of 
about 10%. Nearly 20,000 farms with revenues 
in excess of $250,000 per year were added in 
this three-year period, an increase of about 
17%. Thus, the U.S. experienced a net loss of 
about 22,000 farms between 1994 and 1997 
alone. 

TABLE 1.—CHANGES IN THE DISTRIBUTION OF WORKING FARMS, 1993–98 

Size class (annual sales) 

$1,000,000 
or more 

$500,000– 
$999,999 

$250,000– 
$499,000 

$100,000– 
249,999 

$50,000– 
$99,999 Total 

1993 ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 14,980 30,876 70,982 224,823 212,531 554,192 
1997 ........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 18,767 34,764 82,984 207,058 187,831 531,404 
Percent change ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 25.3% 12.6% 16.9% ¥7.9% ¥11.6% ¥4.1% 
Number gained or lost ............................................................................................................................................................................................................ 3,788 3,888 12,001 ¥17,765 ¥24,700 ¥22,788 
Number lost with gross incomes of $50,000–250,000 .......................................................................................................................................................... .................... .................... .................... .................... .................... ¥42,465 

Source: USDA, Farm Business Economics Briefing Room, Farm Structure Reading Room, A Close-Up Of Changes in Farm Organization (http://usda.mannlib.cornell.edu/usda/). 

Corporate influence is growing throughout 
the U.S. food supply system. While the share 
of farms owned by individuals and families 
(operating as sole proprietors) was roughly 
constant between 1978 and 1992, at about 85% 
of all farms, the output share of such farms 
declined during this period from about 62% 
to 54% (USDA 1996). Corporations absorbed 
most of this production lost by sole propri-
etors between 1978 and 1992. Moreover, an in-
creasing number of family farmers are rais-
ing crops under contract for big purchasers. 

Corporate control is becoming much more 
concentrated both upstream and downstream 

from farmers. On the input side, considerable 
consolidation is taking place among firms 
that supply farmers with seeds and chemical 
inputs. A small number of companies are as-
suming control of the seed production busi-
ness, including Monsanto, Dupont, and 
Novartis (Melcher and Carey 1999, 32). 

The story is similar on the distributional 
side. Grain distribution, for example, which 
has been tightly controlled by a handful of 
companies since the 19th century, is becom-
ing even more concentrated. Recently, 
Cargill has proposed to purchase Continen-
tal’s grain storage unit, which would result 

in a single firm that would control more 
than one-third of U.S. grain exports (Melcher 
and Carey 1999, 32). 

INTERNATIONAL TRADE: THE SIREN’S SONG 

The growth in agricultural exports, espe-
cially in the first half of 1990s, suggested to 
small farmers that sales to foreign markets 
were the key to solving their problems. How-
ever, export markets have proven to be more 
volatile than domestic ones, and 
globalization has increased the vulnerability 
of farmers to sudden price swings. 

TABLE 2—U.S. AGRICULTURAL TRADE BALANCE WITH INDIVIDUAL COUNTRIES,1 1990–98 
[In millions of dollars] 

Country/region 1990 1996 1998 2 
Changes: 

1990–96 1996–98 

World ................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................ 17,292 27,994 14,756 10,702 ¥13,238 
Europe .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 5,228 4,835 606 ¥393 ¥4,229 
NAFTA ............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,488 1,787 691 299 ¥1,096 

Canada .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... 1,587 133 ¥781 ¥1,454 ¥914 
Mexico ...................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... ¥98 1,654 1,472 1,752 ¥182 

Asia .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................. 14,147 22,249 14,655 8,102 ¥7,594 
Rest of world .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................... ¥3,572 ¥877 ¥1,196 2,695 ¥319 

1 Census basis; foreign and domestic exports, f.a.s. 
2 Estimated—incomplete data for all countries. 
Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Foreign Trade Highlights, Internet: http://www.ita.doc.gov/cgi-binotealctr?task=readfile&file=hili; and U.S. Department of Agriculture, Foreign Agricultural Trade of the U.S., Internet: http:// 

www.econ.ag.gov/db/FATUS/. 

Unreliable export markets 

The U.S. agricultural trade balance with 
the rest of the world increased by almost $11 
billion between 1990 and 1996 (Table 2), then 
declined by $13.2 billion between 1996 and 
1998. This drop in the volume of exports, 
which was equal to a 6% decline in farm rev-
enues, was compounded by a sharp decline in 
domestic commodity prices (discussed 
below). These two factors combined in 1997 
and 1998 to severely depress farm incomes. 

Closer examination of regional trends in 
U.S. farm trade shows that only a limited 
number of markets were open to U.S. farm 
products. The U.S. agricultural trade bal-
ance with Europe declined sharply between 
1990 and 1998, as shown in Table 2. During 
that time exports to Europe fell by about $2 
billion while U.S. imports increased by $3 
billion (U.S. Department of Commerce 1999; 
USDA 1999b). 

U.S. trade problems with Europe result 
from continued high subsidies to European 
farms and European resistance to certain 
U.S. farm products, such as hormone-treated 
beef. The Uruguay Round trade agreements 
were designed, in part, to reduce agricultural 
subsidies, but European farm spending actu-

ally increased from $46.0 billion in 1995 (the 
year before the agreements went into effect) 
to $55 billion in 1997.2 During the same pe-
riod, U.S. government payments to farmers 
were $7 billion, less than 13% of the Euro-
pean level.3 

Under NAFTA and the earlier U.S.-Canada 
Free Trade Agreement (which went into ef-
fect in 1989), the volume of farm trade has sig-
nificantly increased throughout the region. 
However, the net result has been a small but 
significant decline in the U.S. farm trade sur-
plus with Mexico and Canada. This fact con-
tradicts the U.S. Trade Representative’s 
statement that ‘‘NAFTA has been a tremen-
dous success for American agriculture’’ 
(Huenemann 1999). 

NAFTA has also resulted in a massive shift 
in the structure of trade and production 
within North America. U.S. exports of corn 
and other feed grains (such as sorghum) have 
increased, but U.S. imports of fruits, vegeta-
bles, wheat, barley, and cattle have all in-
creased much more. For example, U.S. grain 
exports to Canada (primarily corn and other 
feed grains) increased by 127% between 1990 
and 1998, but at the same time U.S. imports 
of wheat from Canada increased by 249%, 
from $79 million in 1990 to $278 million in 

1998. Similarly, U.S. corn exports to Mexico 
increased by 47% during that period, while 
cattle and calf imports from Mexico soared 
by 1,280%.4 

Since the trade balance with Europe and 
North America was relatively flat from 1990 
to 1996, what was the source of strongly 
growing demand for U.S. farm products in 
the 1990s? Answer: the trade balance with 
Asia increased by $8 billion (Table 2). Unfor-
tunately for U.S. farmers, though, the de-
mand that pulled in U.S. farm exports to 
Asia was driven by the same inflationary 
bubble that ultimately caused the world fi-
nancial crisis. An unprecedented inflow of 
short-term capital into Asia stimulated a 
huge growth in consumption. When this cap-
ital flowed out even more quickly in the 
wake of the Thai financial crisis in July 1997, 
the U.S. agricultural trade balance with Asia 
collapsed back to its 1990 level.5 

Thus, the boom in U.S. agriculture in the 
early 1990s, which convinced farmers that 
trade liberalization was the solution to their 
problems, was built on the false foundation 
of a speculative bubble. Increased trade has 
certainly increased the volatility of farm in-
comes, but it has yet to improve their aver-
age level. Globalization has also stacked the 
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deck against family farmers, since they tend 
to be under-capitalized and more vulnerable 
to financial cycles in comparison to large 
and diversified corporate farms. 
Globalization and future farm prices 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture has 
fueled expectations that global demand for 
U.S. agricultural products will increase in 
the future. Its most recent baseline forecasts 
predict that commodity prices, net farm in-
come, and U.S. exports will all recover rap-
idly in 2000 and climb steadily thereafter.6 
The USDA has also forecast that U.S. agri-
culture would benefit from further trade lib-
eralization. For example, it estimated that 
the proposed Free Trade Agreement of the 
Americas (FTAA) ‘‘that includes the United 
States would cause annual U.S. farm income 
(in 1992 dollars) to be $180 million higher 
than it otherwise would be’’ (Raney and Link 
1998, 2). 

This forecast is particularly surprising be-
cause the same report also predicts that the 
FTAA will reduce the U.S. trade balance. 
Specifically, it predicts that the FTAA will 
have a larger impact on U.S. farm imports 
than on exports (Raney and Link 1998, 2), 
thus increasing the current U.S. agricultural 
trade deficit with Latin America. The re-
ported income effects include only ‘‘effi-
ciency gains’’ from the shift of resources 
from one crop to another, and exclude the 
losses from declining demand for U.S. farm 
products and from rising imports resulting 
from deregulated trade. The report does ac-
knowledge that the reported gains ‘‘are very 
small changes in U.S. farm income’’ and 
that: 

‘‘. . . the short-run adjustment costs for 
some farm households could be large. Hence, 
the debate on the acceptability of an FTAA 
may hinge on its distributional consequences 
rather than on the gains to the entire econ-
omy or to the agricultural sector as a 
whole.’’ (Raney and Link 1998, 38) 

The FTAA report further assumes that the 
economy will be at full employment and that 
there are no adjustment costs due to changes 
in trade. Moreover (as the author note), the 
impacts of agricultural trade deficits and 
structural change on the farm sector are ex-
cluded from the study. 

Similar predictions were made about the 
benefits of NAFTA and the Uruguay Round 
trade agreements that created the WTO. U.S. 
farmers were supposed to benefit because 
they are the world’s low-cost producers of 
many types of grain and livestock. As we 
have seen, it did not turn out that way. 

Are the USDA’s predictions that rising ex-
ports will cause farm prices to increase in 
the future likely to be any more accurate 
now? An economic analysis (see the Appen-
dix for methodological details) of the various 
forces that influence U.S. commodity 
prices—namely, (1) U.S. income (in terms of 
gross domestic product, or GDP), (2) the real 
(inflation adjusted) U.S. exchange rate, and 
(3) worldwide average crop yields (which re-
flect the influence of technology on crop sup-
plies)—shows that U.S. farm prices are un-
likely to rise in the future unless U.S. agri-
cultural policies are substantially revised. 

Looking at U.S. corn and wheat over the 
past 26 years, income, somewhat surpris-
ingly, seems to have only a weakly signifi-
cant effect on price. Furthermore, the 
changes in U.S. income associated with the 
Asian crisis have not reduced grain prices, 
but this result is not strong, statistically 
speaking.7 

Exchange rates, on the other hand, have 
large and statistically significant effects on 
farm prices. Each 1% increase in the value of 
the dollar generates a 1.1% decline in the 
price of corn and a 1.5% decline in the price 
of wheat. Thus, the 16% appreciation in the 

value of the U.S. dollar that occurred be-
tween 1995 and 1997 is responsible for 17 to 24 
percentage points of the decline in U.S. corn 
and wheat prices, respectively.8 

World commodity yields also have a large 
and significant effect on prices. As yields per 
acre rise, prices fall. The expansion in world 
supplies of each commodity depresses its 
price. While the growth in income has only a 
weak effect on prices, technology and the 
growth in world agricultural productivity 
has a strong, negative impact on prices over 
time.9 

These results show why farmers have been 
misled about the benefits of trade liberaliza-
tion. Previous rounds of trade negotiations 
have failed to generated sustained, reliable 
growth in demand for U.S. farm products. In 
addition, the diffusion of advanced agricul-
tural technologies (the ‘‘green revolution’’) 
around the globe has had a depressing effect 
on U.S. farm prices, despite, or perhaps be-
cause of, the benefits generated for farmers 
and consumers throughout the developing 
world. 

TIME FOR A NEW FARM POLICY 
There is nothing wrong with expanding 

trade in agriculture as long as it can be ac-
complished in ways that benefit U.S. farm-
ers. However, unless the U.S. government is 
willing to address such fundamental prob-
lems as global excess crop supplies and rising 
currency values, then pushing for freer trade 
in agriculture will be counterproductive. It 
is time to stop artificially expanding trade 
without regard for the consequences. 

The Omnibus 1996 Farm Bill was a com-
plete failure. It failed to generate export-led 
growth, and it transferred substantial risks 
to farmers with no visible benefits. Given the 
diffusion of technology to the rest of the 
world, and because other countries seek to 
maintain their own food security, agri-
culture will never be a substantial growth 
industry for the U.S. However, for the same 
reason, the U.S. needs a viable farm sector, 
one that can deliver a high and rising stand-
ard of living for family farmers and con-
sumers. A number of policies could help 
achieve these goals, including: 

Carefully managed reductions in the value 
of the dollar; 

The shift of agricultural subsidies away 
from large farms and corporate farmers to 
independent, family-run farms; 

An increase in expenditures for research 
and development, and the construction of in-
frastructure and distribution systems for 
new, higher-valued products that can be pro-
duced with sustainable technologies and that 
meet consumer demand for high-quality, 
niche, and specialty foods such as organic 
products and humanely raised livestock; and 

The exploration of other possibilities for 
stimulating agricultural consumption (such 
as the conversion of biomass to energy) to 
build domestic demand for agricultural prod-
ucts. 

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

ator from Idaho is recognized. 
Mr. CRAIG. I yield to the Senator. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Mississippi. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1500, AS MODIFIED 

Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, I 
asked the Senator to yield so I can 
send a modification of my amendment 
to the desk. I do send the modification 
of my amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is so modi-
fied. 

The amendment, as modified, is as 
follows: 

Beginning on page 1, line 3, strike all that 
follows ‘‘SEC.’’ to the end of the amendment 
and insert the following: 

ll. EMERGENCY AND MARKET LOSS ASSIST-
ANCE.—(a) MARKET LOSS ASSISTANCE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Agri-
culture (referred to in this section as the 
‘‘Secretary’’) shall use not more than 
$5,544,453,000 of funds of the Commodity 
Credit Corporation to provide assistance to 
owners and producers on a farm that are eli-
gible for payments for fiscal year 1999 under 
a production flexibility contract for the farm 
under the Agricultural Market Transition 
Act (7 U.S.C. 7201 et seq.). 

(2) AMOUNT.—The amount of assistance 
made available to owners and producers on a 
farm under this subsection shall be propor-
tionate to the amount of the contract pay-
ment received by the owners and producers 
for fiscal year 1999 under a production flexi-
bility contract for the farm under the Agri-
cultural Market Transition Act. 

(3) TIME FOR PAYMENT.—The assistance 
made available under this subsection for an 
eligible owner or producer shall be provided 
not later than 45 days after the date of en-
actment of this Act. 

(b) SPECIALTY CROPS.— 
(1) ASSISTANCE TO CERTAIN PRODUCERS.— 

The Secretary shall use not more than 
$50,000,000 of funds of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation to provide assistance to pro-
ducers of fruits and vegetables in a manner 
determined by the Secretary. 

(2) PAYMENTS TO CERTAIN PRODUCERS.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall use 

such amounts as are necessary to provide 
payments to producers of quota peanuts or 
additional peanuts to partially compensate 
the producers for continuing low commodity 
prices, and increasing costs of production, 
for the 1999 crop year. 

(B) AMOUNT.—The amount of a payment 
made to producers on a farm of quota pea-
nuts or additional peanuts under subpara-
graph (A) shall be equal to the product ob-
tained by multiplying— 

(i) the quantity of quota peanuts or addi-
tional peanuts produced or considered pro-
duced by the producers under section 155 of 
the Agricultural Market Transition Act (7 
U.S.C. 7271); by 

(ii) an amount equal to 5 percent of the 
loan rate established for quota peanuts or 
additional peanuts, respectively, under sec-
tion 155 of that Act. 

(3) CONDITION ON PAYMENT OF SALARIES AND 
EXPENSES.—None of the funds appropriated 
or otherwise made available by this Act or 
any other Act may be used to pay the sala-
ries and expenses of personnel of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture to carry out or enforce 
section 156(f) of the Agricultural Market 
Transition Act (7 U.S.C. 7272(f)) through fis-
cal year 2001, if the Federal budget is deter-
mined by the Office of Management and 
Budget to be in surplus for fiscal year 2000. 

(c) LIMITATION ON MARKETING LOAN GAINS 
AND LOAN DEFICIENCY PAYMENTS.—Notwith-
standing section 1001(2) of the Food Security 
Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 1308(1)), the total 
amount of the payments specified in section 
1001(3) of that Act that a person shall be en-
titled to receive under the Agricultural Mar-
ket Transition Act (7 U.S.C. 7201 et seq.) for 
1 or more contract commodities and oilseeds 
during the 1999 crop year may not exceed 
$150,000. 

(d) UPLAND COTTON PRICE COMPETITIVE-
NESS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 136(a) of the Agri-
cultural Market Transition Act (7 U.S.C. 
7236(a)) is amended— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘or cash 
payments’’ and inserting ‘‘or cash payments, 
at the option of the recipient,’’; 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 21:38 Nov 01, 2013 Jkt 081600 PO 00000 Frm 00031 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\1999SENATE\S03AU9.REC S03AU9m
m

ah
er

 o
n 

D
S

K
C

G
S

P
4G

1 
w

ith
 S

O
C

IA
LS

E
C

U
R

IT
Y



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES10094 August 3, 1999 
(B) by striking ‘‘3 cents per pound’’ each 

place it appears and inserting ‘‘1.25 cents per 
pound’’; 

(C) in the first sentence of paragraph 
(3)(A), by striking ‘‘owned by the Commodity 
Credit Corporation in such manner, and at 
such price levels, as the Secretary deter-
mines will best effectuate the purposes of 
cotton user marketing certificates’’ and in-
serting ‘‘owned by the Commodity Credit 
Corporation or pledged to the Commodity 
Credit Corporation as collateral for a loan in 
such manner, and at such price levels, as the 
Secretary determines will best effectuate the 
purposes of cotton user marketing certifi-
cates, including enhancing the competitive-
ness and marketability of United States cot-
ton’’; and 

(D) by striking paragraph (4). 
(2) ENSURING THE AVAILABILITY OF UPLAND 

COTTON.—Section 136(b) of the Agricultural 
Market Transition Act (7 U.S.C. 7236(b)) is 
amended— 

(A) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting 
the following: 

‘‘(1) ESTABLISHMENT.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The President shall 

carry out an import quota program during 
the period ending July 31, 2003, as provided in 
this subsection. 

‘‘(B) PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS.—Except as 
provided in subparagraph (C), whenever the 
Secretary determines and announces that for 
any consecutive 4-week period, the Friday 
through Thursday average price quotation 
for the lowest-priced United States growth, 
as quoted for Middling (M) 13⁄32-inch cotton, 
delivered C.I.F. Northern Europe, adjusted 
for the value of any certificate issued under 
subsection (a), exceeds the Northern Europe 
price by more than 1.25 cents per pound, 
there shall immediately be in effect a special 
import quota. 

‘‘(C) TIGHT DOMESTIC SUPPLY.—During any 
month for which the Secretary estimates the 
season-ending United States upland cotton 
stocks-to-use ratio, as determined under sub-
paragraph (D), to be below 16 percent, the 
Secretary, in making the determination 
under subparagraph (B), shall not adjust the 
Friday through Thursday average price 
quotation for the lowest-priced United 
States growth, as quoted for Middling (M) 
13⁄32-inch cotton, delivered C.I.F. Northern 
Europe, for the value of any certificates 
issued under subsection (a). 

‘‘(D) SEASON-ENDING UNITED STATES STOCKS- 
TO-USE RATIO.—For the purposes of making 
estimates under subparagraph (C), the Sec-
retary shall, on a monthly basis, estimate 
and report the season-ending United States 
upland cotton stocks-to-use ratio, excluding 
projected raw cotton imports but including 
the quantity of raw cotton that has been im-
ported into the United States during the 
marketing year.’’; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(7) LIMITATION.—The quantity of cotton 

entered into the United States during any 
marketing year under the special import 
quota established under this subsection may 
not exceed the equivalent of 5 week’s con-
sumption of upland cotton by domestic mills 
at the seasonally adjusted average rate of 
the 3 months immediately preceding the first 
special import quota established in any mar-
keting year.’’. 

(3) REMOVAL OF SUSPENSION OF MARKETING 
CERTIFICATE AUTHORITY.—Section 171(b)(1) of 
the Agricultural Market Transition Act (7 
U.S.C. 7301(b)(1)) is amended— 

(A) by striking subparagraph (G); and 
(B) by redesignating subparagraphs (H) 

through (L) as subparagraphs (G) through 
(K), respectively. 

(4) REDEMPTION OF MARKETING CERTIFI-
CATES.—Section 115 of the Agricultural Act 
of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1445k) is amended— 

(A) in subsection (a)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘rice (other than negotiable 

marketing certificates for upland cotton or 
rice)’’ and inserting ‘‘rice, including the 
issuance of negotiable marketing certificates 
for upland cotton or rice’’; 

(ii) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 

(iii) in paragraph (2), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

(iv) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(3) redeem negotiable marketing certifi-

cates for cash under such terms and condi-
tions as are established by the Secretary.’’; 
and 

(B) in the second sentence of subsection 
(c), by striking ‘‘export enhancement pro-
gram or the marketing promotion program 
established under the Agricultural Trade Act 
of 1978’’ and inserting ‘‘market access pro-
gram or the export enhancement program es-
tablished under sections 203 and 301 of the 
Agricultural Trade Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5623, 
5651)’’. 

(e) OILSEED PAYMENTS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 

other provision of law, the Secretary shall 
use not less than $475,000,000 of funds of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation to make pay-
ments to producers of the 1999 crop of oil-
seeds that are eligible to obtain a marketing 
assistance loan under section 131 of the Agri-
cultural Market Transition Act (7 U.S.C. 
7231). 

(2) COMPUTATION.—A payment to producers 
on a farm under this subsection shall be 
computed by multiplying— 

(A) a payment rate determined by the Sec-
retary; by 

(B) the quantity of oilseeds that the pro-
ducers on the farm are eligible to place 
under loan under section 131 of that Act. 

(3) LIMITATION.—Payments made under this 
subsection shall be considered to be contract 
payments for the purposes of section 1001(1) 
of the Food Security Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 
1308(1)). 

(f) ASSISTANCE TO LIVESTOCK AND DAIRY 
PRODUCERS.—The Secretary shall use 
$325,000,000 of funds of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation to provide assistance to live-
stock and dairy producers in a manner deter-
mined by the Secretary. 

(g) TOBACCO.—The Secretary shall use 
$328,000,000 of funds of the Commodity Credit 
Corporation to make distributions to to-
bacco growers in accordance with the for-
mulas established under the National To-
bacco Grower Settlement Trust. 

(h) SENSE OF CONGRESS REGARDING FAST- 
TRACK AUTHORITY AND FUTURE WORLD TRADE 
ORGANIZATION NEGOTIATIONS.—It is the sense 
of Congress that— 

(1) the President should make a formal re-
quest for appropriate fast-track authority 
for future United States trade negotiations; 

(2) regarding future World Trade Organiza-
tion negotiations— 

(A) rules for trade in agricultural commod-
ities should be strengthened and trade-dis-
torting import and export practices should 
be eliminated or substantially reduced; 

(B) the rules of the World Trade Organiza-
tion should be strengthened regarding the 
practices or policies of a foreign government 
that unreasonably— 

(i) restrict market access for products of 
new technologies, including products of bio-
technology; or 

(ii) delay or preclude implementation of a 
report of a dispute panel of the World Trade 
Organization; and 

(C) negotiations within the World Trade 
Organization should be structured so as to 
provide the maximum leverage possible to 
ensure the successful conclusion of negotia-
tions on agricultural products; 

(3) the President should— 

(A) conduct a comprehensive evaluation of 
all existing export and food aid programs, in-
cluding— 

(i) the export credit guarantee program es-
tablished under section 202 of the Agricul-
tural Trade Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5622); 

(ii) the market access program established 
under section 203 of that Act (7 U.S.C. 5623); 

(iii) the export enhancement program es-
tablished under section 301 of that Act (7 
U.S.C. 5651); 

(iv) the foreign market development coop-
erator program established under section 702 
of that Act (7 U.S.C. 5722); and 

(v) programs established under the Agri-
cultural Trade Development and Assistance 
Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 1691 et seq.); and 

(B) transmit to Congress— 
(i) the results of the evaluation under sub-

paragraph (A); and 
(ii) recommendations on maximizing the 

effectiveness of the programs described in 
subparagraph (A); and 

(4) the Secretary should carry out a pur-
chase and donation or concessional sales ini-
tiative in each of fiscal years 1999 and 2000 to 
promote the export of additional quantities 
of soybeans, beef, pork, poultry, and prod-
ucts of such commodities (including soybean 
meal, soybean oil, textured vegetable pro-
tein, and soy protein concentrates and iso-
lates) using programs established under— 

(A) the Commodity Credit Corporation 
Charter Act (15 U.S.C. 714 et seq.); 

(B) section 416 of the Agricultural Act of 
1949 (7 U.S.C. 1431); 

(C) titles I and II of the Agricultural Trade 
Development and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 
U.S.C. 1701 et seq.); and 

(D) the Food for Progress Act of 1985 (7 
U.S.C. 1736o). 

(i) EMERGENCY REQUIREMENT.—The entire 
amount necessary to carry out this section 
and the amendments made by this section 
shall be available only to the extent that an 
official budget request for the entire 
amount, that includes designation of the en-
tire amount of the request as an emergency 
requirement as defined in the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985, as amended, is transmitted by the 
President to the Congress: Provided, That the 
entire amount is designated by the Congress 
as an emergency requirement pursuant to 
section 251(b)(2)(A) of such Act. 

Mr. COCHRAN. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. CRAIG addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Idaho is recognized. 
Mr. CRAIG. Thank you, Madam 

President. 
For the last 20 minutes, I have lis-

tened to my colleague from North Da-
kota with some degree of clarity dis-
cuss the issue that is true in his State 
today and true in most areas of Amer-
ican agriculture. I will in no way at-
tempt to modify or suggest any dif-
ferent kind of impact on the family 
farm, but I suggest that most family 
farms in Idaho today are multimillion- 
dollar operations, and we should not 
attempt to invoke the image of a small 
farm, a husband and wife, struggling to 
stay alive. 

A husband and wife and family team 
in production agriculture today are 
struggling to stay alive in an industry 
that recognizes their investment in the 
hundreds of thousands, if not millions, 
of dollars. 

There is no question that the char-
acter of American agriculture has 
changed. While some are still caught 
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up in the rhetoric of the family farm— 
and there are still some small farming 
units—most of those who farm small 
units today recognized some years ago 
that their life could not be made there 
unless they supplemented it with out-
side income. That, of course, has been 
the character of the change in produc-
tion agriculture for the last good num-
ber of decades—true in Idaho, true in 
North Dakota, true in Mississippi, true 
in almost every other agricultural 
State in our Nation. 

How do I know that? That is what 
the statistics show. 

But in 1965 and 1966, as a young per-
son, I was given a unique opportunity 
to travel through our Nation on behalf 
of agriculture as a national officer of 
FFA, Future Farmers of America. I 
was in almost every agricultural State 
in this Nation speaking to young farm-
ers and young ranchers. 

I happened to have had the privilege 
of staying on many of those farms and 
ranches. For the course of 1 year, I saw 
American agriculture like few are 
given the opportunity to see it. I must 
tell you, it was an exciting time be-
cause I met wonderful people, I saw a 
unique lifestyle that is true in many 
instances today, and I did see and feel 
the heartland of America as few get the 
opportunity to experience. 

While I was traveling, I gave many 
speeches. The speech oftentimes start-
ed like this: That a family farmer or a 
farmer in American agriculture today 
produces enough for him or herself and 
30 other people. That was 1965. 

Today, if I were that young FFA offi-
cer traveling the Nation, my speech 
would have to change, because I would 
say that that farmer or rancher pro-
duces enough for him or herself and 170 
to 180 additional Americans. 

Has the family unit changed? Oh, 
very significantly. In almost all in-
stances, it is four or five times larger 
than it was in 1965 and 1966. But it is 
phenomenally more efficient and much 
more productive. Because of those effi-
ciencies, instituted by new technology 
or biogenetics, we have seen great pro-
ductivity. So it isn’t just a measure-
ment of crops produced against prices 
for those crops; it is a combination of 
the whole. 

I think it is very important that we 
portray American agriculture today for 
what it is and for what it asks from us. 

In 1965 and 1966, it was not just Gov-
ernment and politicians that suggested 
farm policy in this country ought to 
change; it was American agriculture 
itself that came to us in 1965 and 1966 
and said: Get Government off our 
backs. American agriculture has 
changed. We don’t want to farm to a 
program. We want to farm to a market. 
We don’t want to be restricted in lim-
ited acreages. We don’t want to be re-
stricted in limited markets. We want 
the ability to be flexible to move with 
the market. 

Congress listened. Out of that listen-
ing came the Federal Agriculture Im-
provement and Reform Act of 1996, 

which is now called Freedom to Farm. 
The Senator from North Dakota said it 
is a failure. The Senator from North 
Dakota is wrong. It has met every ob-
jective it was intended to meet—ex-
panded markets, expanded production, 
with flexibility for the individual pro-
ducer. All of those goals that were a 
part of Freedom to Farm have been 
met today. 

Today, before the Ag Committee, we 
heard about a comprehensive study 
that said agricultural income in the 
decade of the 1990s will surpass any 
other decade, at a time when the num-
ber of farmers has gone down and pro-
ductivity has gone up dramatically. 
That is all part of the good news of the 
story. 

So it is not an abject failure, unless 
you did not vote for it because you did 
not believe in it in the first place, and 
you really do want Government con-
trols, and you really do want a Govern-
ment plan to which farmers farm in-
stead of the market. My guess is, that 
is part of what the Senator from North 
Dakota was talking about. That is not 
what I am here to talk about today. 
That is where we differ substantially. 

But we do not differ on the other 
issue. That is the issue of the current 
commodity price crisis in production 
agriculture across our Nation and 
across the world. That is very real 
today. Many of our commodities are 
finding their price in the marketplace 
at or below Depression-era prices. That 
in itself is a crisis, and that we should 
respond to. 

Last year, we did not cast a deaf ear 
on production agriculture in this coun-
try. The taxpayers of this country, rec-
ognizing the plight the American pro-
ducer in agriculture was in, gave hand-
somely. Billions of dollars flowed into 
production agriculture, and directly 
through to the farmer, and to the 
rancher in some instances. As a result 
of that, farm income was substantially 
buoyed. That will happen again this 
year. But it will happen in the context 
of Freedom to Farm. 

We are not going to go in and start 
changing long-term farm policy until 
the Senator from North Dakota and 
the Senator from Idaho can agree that 
Freedom to Farm was an abject fail-
ure—when, in fact, I do not believe it 
was; and I think the Senator from 
North Dakota would be hard pressed, 
looking at the facts and the intent, to 
argue that it was either. 

So we are here today not to talk 
about a long-term policy change but to 
talk about the current crisis. It is a 
crisis that is not just taking place 
within this country; it is a commodity 
crisis that is worldwide. 

Let’s talk about 1996, 1997, and part 
of 1998. That is when we crafted a new 
farm bill. That is when commodity 
prices were higher than they had ever 
been around the world, and we drained 
all of our reserves, and we were told 
never again would we see low prices. 
But there were some things missing 
from that ‘‘never again’’ argument. We 

didn’t anticipate a general downturn in 
world economies, especially the Asian 
economy, an Asian economy that had 
increased its overall import of agricul-
tural foodstuffs from the United States 
by nearly 27 percent in the period of a 
5- to 6-year span. Those imports are 
down by 11 percent today. Those are 
the facts. Is that a direct result of 
Freedom to Farm policy failing? I sug-
gest that it isn’t. I don’t think the Sen-
ator from North Dakota would dis-
agree. 

Now, what has that caused? It has 
plummeted commodity prices in our 
country. We agree that there is a cur-
rent farm crisis, and we agree that that 
crisis could extend itself for some time 
to come. We agree that Congress ought 
to respond to it so we don’t lose those 
production units and the families and 
the human side of it that is so critical 
across our country and to smalltown 
Idaho just as much as smalltown North 
Dakota. 

The difference, at least in the current 
situation of the moment, is the heavy 
hand of politics, tragically enough. 
Last year we were able to agree, and 
we worked at crafting a bipartisan 
package. This morning, while we were 
there in the Ag Committee holding a 
hearing with the Secretary, all of a 
sudden the committee room emptied. I 
wondered where they had gone. The 
chairman said: Well, they have gone 
out to hold a press conference with the 
Vice President. The heavy hand of 
Presidential politics now tragically 
plays at this issue. It shouldn’t have to 
be that way and, in the end, it won’t be 
that way, if we are to craft the right 
kind of policy to deal with a crisis that 
isn’t Democrat or isn’t Republican, but 
it is at the heartland of America’s fun-
damental production unit, American 
agriculture. 

The chairman of the Ag Sub-
committee of Appropriations has strug-
gled mightily over the course of the 
last several weeks to try to see if we 
couldn’t arrive at a package that would 
respond. Our goal is not to add hun-
dreds of billions of dollars to programs 
that don’t have any sense of imme-
diacy or any sense of getting money di-
rectly through to the farmer. Our bill 
is substantially smaller in that regard 
than the bill offered by the minority 
leader of the Senate. But our bill, when 
it comes to money to production units, 
money to farmers, and money to ranch-
ers, is there. It is real and it is the 
same dollar amount. 

I am willing to talk farm policy, and 
I am willing to debate it, but not in the 
short-term and not in the immediate 
sense of an emergency, because it is 
awfully hard to argue that the emer-
gency at hand was produced by Free-
dom to Farm. 

Let me read briefly from a report 
called ‘‘Record and Outlook,’’ put to-
gether by a very responsible group 
called the Sparks Company out of 
McLean, VA. This report is called 
‘‘Freedom to Farm, Record and Out-
look,’’ prepared for the Coalition for 
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Competitive Food in the Agricultural 
System. 

Here is their analysis. Most people 
say that the Sparks Company is widely 
recognized as reputable and is non-
partisan in its analyses of those issues 
that it examines. 

Here is what they say: 
The recent slowing of the farm economy 

primarily reflects two major factors: Farm-
ers response worldwide to mid-decade record 
high prices. . . 

In other words, what they are saying 
was those prices in 1996 and 1997 sent a 
message to American agriculture: Gear 
up your production. They sent a mes-
sage to world agriculture: Gear up your 
production. Consumption and prices 
are here to stay. And that is what hap-
pened, and worldwide production is at 
an all-time record. They go on: 

. . .and the downturn in the economic and 
financial health of one region of the world, 
Asia, which also is the largest market for 
U.S. farm and food products. 

I have already mentioned the tre-
mendous ramp up in the increase in 
purchases of agricultural foodstuffs in 
Asia and now the dramatic decline. 

The study concludes that both the 
high record prices of 1995, 1996, and part 
of 1997, and the more recent readjust-
ments, are the result of ‘‘ordinary mar-
ket developments and reactions, with 
some unusually good weather patterns 
helping boost output, while the eco-
nomic downturn in Asia and elsewhere 
has weakened the prices. As a result, 
the current market downturn reflects 
temporary, rather than fundamental 
market changes.’’ 

Temporary problems, but a real cri-
sis. Permanent problems? They say not 
so. So if you are going to change per-
manent policy, you ought to be able to 
determine that there is first a perma-
nent problem. That is what I think the 
Senator from North Dakota has failed 
to argue, while he and I would agree on 
the sense of immediacy to the current 
crisis. 

The report goes on to talk about 
modest shortfalls in harvests and 
yields during 1993 through 1995, during 
the time when these markets were 
ramping up. Output fell below the 10- 
year trend and stocks plummeted. In 
other words, storage and surplus. 
Strong world economic growth then 
stimulated demand and record high 
grain and oilseed prices; world planting 
and harvests above trends in the 
United States and worldwide during 
1996 through 1998; also good weather 
and high grain and oilseed yields, espe-
cially in the United States, rapidly re-
built depleted stocks in spite of signifi-
cantly above-trend consumption during 
that period. In other words, we were 
pushing production, but the world was 
consuming. Significant increases in 
non-U.S. production competing for 
growing world markets largely in re-
sponse to record high prices of the mid- 
1990s. For example, all of the very con-
siderable above-trend wheat production 
has been outside the United States, 
while the share of increased production 

outside the United States has been 44 
percent for corn and 35 percent for soy-
beans. 

Lastly, they point out that the down-
turn in economic and financial health 
of key world markets, especially Asia, 
the largest U.S. export market, has in-
creased pressure on U.S. prices, al-
though world grain and oilseed use has 
been well above trend during the last 3 
years. 

What is the point of those comments? 
The point is that no matter how we 
would have designed the policy, we 
were working against a world situa-
tion, both economically and climac-
tically, and productionwise that would 
have been very difficult to foresee. We 
did not foresee it, nor was it debated in 
1995 and 1996, as we were crafting Free-
dom to Farm. We didn’t recognize it in 
1997. Toward the tail end of 1997, it be-
came an indicator of problems to come. 
By 1998, it was very clear, and Congress 
responded. It is now 1999 and Congress 
will respond again, with a multibillion- 
dollar direct aid package to production 
agriculture. 

I said before the Ag Committee today 
and before Secretary Glickman that I 
am willing, starting next year, to re-
view Freedom to Farm. I don’t think 
production agriculture is going to walk 
away from the freedoms and the flexi-
bility it has. Is there a way of crafting 
a safety net or something that causes 
some adjustments over time? It is pos-
sible. I would not suggest that it isn’t. 
But the rest of the story of Freedom to 
Farm that we have not successfully 
matched yet, but something that Con-
gress, Democrat and Republican, 
agreed with and promised production 
agriculture with the passage of Free-
dom to Farm in 1996, were two other 
elements. 

One was a risk management practice, 
better known as crop insurance. We 
have placed that money in the budget, 
but we can’t yet agree on a package 
that is bipartisan in character, that 
meets the regional differences within 
our country, certainly the regional dif-
ferences between the Midwest and 
Idaho or the Midwest and the South or 
the Northeast. If we had had a com-
prehensive risk management crop in-
surance package today, the very real 
drought that Washington, DC, and 
States east of the Alleghenies are in at 
this moment would have been dramati-
cally offset if farmers had had that 
kind of risk management tool. But we 
have not yet agreed as to how to make 
it flexible and diversified in a way that 
meets those kinds of needs of specialty 
crops and the uniqueness of agriculture 
across this country. So a promise 
made; we have not fulfilled it yet. 

The other area, of course, is the ex-
pansion of world trade. The Senator 
from North Dakota is right. We are not 
trading in world markets like we 
should. Let me tell you, Bill Clinton 
and company have been asleep at the 
switch now for many years. Do they 
have a division down at the Depart-
ment of State that goes out and ag-

gressively markets on a daily basis 
American agricultural surpluses? No, 
they don’t. We offered them and pro-
vided them the tools to move aggres-
sively in the markets. There was a bit 
of a yawn down at the Department of 
Agriculture, and that yawn has contin-
ued for the last good number of years. 
So point the finger, I am; but I am 
pointing the finger at the very agencies 
of our Government that are responsible 
for breaking down those political bar-
riers between a consuming market 
somewhere else in the world and a pro-
duction unit here in the United States. 
We have not done that well, and we 
should. We promised it, in part. 

Last year, I and Senators from the 
other side of the aisle stood together 
and were able to knock down the sanc-
tions against Pakistan and India to 
move markets. This year, at our urg-
ing—and I applaud the President; now 
that I have criticized him, let me ap-
plaud him for bringing forth an Execu-
tive order that said that foodstuffs and 
medical supplies would not be subject 
to sanction. That was 3 months ago, 
and 3 months later, in the time of an 
agriculture crisis, they are just getting 
the regulations out. 

Well, now, give me a break, Mr. 
President. You mean your bureaucracy 
takes 3 months to write a regulation 
that says farmers can supply a world 
market that they were denied? There is 
a lot of blame to be shared here, but, 
Mr. Vice President, you were on the 
Hill today talking about a farm crisis. 
Last I checked, the Department of Ag-
riculture and State Department were 
under your watch, and for 3 long 
months you have sat and watched as 
the bureaucracy ground out regula-
tions that allow access to world mar-
kets. I am sorry, Mr. President and Mr. 
Vice President, there is blame to be 
shared all around. 

Let me shift just a little of it to you, 
Mr. Vice President, and you, Mr. Presi-
dent. The spirit is in the right place, 
but couldn’t you have cut to the chase? 
Couldn’t we be moving grains, rice, and 
food commodities, and lentils into mid- 
Asian and the Central Eastern markets 
today like we should be? Well, we will 
be by fall and into the winter, thanks 
to a policy you put in place, Mr. Presi-
dent. But 3 months later, we are finally 
beginning to see its regulations. Late 
is better than none at all. I will accept 
that and we will move on. But, again, 
open the world markets. 

It is political barriers that are out 
there, not market barriers. Those are 
political barriers that only govern-
ments can knock down. When it is na-
tion-to-nation, our Government at the 
Federal level has to be responsible, and 
we fail to be. 

My credit goes to the chairman of 
our Senate Agriculture Committee 
who, for several years, has been push-
ing legislation to pull down those bar-
riers. Last year, he offered it on the 
floor. It passed. This year, it will pass 
this Senate again, and I hope it passes 
the Congress. I hope the President can 
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deal with it, and I hope he will sign it. 
Those are long-term provisions, but 
once in place, they are a legitimate and 
responsible role for Government to par-
ticipate in. 

Manipulating the market, shaping 
the price? Absolutely not. We have to 
let the marketplace work its will. But 
it is very important that Government 
play the role it should play, and that is 
in dealing with the political barriers of 
trade, most assuredly in times of need, 
providing some safety nets. We did that 
last year, and we are going to do it 
again this year. I hope in the end we 
can craft a crop insurance plan that 
will provide the risk management tools 
that we have said to production agri-
culture we would provide. 

Well, those are the circumstances in 
which we find ourselves today. In the 
course of the next few hours, the Sen-
ate will have an opportunity to vote on 
two very different measures, in the 
sense of a total package. They are very 
similar in the dollars and cents that go 
directly to production agriculture. I 
hope that, in the end, out of this can 
come a bipartisan package. There is a 
great deal in the DASCHLE-HARKIN 
package that may be OK at some point 
down the road; but my guess is not 
without hearings held and no under-
standing of some broad policy changes 
that are at this moment not nec-
essarily justifiable in this time of deal-
ing with crises, both a price crisis and 
the situation that deals with weather 
disaster. 

Those are the circumstances as I see 
it. I hope my colleagues will vote with 
the chairman of the Agriculture Appro-
priations Subcommittee in supporting 
his amendment and not allowing it to 
be tabled, so we can get at a clear vote 
and finalize this work today. If that 
can’t be done, I hope my colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle will join with 
us in seeing if we can make some ad-
justments in a final package. But I be-
lieve that the package offered up by 
the chairman is certainly in good faith 
and responds in an immediate way to 
need, and that the money can move di-
rectly to production agriculture, send-
ing a very critical message to the fami-
lies and the men and women engaged in 
agriculture in our economy that we 
care and we understand the importance 
of them and what they do for all of us 
as Americans, and Americans are re-
sponding by a substantial ag package 
of nearly $7 billion. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BAUCUS addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Montana is recognized. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, a lot 

of us have listened quite intently, and 
some of us not very intently, to the de-
bate. Very simply, cutting to the 
chase, the question before us is wheth-
er to adopt an agriculture emergency 
assistance bill in the amount of rough-
ly $10 billion—$10.6 billion, I think— 
that is proposed by Members essen-
tially on this side of the aisle, or, in 
the alternative, a bill that is about half 
that much. 

The main difference between the two 
is not only the amount, but also the 
failure, in my judgment, of the bill on 
the other side to provide drought as-
sistance. It is emergency drought as-
sistance. We have all watched on tele-
vision in the last several days how dry 
so much of America is and how farm-
ers’ crops are not growing and are not 
going to be harvested. In some parts of 
the country, it is not only drought; 
paradoxically, strangely, it is flooding. 
There is too much moisture in some 
parts of the country, making it impos-
sible for farmers to grow a productive 
crop. 

Compounding that, there is a very 
low price. According to the wheat pro-
ducers and barley producers, livestock, 
hogs—you name it—the prices are just 
rock bottom, and they have been very 
low for a long time. So it is a combina-
tion of very low prices, historically low 
prices, for some commodities, and the 
weather. 

The outlook is not good. The outlook 
for increased prices in the basic com-
modities we are talking about, as well 
as livestock, is grim. Nobody can 
project or foresee a solid, sound reason 
why prices necessarily are going to go 
up in the next several years. 

What conditions are going to cause 
prices to go up? What is going to 
change or be different? To be truthful, 
there isn’t much we can see that is 
going to be much different. Producers 
are going to still produce. Other coun-
tries, particularly emerging and devel-
oping countries, are going to try to 
produce more agricultural products 
than they now are producing. On top of 
that, there is the phenomenon of a 
growing concentration of economic 
power in the beef packing industry, or 
in the grain trade, where the middle-
men, if you will—that is, the traders, 
the packing plants, and retailers—are 
making money but the producers are 
not. That is not going to change in the 
foreseeable future. At least I don’t see 
anything that will cause that change. 

So, essentially, we are here today be-
cause farmers are getting deeper and 
deeper and deeper in trouble. Their 
prices are continually falling. I hope 
my colleagues took a good look at the 
chart presented by my good friend, the 
Senator from North Dakota, Mr. DOR-
GAN—the one that showed in current 
dollars what the price of wheat was in 
1930, 1940, 1950, and 1960. The current 
price of wheat in today’s dollars is 
roughly $2 a bushel. Back in 1930, in 
current dollars, adjusted for inflation, 
it was about $7.50 a bushel. In 1940 and 
in 1950—I have forgotten the chart, but 
I think it was as high as maybe $13 or 
$14 a bushel. 

You can see how the price generally 
has declined over the years for farmers, 
and it has declined greatly. This is not 
just a minor drop in price. It is a pre-
cipitous drop in price. It is steady. It is 
constant. 

As I said, I can’t see much that is 
going to cause a significant difference 
unless we in the Congress and in the 

country make the changes, which I will 
get to in a few minutes. 

On the other hand, the prices that 
farmers pay for their products over the 
same period of time have risen dra-
matically— whether it is the prices the 
farmers pay for fertilizer, for gasoline, 
for tractors or combines, for fencing, or 
for labor costs. You name it. 

All of the costs that farmers pay 
have continually risen to a very steep 
trend over the past 20 or 30 years since 
the Depression, and at the same time 
prices that farmers get for their prod-
ucts generally have fallen, although 
there was a period several years ago 
where prices were high—$5, $6, or $7 a 
bushel. That was about 5, 6, 7, or 8 
years ago, as I recall. But generally the 
trend is down. 

Why has this happened? It has hap-
pened for a couple of reasons: One, 
many more countries are producing 
products—wheat, barley, and so on and 
so forth. Second, as I mentioned, the 
concentration of economic power in the 
retail industry, in the wholesale indus-
try, and in the packing industry, but 
not a concentration of power for the 
farmers. 

On top of that, recently there is the 
Asian downturn where the Asian 
economies a couple of years ago began 
to deteriorate. Their purchasing power 
dropped dramatically. They devalued 
their currencies in order to try to prop 
themselves up. As a consequence, 
American exports to Asia fell dramati-
cally—in combination with the low de-
mand, particularly from Asia, and the 
higher supply, particularly in countries 
producing and, on top of that, the 
drought and too much rain in some 
parts of the country. 

So we are here today to try to decide 
what the size of the emergency assist-
ance should be. 

I submit that we should not only 
make the direct payments to farmers 
but we also should accommodate the 
drought. We should accommodate the 
farm disaster that has beset the farm-
ers in addition to the economic dis-
aster. 

That is just a short-term, immediate 
solution. We should get on it right 
away, and we should get it passed this 
week, lock, stock, and barrel—all of it 
passed this week to give farmers a lit-
tle bit of hope. 

Then, to begin to give farmers a lit-
tle more hope for the future, we have 
to pass a modification to the so-called 
Freedom to Farm bill. We have to pass 
a new farm bill. 

I remember when Freedom to Farm 
was debated. Most farmers I talked to 
in my home State of Montana were 
very leery and very nervous about this 
Freedom to Farm bill. A lot of them— 
I daresay a majority of them—went 
along with it because at that time 
prices were a little higher. As I recall, 
it was about one-plus a bushel. The so- 
called AMTA payments were a little 
higher. There was more money in farm-
ers’ pockets. But farmers knew—the 
ones I talked to, and I talked to a 
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whole bunch of them—that we would 
get on with it then, but on down the 
road there was going to be a real prob-
lem, and probably times were not going 
to be nearly as good as they were then. 
But we kind of swept that problem 
under the rug and thought we would 
cross that bridge when we got there. 

We are there. It has happened. We are 
in trouble. Farmers know it. So let’s 
just get this thing passed. But we very 
quickly have to begin to address the 
peaks and the valleys in the prices that 
farmers face. 

I would like to remind folks in the 
cities that farmers are in a much dif-
ferent situation from most any other 
business person because farmers cannot 
control their price. The price is deter-
mined by the vagaries of the market, 
the vagaries of weather, and it is inter-
national; it is an international price in 
most cases. They have virtually no 
control over their prices. Take any 
other businessperson. He or she can 
raise or lower their prices to sell to re-
tailers or to sell to consumers. There 
are ways to adjust to help maximize 
their return. 

Moreover, farmers cannot control 
their costs. They have to pay what that 
farm implement dealer charges. They 
have to pay what that fertilizer costs. 
They just have to pay that price. They 
have virtually no control over their 
costs. Any other businessperson has a 
lot of control over his or her costs—ei-
ther by downsizing, laying a few people 
off here or there, making other adjust-
ments, or cutbacks. Big businesses can 
certainly make big adjustments to 
costs, and have, with major 
downsizing. The farmer can’t do that. 
The farmer has no control over costs 
and virtually no control over prices. 

That is why we have to have some 
kind of legislation that evens out the 
peaks and valleys and gives farmers a 
modicum of a safety net. We need that 
desperately, and, for the sake of farm-
ers, we need to get that passed. 

One final point: This is a subject for 
a later day. But we need a level inter-
national playing field. We do not have 
it today. I give a lot of credit to our 
USTR, to the administration, and to 
others who have worked to try to make 
it more level. They have worked hard-
er, if the truth be known, than other 
administrations have. We are nowhere 
close to the position where we have to 
be. 

I will mention two subjects, and then 
I will close. One is export subsidies. We 
need an end to world export subsidies 
for agriculture. They have to be elimi-
nated. 

Today the European Union accounts 
for about 86 percent of all the world’s 
agricultural export subsidies. We 
Americans account for about 1 to 2 per-
cent. 

Europeans have 60 times the agricul-
tural export subsidies that we have. 
That is a very great distortion of the 
market. Agricultural export subsidies 
are paid to European farmers if they 
export. What is the farmer going to do 

in Europe? He exports. He gets a sub-
sidy for it—and a big, healthy subsidy 
for it. That is to say nothing about all 
the internal price supports the Euro-
peans have that are much greater than 
ours. 

The ministerial in Seattle begins at 
the end of this year. As we approach 
the next WTO, one of our main objec-
tives, one of our main goals should be 
the total elimination of agricultural 
export subsidies. That is going to help. 
That is going to help reduce the world-
wide supply just a little bit. And every 
little bit helps. I have a lot of other 
ideas about what we can do as well, but 
that is one that is very critical. 

Point No. 2: In general, on the WTO, 
there are a lot of things we have to do 
to level the playing field so that Amer-
icans are no longer suckers and taken 
for granted to the degree that we have 
been. 

But to sum it all up, let’s pass this 
agriculture emergency aid bill imme-
diately. Let’s pass the bill that makes 
sense, the one that helps farmers. And 
that is the one that not only puts some 
money back into farmers’ pockets for 
the short term but also addresses the 
drought, which the other bill does not 
address. It addresses the disaster 
caused in some parts of the country by 
excessive flooding and rain. 

Really, what is happening is that the 
farmer is in intensive care. The farmer 
needs an oxygen mask, and the farmer 
needs a blood transfusion. That is 
where we are. We have to give the 
farmer the oxygen mask. We have to 
give the farmer the blood transfusion 
so that the farmer is no longer in in-
tensive care. 

That oxygen mask and that blood 
transfusion is this bill. It is the bill 
that is sponsored by the Democratic 
leader and the Senator from Iowa. That 
is the bill that is going to take care to 
get that patient back out of intensive 
care. The next step, which we have to 
take very soon, is to get that patient 
rehabilitated and get that patient some 
physical therapy. It will take some 
other procedures in the hospital so 
that the farmer can compete in the 
real world as a real person again. I 
hope we get to that point very quickly. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Madam Presi-

dent, I urge my colleagues, on both 
sides of the aisle, to vote for the Har-
kin-Daschle farm crisis aid amend-
ment. This legislation is the des-
perately needed response for many 
thousands of American farmers and 
their families whose survival is threat-
ened. This is precisely the situation 
that obligates us to use our authority 
to enact emergency spending, and to 
provide enough funding to save our 
farmers and their livelihoods. This is a 
crisis that demands the Senate’s imme-
diate approval of emergency spending, 
and the Harkin-Daschle amendment is 
the step we must take now to respond 
to a genuine and severe crisis. 

My plea is for the farmers I represent 
in West Virginia. Yesterday, the Presi-

dent declared all 55 counties of West 
Virginia a federal drought disaster 
area, along with over 30 counties from 
neighboring states. In West Virginia, 
the relentless drought has dried up our 
crops, drained our streams, and 
brought death to livestock and despair 
to thousands of farmers suffering these 
horrendous losses. 

Yesterday, with the senior Senator of 
West Virginia and Agricultural Sec-
retary Glickman, I visited the farm of 
Terry Dunn in Charles Town, West Vir-
ginia. We witnessed the tragic effects 
of the drought on his farm, and sat 
down with farmers across the state to 
hear their similar stories. The drought 
has devastated agricultural production 
in West Virginia in a way that even 
old-time farmers have never seen. 

Because of the desperate situation, 
Senator BYRD has once again stepped 
in to ensure that help will be on the 
way. Through his dogged efforts work-
ing with the sponsors of the Harkin- 
Daschle amendment, there are various 
sources of funds that will be available 
for West Virginia’s farmers—and, I em-
phasize this point, funds that will also 
be available to farmers in similar 
straits in Kentucky, Ohio, Maryland, 
Virginia, and Pennsylvania. There is 
nothing partisan or parochial about 
voting for this amendment and the 
drought assistance included. All of us 
have a responsibility to respond to cri-
ses like the one created by the drought. 

I share the feelings of my colleagues 
on both sides of the aisle who have 
risen to extol the virtues of family 
farmers and rural America. I truly be-
lieve that farmers may be the hardest 
working people—day in, day out, morn-
ing, noon and night—in all the land. 

Now, these farmers are being hurt by 
acts of nature totally beyond their con-
trol. We have a choice to make today 
that will decide just how willing we are 
to help our farmers when they are in 
such dire need. We can decide that we 
owe it to our farmers to stand with 
them in this time of severe crisis, and 
adopt the Harkin-Daschle amendment 
that will truly address their needs. Or 
we can settle for the far smaller level 
of funding provided by the distin-
guished chairman of the Agriculture 
Appropriations Subcommittee, Senator 
COCHRAN, that won’t be nearly enough 
help. 

For anyone who represents a 
drought-stricken state, there really is 
no choice. The Harkin-Daschle amend-
ment is the humane and right thing to 
do. And for anyone who represents 
states and counties that have received 
disaster assistance after a tornado or 
hurricane or sweeping fires have 
struck, or following a crippling flood, 
this is the time to extend the same 
kind of immediate help to a different 
but very real disaster. 

We have heard for some time that 
rural America is in crisis. I doubt that 
many people in this body think of West 
Virginia when agriculture and farming 
are the topic. But in fact, in West Vir-
ginia thousands of farmers and their 
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families labor hard to grow a variety of 
crops and raise livestock. They are 
farmers who have rarely asked for help 
from anyone, but today they are facing 
the crisis of a lifetime, and they do not 
want to give up the life and work they 
love. 

I am asking my colleagues to vote for 
the Harkin-Daschle amendment be-
cause it will help the West Virginia 
farmers who have been the victim of 
two years of historic drought condi-
tions that have ravaged their fields, or-
chards, and herds. Some of these fami-
lies have run the same farms since be-
fore West Virginia was admitted to the 
union, and now they are in danger of 
losing everything. 

Farmers in my state and many oth-
ers need the Senate to act and to pro-
vide a level of assistance that matches 
the magnitude of the crisis. We have 
the means to do that today—in the 
form of the Harkin-Daschle amend-
ment. We have the authority to do that 
today—by voting for emergency fund-
ing in a time of real crisis. We have the 
obligation to respond, not along par-
tisan lines and not only if we represent 
farmers in need—but because a disaster 
has struck that requires the entire 
Senate to respond. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Democratic leader is recognized. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President, I 
commend the distinguished Senator 
from Montana for his powerful state-
ment and for the empathy that he 
again demonstrates for the people in 
rural America. He has been an extraor-
dinary leader on the agriculture issue, 
as well as on so many issues relating to 
the farmer over the years. Again, his 
eloquence this afternoon clearly illus-
trates the degree to which he under-
stands their problem and the degree to 
which he is committed to solving it. 

There is a silent death in rural Amer-
ica today—a death that is pervasive, a 
death that increasingly is affecting not 
only farmers but people who live in 
rural America, whether it is on the 
farm or in the town. Thousands upon 
thousands of family farmers and small 
businessmen and people who run the 
schools and run the towns are being 
forced to change their lives—are being 
forced to leave their existence in rural 
America in large measure because it 
isn’t economically viable. 

The situation we have all called at-
tention to over the course of the last 24 
months has worsened. Just in the last 
12 months, more than 1,900 family 
farmers have left the farm in South 
Dakota alone. 

So there can be no question, this sit-
uation is as grave as anything we will 
face in rural America at any time in 
the foreseeable future. The question is, 
what should we do about it? Our re-
sponse is the amendment that Senator 
HARKIN and I have offered. I will have 
more of an opportunity to discuss that 
in a moment. 

Let me say, regardless of what legis-
lation I have offered, and what legisla-
tion may have been offered on the Re-

publican side, I think there are five 
factors that should be included, five 
factors that ought to be considered as 
we contemplate what kind of an ap-
proach we in the Senate and in the 
Congress must subscribe to if we are 
going to respond to the disastrous situ-
ation we find in rural America today. 

The first is that this must be imme-
diate. We cannot wait until September, 
or October, or November, at least to 
take the first step. I realize the legisla-
tive process is slow and cumbersome, 
but if we don’t start now, we will never 
be able to respond in time to meet the 
needs created by the serious cir-
cumstances we face today. First and 
foremost, in an emergency way, this 
has to be responsive to the situation by 
allowing the Senate to work its will 
and do something this week. 

Second, it has to be sufficient. The 
situation, as I have noted, is already 
worse than it was last year. Last year, 
we were able to pass a $6 billion emer-
gency plan. I believe $6 billion this 
year is a drop in the bucket, given the 
circumstances we are facing in rural 
America today. Our bill recognizes the 
insufficiency of the level of commit-
ment we made in emergency funding 
last year. Our bill is sufficient. Our bill 
recognizes the importance and the 
magnitude of this problem and com-
mits resources to it: $10.7 billion. 
Groups from the Farm Bureau to the 
Farmers Union to virtually every farm 
organization I know have said we can-
not underestimate how serious this sit-
uation is. We recognize that, provide 
the resources, and provide the suffi-
cient level of commitment that will 
allow Members to address this problem. 

So, No. 2, it has to be sufficient. 
No. 3, it has to be fair. Our country is 

very diverse. I heard Senator SARBANES 
talk about the disastrous cir-
cumstances we are facing right now in 
Maryland. Maryland is different. We 
don’t have a drought in South Dakota, 
we have floods. We have low prices. We 
have commodities that cannot be sold 
because they cannot be stored. We have 
agricultural situations, regardless of 
commodity, that are the worst since 
the Great Depression in terms of real 
purchasing power. Southerners have 
different crop problems. We have to 
recognize that there are regional dif-
ferences and there are differences in 
commodities. Our emergency response 
has to address them all. 

We also have to recognize that we 
must respond to the disaster that is 
out there. Unfortunately, our Repub-
lican colleagues have drafted legisla-
tion that, at least in its current form, 
does not respond at all to the disaster. 
There is no disaster commitment in 
that legislation. For a lot of reasons— 
its insufficiency, its lack of fairness to 
commodities, its lack of appreciation 
of the problems within regions, the fact 
that it doesn’t respond to the dis-
aster—this side is convinced that if we 
were to pass the Republican bill today, 
it would not do the job. 

I congratulate my colleagues for 
joining in responding to the situation, 

but I don’t think it is broad enough. I 
don’t think it is sufficient enough. I 
certainly don’t think it is fair enough, 
given the circumstances we are facing 
today. 

The final factor is simply this: As my 
colleague from Montana said, emer-
gency assistance alone will not do it. 
We passed emergency assistance last 
year and here we are, back again, less 
than a year later, with an urgent plea 
on the part of all of agriculture to pro-
vide them with additional assistance. 
Why? Because the market isn’t work-
ing. Why is the market not working? 
There are a lot of reasons, but I argue 
first and foremost it is not working be-
cause we don’t have an agricultural 
policy framework for it to work. 

Freedom to Farm is not working. We 
can debate that on and on and on, but 
there are more farm organizations, 
there are more economic experts, there 
are more people from all walks of life, 
and there are more policy analysts who 
are arguing today that we have to 
change the framework, that we have to 
reopen the Freedom to Farm bill. That 
is a debate for another day. 

Today, this week, the debate must 
be: can we provide sufficient emer-
gency assistance to bridge the gap to 
that day when we can achieve better 
prices, a better marketplace, more sta-
bility, and greater economic security? 

In just a moment I will move to table 
the Republican plan. This is in keeping 
with an understanding I have with the 
majority leader and the distinguished 
chair of the Appropriations Committee. 
It would be my hope, once it is tabled, 
we can have a debate on the Demo-
cratic alternative and have a vote on 
that at some point in the not-too-dis-
tant future, once people have had the 
chance to be heard. Then, hopefully, we 
will find some resolution. 

I think it is important at the end of 
the day, or no later than the end of the 
week, for the Senate to have agreed on 
something. I don’t think it is enough 
to simply have a Republican vote and a 
Democratic vote and leave it at that. It 
is my hope that we can work together 
to resolve the deficiencies in the Re-
publican bill and listen to them as they 
express themselves on what it is about 
the Democratic bill with which they 
are uncomfortable. At the end of the 
week, we simply cannot close and leave 
without having acted successfully on 
this issue. It is too important. It sends 
the wrong message if we simply walk 
away without having accomplished 
anything. 

I am very hopeful we can accomplish 
something, that as Republicans and 
Democrats we can come together to 
send the right message to farmers that 
we hear them, to send the right mes-
sage to rural America that we under-
stand, and that we are prepared to re-
spond. 

As I noted, we have two versions that 
have not yet been reconciled. Because I 
don’t believe the Republican plan is 
sufficient, because I don’t think it is 
fair, because it doesn’t respond to all 
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regions and all commodities, I believe 
today we can do better than that and 
we must find a way with which to do 
better than that. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. HARKIN. I thank the leader for 

yielding before he makes a motion. I 
will not take more than a couple of 
minutes. I didn’t get a chance to make 
a couple of points earlier in the day. 

I want to say a few words about the 
great work of the Senator from West 
Virginia. I opened the New York Times 
this morning and saw his picture. He 
was standing in a drought-stricken 
cornfield in West Virginia yesterday 
with the Secretary of Agriculture, Sec-
retary Glickman. He called me on the 
phone yesterday before the Secretary 
had gotten there. We talked about the 
terrible drought situation facing the 
farmers in West Virginia. Senator 
BYRD wanted to make sure that we ad-
dressed that situation, which we have 
in our bill, to address the severe 
drought situation not only in West Vir-
ginia but on the entire east coast. I 
also heard personally from Senator 
BYRD on the great problem facing our 
livestock farmers. So we have placed in 
this amendment an amount of $200 mil-
lion to be added to Section 32 funds to 
be used for assistance to livestock pro-
ducers who have suffered losses from 
excessive heat and drought in declared 
disaster areas. 

Again, I commend Senator BYRD 
from West Virginia for bringing this to 
our attention so we were able to put 
this amount of money into the bill for 
livestock producers. I also want to 
mention a couple of other things that 
were not said earlier. 

We have some situations where crops 
have suffered damage, some in 1998 and 
some in 1999, where the existing farm 
programs are not adequately address-
ing the situation and the problems. So 
we provided $500 million in our amend-
ment to respond to these situations, in 
other words, to take a comprehensive 
view of the disasters that have struck 
many farmers around the country. We 
have problems with the citrus crop in 
California, with apples and onions in 
New York, that I understand is a $50 
million problem. We expect the Sec-
retary to also address that situation 
with crops in New Jersey, New Mexico, 
and I know in other States. 

We have done all we can in our bill to 
accommodate the request to address 
these issues in a comprehensive man-
ner in disaster payments. Again, I 
point out we take care of those disas-
ters in our bill. Those are not ad-
dressed in the bill put forward by the 
other side. 

Last, I point out that Section 32 
funding is also available to purchase 
commodities to reduce surpluses in a 
lot of different areas. That is why Sec-
tion 32 funding is so important. I ex-
pect at least $3 million would be avail-
able to make up the existing shortfall 
in the TEFAP funding under our pro-
posal. 

I thank Senator DASCHLE again for 
his great leadership on this bill. We 
may have to continue to do some work, 
but I agree with our leader, we have to 
do something before we leave here this 
week. I thank him for his leadership 
and yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GOR-
TON). The minority leader. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Let me reiterate my 
admiration and gratitude to the Sen-
ator from Iowa. It has been his effort 
on the floor. He has managed our side 
in this regard. He has led us in working 
to come up with a comprehensive ap-
proach. No one has put more effort and 
leadership and commitment into this 
than has Senator HARKIN. I am grateful 
to him. 

Mr. HARKIN. I thank the minority 
leader. 

EMERGENCY FARM RELIEF 
Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise in 

support of the Daschle amendment to 
provide relief to the farmers of this na-
tion who now suffer from the irony of 
an economic crisis in rural America at 
a time when the rest of the nation is 
enjoying one of our history’s greatest 
period of economic prosperity. Senator 
DASCHLE’s amendment will bring much 
needed relief to America’s farmers who 
face the real threat of a failed market 
and, in some cases, farmers who are 
caught in the grips of one of the worst 
droughts of this century. 

Last year, Congress provided similar 
relief to farmers totaling nearly $6 mil-
lion. The amendment offered by Sen-
ator DASCHLE is in the $10 billion 
range. Without question, these are 
huge sums of money and this Congress 
should not recommend their expendi-
ture without serious consideration of 
the need and the consequences. How-
ever, I would like to remind my col-
leagues that during the farm crisis of a 
decade ago, farm spending for com-
modity price support programs in some 
years exceeded $25 billion. By compari-
son, the Daschle amendment when cou-
pled with USDA farm outlays under 
current law, especially when adjusted 
for inflation, are modest by compari-
son. 

Ask any farmer across America, in-
cluding dairy farmers in Wisconsin who 
a few months ago witnessed the great-
est drop in milk prices in history, and 
you will learn just how serious the cur-
rent farm crisis is. The Daschle amend-
ment is necessary to protect our farm-
ers and their ability to protect our na-
tional food security. We can point to 
many different reasons why the farm 
economy is now suffering. But more 
importantly, action is needed to deal 
with the immediate problem. Farmers 
now suffer from a failed safety net and 
Senator DASCHLE’s amendment will 
help patch the holes in that safety net 
until one of greater substance and suc-
cess can be put in place. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, at this 
point I move to table the amendment 
offered by the distinguished Senator 
from Mississippi. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to table amendment No. 1500, as modi-
fied. 

The yeas and nays have been ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from Utah (Mr. HATCH) and the 
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. DOMEN-
ICI) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from Utah (Mr. 
HATCH) would vote ‘‘no.’’ 

The result was announced—yeas 47, 
nays 51, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 249 Leg.] 
YEAS—47 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Byrd 
Cleland 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Graham 
Gregg 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 

Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NAYS—51 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Enzi 

Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Hagel 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 

McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Roth 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NOT VOTING—2 

Domenici Hatch 

The motion was rejected. 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I move to 

reconsider the vote. 
Mr. CRAIG. I move to lay that mo-

tion on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 1500, WITHDRAWN 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I now with-
draw the amendment I offered on be-
half of Senator COCHRAN, amendment 
No. 1500. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is withdrawn. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1506 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1499 
(Purpose: To provide emergency and income 

loss assistance to agricultural producers) 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I send 

an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN], for 
himself, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. 
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KERREY, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. BAU-
CUS, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. WELLSTONE, Mrs. LIN-
COLN, and Mr. SARBANES, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 1506 to amendment No. 1499. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’) 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I move to 
table the pending amendment and I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that a vote occur on the 
motion to table that I just made at 5 
p.m., with the time between now and 
then equally divided. 

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

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask 
the majority leader, for the purpose of 
scheduling, as I understand it, this will 
be the last vote and we will return to 
the dairy debate following this, is that 
correct? 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, if I can re-
spond, I understand that, depending on 
how this vote goes, there may be a sec-
ond-degree amendment that would be 
offered perhaps by Senator ASHCROFT. 
But after that is dispensed with, that 
would be the final vote of the day, I be-
lieve, once we dispense with this whole 
process. Then we can go on to debate 
dairy, and the vote on dairy cloture 
will occur in the morning. We would 
have time for debate on cloture to-
night. 

Mr. DASCHLE. I thank the majority 
leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, as I 
understand it, time is equally divided, 
so we have about 7 minutes on our side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

Mr. DASCHLE. I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, who 

controls time? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The two 

leaders or their designees. 
The Senator from Iowa is recognized 

on the Democrats’ time. 
Mr. HARKIN. I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 

less than 15 minutes remaining before 
the 5 o’clock vote. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, we just 
had a vote on a package that was pro-
posed by the other side which would 
have gone out in direct payments to 
farmers as sort of income support for 
the low prices this year. The motion to 
table was unsuccessful. But I note that 
the vote was 51–47, a very close vote, to 
be sure. So now, under the previous ar-
rangement, the first-degree amend-
ment offered by Senator DASCHLE and 

I, and others on this side, is now the 
pending amendment. 

I would like to explain for a couple of 
minutes the differences between what 
we have proposed and what was pre-
viously voted on. The package that was 
previously voted on was basically di-
rect payments to farmers, AMTA pay-
ments, transition-type payments, 
which would go out. 

Our package is a lot more com-
prehensive in that it addresses not only 
the income loss of farmers this year be-
cause of disastrously low prices, but 
our proposal also has $2.6 billion in 
there for disaster assistance. It covers 
such things as the 30-percent premium 
discount for crop insurance, so we can 
get farmers to buy more crop insurance 
all over America. We have money in 
there for 1998 disaster programs that 
were not fully compensated for with 
money from last fall’s disaster pack-
age. We have some livestock assistance 
programs, Section 32 funding, related 
to natural disasters, and flooded land 
programs. I might also point out that 
because of the disastrous drought af-
fecting the East Coast, we have money 
in our proposal that would cover dis-
aster payments to farmers up and down 
the Middle Atlantic because of the se-
vere drought that is happening. 

I might also point out that because 
of the need to get this money out rap-
idly to farmers, we have adequate 
funds in our disaster provision for 
staffing needs for the Farm Service 
Agency, so they can get these funds out 
in a hurry to our farmers. 

I also point out that in the proposal 
now before us, we have an emergency 
conservation program for watershed 
and for wetlands restoration. We have 
some trade provisions that I think are 
eminently very important. They in-
clude $1.4 billion that would go for hu-
manitarian assistance. This would be 
to purchase oilseed and products, and 
other food grains that would be sent in 
humanitarian assistance to starving 
people around the world. That was not 
in the previous amendment we voted 
on. 

Mr. DORGAN. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Mr. HARKIN. In one second, I will. 
Also, we have some emergency eco-

nomic development because the disas-
ters that have befallen our farmers and 
the low grain prices have affected 
many of our people in the smaller com-
munities. We have funds for those prob-
lems also. 

I yield for a question. 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I won-

der if the Senator can emphasize dis-
aster relief. As the Senator indicated— 
and I knew this—the previous initia-
tive we voted on by the majority party, 
and was not tabled, that did not in-
clude disaster relief. We know disaster 
is occurring. Drought is spreading 
across the country. Disaster relief is 
necessary. Is it the case that the pro-
posal we just voted on had no disaster 
relief and the proposal we will vote on 
at 5 o’clock, which you and I and so 

many others helped draft, does include 
disaster relief; is that not a significant 
difference? 

Mr. HARKIN. The Senator from 
North Dakota is absolutely right. 
There was no disaster assistance in the 
other bill. There is disaster assistance 
in ours—$2.6 billion that would cover 
the droughts, cover the floods, and 
cover a lot of the natural disasters that 
have befallen farmers all over America. 
That is a big difference in these two 
bills. That is encompassing the bill 
that we now have before us. 

Lastly, I would like to say that the 
payments that go out under our bill go 
out to producers and go out to actual 
farmers. Under the bill that we just 
voted on, some of the payments would 
go out to people who maybe didn’t even 
plant a thing this year. They may not 
have even lived on a farm. This has to 
do with 20-year-old base acreages and 
program yields. So a lot of money can 
go out to people who aren’t farming 
any longer. Our payments go out to ac-
tual farmers and people who are actu-
ally out there on the land. 

I yield to my friend from New York. 
Mr. SCHUMER. I thank the Senator 

from Iowa. 
I ask the Senator to yield for a ques-

tion. 
I want to underscore the point about 

disaster relief in the Northeast. We 
have farmers who are hurting in my 
State of New York. Further south, in 
the middle Atlantic States, the 
drought is probably the worst it has 
been in this century. It is awful. In my 
State, it goes from county to county. 
Some have had some rain. Many have 
not. In other States, it is the whole 
State. 

The fact that this proposal has 
money for disaster relief and the other 
doesn’t is going to mean a great deal 
for the Northeast, I would presume. 

Mr. HARKIN. Absolutely. In response 
to my friend from New York, abso-
lutely for New York and all the States 
in the upper Northeast. It is not only 
just the price problem that you have. 
You have some disasters hitting you up 
there, and no money to help those 
farmers is included in their bill. That 
is why it is so important that this bill 
is passed and not tabled. 

I hope Senators will recognize that in 
this bill it is not only income support, 
but it is also disaster payments to 
farmers. 

Mr. President, how much time do we 
have left on this side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One 
minute 19 seconds. 

Mr. HARKIN. I reserve that time in 
case our leader wants to use it. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? If neither side yields time, 
it will be equally to both sides. 

The Democratic leader. 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, it is 

my understanding that a couple of 
other colleagues wish to speak. I don’t 
see them. There is only a minute left. 
We are not going to delay this vote. 
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I again compliment the distinguished 

Senator from Iowa and my other col-
leagues for their effort to get us to this 
point. I think for rural America this is 
one of the most important votes we are 
going to cast this session. Whether or 
not we send a clear message about the 
seriousness of this situation, the 
breadth and the depth of this situation, 
whether we really understand the mag-
nitude of the problem will be deter-
mined by how this vote turns out. 

If I had my way, we would do a lot 
more. But at the very least, we must 
do this. There are millions of people 
who are going to be watching to see 
whether or not the Congress gets it 
—whether or not the Congress under-
stands the magnitude of the problem, 
whether or not we can fully appreciate 
the fact that people are being forced off 
the farms and ranches today, whether 
or not that happens, and whether or 
not we understand how serious this sit-
uation is will be determined in the next 
20 minutes. 

I must tell you, Mr. President, that 
this is a very critical vote. I urge my 
colleagues on both sides of the aisle 
not to table this amendment. Join with 
us in support. Let’s send the right mes-
sage to American agriculture. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

for the proponents of the amendment 
has expired. 

The Senator from Mississippi. 
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I know 

of no Senator who is seeking recogni-
tion on this side. The issue has been de-
bated fully. I think we are prepared to 
go to vote. 

I yield the time on this side on the 
amendment. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I rise 
today in strong support of the Demo-
cratic Emergency Relief Package for 
Agriculture. I am pleased to be a co-
sponsor of this critical amendment. 
American farms are struggling to sur-
vive. This package creates a safety net 
for our farmers who are facing a dev-
astating drought. 

I support this amendment for three 
reasons. First it will help our farmers 
in Maryland who are suffering through 
an extreme drought. Second, it will 
help us maintain our agri-economy in 
the United States. Third, it is com-
prehensive because it helps farmers in 
all regions of the country. 

My state of Maryland is suffering 
from the most severe drought in the 
State’s history. Last week, Governor 
Glendening declared a state-wide 
drought emergency. This is the first 
time in Maryland’s history that the 
Governor has had to take such drastic 
measures. Up to this point, water con-
servation efforts have been voluntary. 
Now, Marylanders will be required by 
law to conserve water. The United 
States Geological Survey officials are 
calling the drought of 1999 possibly the 
century’s worst in the Mid Atlantic re-
gion. We can’t stand by and let our 
farmers face this drought on their own. 
These are hard working, tax paying 

Americans who are facing a crisis. If 
we don’t help them, we all lose. 

Maryland has now been plagued by 
drought for the third consecutive year. 
The drought has destroyed between 30 
percent and 80 percent of the crops in 
nineteen counties in Maryland. Loss of 
soybean, tobacco, wheat and corn crops 
is making this a very tough season for 
Maryland farmers. Our farmers need 
our help. Our farmers are losing crops 
and they are losing money—without 
help, they might lose their farms. Cou-
ple the drought with the record low 
prices, high costs and a glut in the 
market and that spells disaster for 
Maryland farmers. 

I am already fighting with the rest of 
the Maryland delegation to designate 
Maryland farmland as disaster areas 
because of the drought. This means the 
Department of Agriculture will provide 
emergency loans to our farmers. But 
we need to do more. Loans need to be 
paid back. Loans do not provide any 
real long term assistance for our farm-
ing community. We must also provide 
grants for these farmers who are suf-
fering most from the drought. The 
Democratic package contains direct 
payments to help our farmers. These 
grants could mean the difference be-
tween saving the family farm or selling 
out to the highest bidder. 

Mr. President, the second reason I 
support this package is because it sup-
ports our family farms. Agriculture is 
a critical component of the U.S. econ-
omy. Our country was built on agri-
culture. Agriculture helps us maintain 
our robust economy. It is what fills our 
grocery stores with fresh, plentiful sup-
plies of safe food for our families. It al-
lows us to trade with other countries 
and build global economies and part-
nerships. It allows us to assist other 
countries whose people need food. Agri-
culture is the number one industry in 
the State of Maryland. We need to 
make sure U.S. agriculture is strong. 
We cannot allow natural disasters to 
ruin this crucial sector by putting 
farms out of business for good. These 
are good farmers who, through no fault 
of their own, have been put in dev-
astating situations. These are farmers 
we need. I will not stand by and allow 
them to go under. We must pass this 
farm package to save our farmers. 

Finally, Mr. President, I support this 
package because it supports farmers in 
all regions of the country. The com-
bination of low prices, lack of adequate 
crop insurance and natural disasters 
has made it a challenge to draft a 
package that helps everyone. Different 
areas of the country suffer from one or 
all of these contingencies. As I men-
tioned, Maryland suffers from all three. 
This makes it especially hard for us. It 
also makes it especially vital that we 
pass this farm relief package today. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to vote 
to help our American farmers and to 
save our farms. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to voting at this time? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
motion to table the amendment. On 
this question, the yeas and nays have 
been ordered, and the clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative assistant called the 
roll. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from Utah (Mr. HATCH) and the 
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. DOMEN-
ICI), are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SMITH of Oregon). Are there any other 
Senators in the Chamber who desire to 
vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 54, 
nays 44, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 250 Leg.] 
YEAS—54 

Abraham 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Collins 
Coverdell 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 
Enzi 
Feingold 
Fitzgerald 

Frist 
Gorton 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grams 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Helms 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Kyl 
Lott 
Lugar 
Mack 
McCain 

McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nickles 
Roberts 
Roth 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NAYS—44 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Bryan 
Burns 
Byrd 
Cleland 
Conrad 
Daschle 
Dodd 
Dorgan 

Durbin 
Edwards 
Feinstein 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Inouye 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 

Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Reed 
Reid 
Robb 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—2 

Domenici Hatch 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. COCHRAN. I move to reconsider 

the vote. 
Mr. CRAIG. I move to lay that mo-

tion on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I sug-

gest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 1507 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1499 
(Purpose: To provide stability in the United 

States agriculture sector and to promote 
adequate availability of food and medicine 
for humanitarian assistance abroad by re-
quiring congressional approval before the 
imposition of any unilateral agricultural 
or medical sanction against a foreign coun-
try or foreign entity) 
Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, it is 

my intention to send an amendment to 
the desk. 
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Mr. HARKIN. May we have order, 

please. This is an important amend-
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will be in order. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. I thank the Chair. 
And I am grateful to the Senator for 
asking for order in the Chamber. 

I intend to send an amendment to the 
desk relating to something that I think 
is very important to the members of 
the agricultural community in the 
United States of America. 

This is an amendment that relates to 
farmers because it relates to their abil-
ity to sell the things they work hard to 
produce. Currently, it is possible for 
the President of the United States to 
sanction—meaning, to curtail—the 
right of farmers to export and sell that 
which they produce on their farms. 

The farmers work hard, they get a 
bumper crop, and then, because the 
President would decide that he wanted 
to make some foreign power or another 
respond to his interests or his require-
ments, or our interests or our require-
ments, the President would impose an 
embargo, a trade embargo, which 
would forbid our agriculture commu-
nity to export corn or wheat or soy-
beans—agricultural products—to these 
other countries. 

Sanctions do play an important and 
vital role in the U.S. foreign policy. 
But I think when you talk about uni-
lateral sanctions that the Government 
of the United States enters into alone, 
and you talk about food and medicine 
as the subject of sanctions, you have to 
ask yourself a variety of different ques-
tions that I think really result in sort 
of a different conclusion about food and 
medicine type sanctions than a lot of 
other sanctions. 

Put it this way. I think it is impor-
tant that we make sure we do not pro-
vide countries with the wrong kind of 
hardware, the wrong kind of commer-
cial assets. But it makes very little 
sense, in most circumstances, to say to 
other countries: We are not going to let 
you spend money on food; we are not 
going to let you spend money on medi-
cine. 

This amendment, which I will be of-
fering, is an amendment that is de-
signed to involve the Congress in the 
important decision about whether or 
not we should have sanctions that re-
late to food and medicine that are uni-
laterally imposed by the United States 
of America, not in conjunction with 
any other powers. 

To summarize the kind of regime 
that would be specified in this amend-
ment, the bill would not tie the hands 
of the executive by making it nec-
essary for the President to get the con-
sent of Congress. The President’s hands 
wouldn’t be tied. He could still get 
sanctions. He would simply have to 
have the agreement of the Congress so 
that while the President would need 
the agreement of Congress, his hands 
would not be tied. He would literally 
have to shake hands with Congress be-
fore he embargoes agriculture or medi-

cine. The amendment would not re-
strict or alter the President’s current 
ability to impose broad sanctions with 
other nations. It certainly does not 
preclude sanctions on food and medi-
cine. It simply says the President may 
include food and medicine in a sanction 
regime, but he must first obtain con-
gressional consent. 

We did add a special provision to this 
amendment with regard to countries 
that are already sanctioned. For the 
seven countries under a broad sanc-
tions regime, we want to afford the 
President and the Congress some time 
to review the sanctions on food and 
medicine on a country-by-country 
basis. Therefore, the bill would not 
take effect until 180 days after it is 
signed by the President. This gives 
both branches of Government enough 
time to review current policy and to 
act jointly, as would be necessary if 
jointly they were to decide that sanc-
tions against food and medicine should 
be maintained. 

There are some exceptions. If Con-
gress declares war, there is no question 
about it; the President should have the 
authority to sanction food and medi-
cine without congressional approval. 
The President’s authority to cut off 
food and medicine sales in wartime ob-
viously should exist and would con-
tinue to exist. 

The bill specifically excludes all 
dual-use items and products that could 
be used to develop chemical or biologi-
cal weapons. There are not many agri-
cultural or medicinal products that 
have military applications, but the bill 
provides safeguards to ensure our na-
tional security is not harmed. 

We made sure that no taxpayer 
money could be used to subsidize ex-
ports to any terrorist governments. We 
specifically exclude any kind of agri-
cultural credits or guarantees for gov-
ernments that are sponsors of inter-
national terrorism. However, we do 
allow credit guarantees to be extended 
to private sector and nongovernmental 
organizations. This targeted approach 
helps us show support for the very peo-
ple who need to be strengthened in 
these countries, and by specifically ex-
cluding terrorist governments, we send 
a message that the United States will 
in no way assist or endorse the activi-
ties of nations which threaten our in-
terests. 

Just last week, the American Farm 
Bureau and all State farm bureaus 
across the Nation released an ag recov-
ery action plan. It requested $14 billion 
in emergency funding. I think it is a 
serious request. It is not a request that 
I take lightly. We are now considering 
proposals in the Congress from about 
$7- to $11 billion. We need to be ad-
dressing the emergency needs of farm-
ers, but we also need to reduce our own 
barriers that our own farmers suffer 
under such as unilateral agricultural 
embargoes. 

The USDA estimated that there has 
been a $1.2 billion annual decline in our 
economy during the mid-1990s as a re-

sult of these kinds of embargoes. The 
National Association of Wheat Growers 
estimated that sanctions have shut 
U.S. wheat farmers out of 10 percent of 
the world’s wheat market. The Wash-
ington Wheat Commission projects 
that if sanctions were lifted this year, 
our wheat farmers could export an ad-
ditional 4.1 million metric tons of 
wheat, a value of almost half a billion 
dollars to the United States and to 
American farmers. American soybean 
farmers could capture a substantial 
part of the soybean market in sanc-
tioned countries. For example, an esti-
mated 90 percent of the demand for 
soybean meal in one country, 60 per-
cent of the demand for soybeans in an-
other. Soybean farmers’ income could 
rise by an estimated $100- to $147 mil-
lion annually, according to the Amer-
ican Soybean Association. 

For us to raise barriers for the free-
dom of our farmers to market the 
things they produce and hold them hos-
tage to our foreign policy objectives 
would require that we could get great 
foreign policy benefit from these objec-
tives. And there isn’t any clear benefit. 

One of the most ironic of all the case 
studies about agricultural sanctions 
was the study of our grain embargo 
against the Soviet Union in the late 
1970s. Indeed, there we were upset 
about activities in the Soviet Union, so 
we indicated we wouldn’t sell to the 
Soviet Union the grain we had agreed 
to sell to them. It was something like 
17 million tons. 

It turns out that by canceling our 
agreements, the Soviets went to the 
world market, according to the best 
studies I know of, and they saved $250 
million buying grain on the world mar-
ket instead of buying it from us. So our 
embargo not only hurt our own farmers 
but aided the very country to which we 
had directed our sanction. It seems to 
me we should not be strengthening our 
targets when we are weakening Amer-
ican farmers through the imposition of 
unilateral sanctions on food and medi-
cine—the idea somehow that we allow 
foreign governments to starve their 
people and to spend their resources on 
things that destabilize regions of the 
world, telling their people: We can’t 
have food in this country, the U.S. 
won’t sell us food, when I think we 
should be glad for any country to buy 
things like soybean and wheat and rice 
and corn so that they are not buying 
things that are used to destabilize 
their neighbors or weaponry and the 
like. I believe it is important for us to 
say to our farmers that we are not 
going to make them a pawn in the 
hands of people for international diplo-
macy. The rest of America continues to 
go merrily forward, and they are bear-
ing the brunt because they operate in a 
world marketplace where there are 
markets for these commodities that, in 
the event the foreign powers want 
them, they get them and replace them 
very easily. 
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It is with that in mind that this 

amendment has been constructed, care-
fully constructed, and designed to re-
spect the need for sanctions where they 
are appropriate. When we engage in 
sanctions multilaterally, this does not 
come into play. This is designed to af-
fect unilateral sanctions on food and 
medicine, and it doesn’t prohibit them. 
It simply says that in order for the 
President to impose them, he would 
have to gain the consent of the Con-
gress. 

I am pleased that there is a long list 
of individuals who have been willing to 
cosponsor this amendment with me. 
Frankly, this amendment is a combina-
tion of provisions that were in a meas-
ure Senator HAGEL of Nebraska and I 
had proposed. We have come together 
to work on it. Senator BAUCUS, Senator 
ROBERTS, Senator KERREY of Nebraska, 
Senator DODD of Connecticut, Senator 
BROWNBACK of Kansas, Senator GRAMS 
of Minnesota, Senator WARNER of Vir-
ginia, Senator LEAHY of Vermont, Sen-
ator CRAIG of Idaho, Senator FITZ-
GERALD of Illinois, Senator DORGAN, 
Senator SESSIONS, Senator LINCOLN of 
Arkansas, Senator LANDRIEU, Senator 
HARKIN, Senator CONRAD, Senator 
INHOFE and others have been willing to 
cosponsor this amendment. I think it is 
an important amendment. I am pleased 
to have this opportunity to offer the 
amendment. 

I send the amendment to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Missouri [Mr. 

ASHCROFT], for himself, Mr. HAGEL, Mr. BAU-
CUS, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. KERREY, Mr. DODD, 
Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr. GRAMS, Mr. WARNER, 
Mr. LEAHY, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. FITZGERALD, Mr. 
DORGAN, Mr. SESSIONS, Mrs. LINCOLN, Ms. 
LANDRIEU, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. HARKIN, Mr. 
INHOFE, and Mr. CHAFEE, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 1507 to amendment No. 1499. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

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

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.’’) 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 
Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that James Odom 
of my staff be granted the privilege of 
the floor during today’s session. 

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

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be added as a 
cosponsor of the Ashcroft amendment. 

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

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of the pending amend-
ment regarding agricultural sanctions 
reform. One only has to run a search 
for legislation regarding sanctions to 
see that economic sanctions reform has 
become a key issue for the 106th Con-
gress. I am pleased to be the cosponsor 
of several pieces of legislation that 

seek to address the problem of current 
U.S. sanctions policies. 

In particular, I am pleased to be the 
cosponsor of Senator LUGAR’s bill, S. 
757, which seeks to create a more ra-
tional framework for consideration of 
future U.S. sanctions. While I strongly 
support the amendment currently 
pending before the Senate, this is only 
the first step in addressing economic 
sanctions reform. It is my hope Con-
gress will continue to work in a bipar-
tisan manner to make our sanctions 
policy more focused and effective. 

I am sure it comes as no surprise to 
my colleagues from farm states that 
there is a crisis in rural America. It is 
a crisis that is threatening the very 
foundations of family-based agri-
culture. Export markets have shrunk, 
commodity prices have plummeted, 
and rural incomes have decreased at an 
alarming rate. Yet while this is occur-
ring, both Congress and the President 
have continued to pursue a foreign pol-
icy that places restrictions on our agri-
cultural producers, closes off markets, 
and lowers the value of commodities. 

Too often, we have used the blunt in-
strument of unilateral economic sanc-
tions—including restrictions on the 
sale of U.S. agricultural products—as a 
simple means to address complex for-
eign policy problems. These agricul-
tural sanctions end up hurting the 
most vulnerable in the target country, 
eroding confidence in the United States 
as a supplier of food, disrupting our ex-
port markets, and placing an unfair 
burden on America’s farmers. 

Mr. President, I do not mean to sug-
gest we will bring relief to rural Amer-
ica by simply reforming our sanctions 
policy. The crisis in agriculture is prin-
cipally a result of the failure—not of 
our foreign policy—but of our farm pol-
icy. It is time to rewrite the farm bill 
to safeguard producer incomes and to 
stop the outmigration from our rural 
communities. Those who argue sanc-
tions are the sole cause of the problems 
in agriculture fail to realize the chal-
lenges we are facing require a more 
comprehensive solution. However, 
while we work to improve farm legisla-
tion, we cannot continue to ask our 
farmers to bear the brunt of U.S. for-
eign policy decisions. 

The amendment we are currently 
considering would be a positive first 
step in addressing sanctions reform. 
Under current law, agricultural and 
medicinal products may be included 
under a sanctions package without any 
special protections against such ac-
tions. However, if this amendment is 
adopted, agricultural products and 
medicine would be precluded from any 
new unilateral sanctions unless the 
President submits a report to Congress 
specifically requesting these products 
be sanctioned. Congress would then 
have to approve the request by joint 
resolution. Furthermore, should an ag-
ricultural sanction be imposed, it 
would automatically sunset after two 
years. Renewal would require a new re-
quest from the President and approval 
by the Congress. 

This amendment undoubtedly sets a 
high standard for the imposition of 
unilateral economic sanctions for food 
and medicine. It is a standard that 
seeks to end the practice of using food 
and medicine as a foreign policy weap-
on at the expense of our agricultural 
producers. 

Mr. President, the strong support we 
are receiving from commodity groups 
is a testament to the importance of 
this amendment to our agricultural 
producers. Organizations such as the 
American Soybean Association, the 
National Corn Growers Association, 
and the National Association of Wheat 
Growers—groups that represent Amer-
ica’s farmers—support this amendment 
because they understand the costs and 
consequences associated with unilat-
eral economic sanctions. 

Mr. President, this measure will help 
our agricultural producers by return-
ing some common sense to the imposi-
tion of U.S. sanctions. I urge my col-
leagues to join with the cosponsors of 
this amendment to take the first step 
toward economic sanctions reform. 

Mr. TORRICELLI addressed the 
Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey. 

Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, I 
rise in opposition to the Ashcroft 
amendment. As every other Member of 
this institution, I understand the hard-
ship in American agriculture. I know 
the suffering of American families, and 
I know something of the problem of the 
policy. This amendment is based on a 
false promise. We are telling the Amer-
ican farmer that with all of his prob-
lems, a significant difference in his life 
can be made if only we can stop these 
sanctions. 

It is a false promise. All of these 
countries combined, their total impor-
tation of agricultural products is 1.7 
percent of agricultural imports. 

So even if they bought nothing from 
Canada, nothing from Argentina, noth-
ing from Australia, and nothing from 
Europe, altogether it would be 1.7 per-
cent of these imports. What is the po-
tential of these countries that we are 
being told markets will open by the 
Ashcroft amendment? How much 
money is it that these people have to 
spend to help the American farmer? In 
North Korea, the total per capita an-
nual income of a North Korean is $480. 
In Cuba, it is $150. 

Mr. President, the American farmer 
is being told: There is a rescue here for 
you. Rather than deal with the sub-
stantive problems of American agri-
culture at home, we have an answer for 
you. We are going to open up importa-
tion and export to all these terrorist 
nations, and that will solve the prob-
lem. Really? With $150 in purchasing 
power in Cuba? The purchasing power 
of the North Koreans? 

The fact of the matter is, to the ex-
tent there is any potential in these 
countries to purchase American agri-
cultural products, the administration 
has already responded. There may not 
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be much of a potential, but what there 
is, we have responded to. 

Last week, the administration per-
mitted the limited sale of food and ag-
ricultural commodities to these coun-
tries by licenses on a country-by-coun-
try basis. We did so for a responsible 
reason. If the North Koreans are going 
to import American agricultural prod-
ucts, we want to know who is import-
ing them and who is getting them—in 
other words, that they are going to go 
to the people of North Korea and not 
the military of North Korea. If they 
are going to Cuba, we want to know the 
Cuban people are getting them, not the 
Cuban military. The same goes for Iran 
and Libya. 

The potential of what Mr. ASHCROFT 
is asking we have already done but in 
a responsible way. Indeed, potentially, 
with Iran, Libya, and Sudan, this could 
be $2 billion worth of sales to those 
countries—but ensuring that they go to 
people—not militaries, not terrorist 
sects, but the people. Here is an exam-
ple of the policy the administration 
has had since May 10 with regard to 
Cuba. Regulations permit the license 
and sale of food and commodities on a 
case-by-case basis if they go to non-
government agencies, religious organi-
zations, private farmers, family-owned 
businesses. If your intention is to sell 
food to any of those entities, you can 
get a license and you can do it. To 
whom can’t you sell? The Communist 
Party, the Cuban military for re-export 
by the Cuban Government for Fidel 
Castro. 

The amendment offered by the Sen-
ator from Missouri solves no problem 
and simply contradicts the administra-
tion’s policy of ensuring that this goes 
to the people we want to be the end 
users. The same is true in North Korea. 
Today, the United States is in a hu-
manitarian assistance program to 
North Korea. Over $459 million worth 
of food has been donated to North 
Korea through the World Food Pro-
gram. UNICEF has done the same. But 
we send monitors. When the food ar-
rives in North Korea, we monitor that 
it is going to the people of North 
Korea, not the military. We want to 
know the end users. 

The amendment by the Senator from 
Missouri will be a wholesale change in 
American foreign policy. Sanctions 
that have been in place since the Ken-
nedy administration, through Johnson, 
Nixon, Carter, and Reagan, will be 
abandoned wholesale—a radical change 
in American foreign policy. 

What are the nations and what are 
the policies that would be changed? I 
want my colleagues to walk down 
memory lane with me. Before you vote 
to end the policy of 30 years of Amer-
ican administrations, I want you to un-
derstand who will be getting these food 
exports, without licenses, which are 
not required to ensure the end users. I 
cannot be the only person in this insti-
tution who remembers Mr. Qadhafi, his 
destruction of an American airliner, 
his refusal to bring the terrorists to 

justice who did so to Pan Am 103. We 
are now in an agreement with Libya to 
bring those terrorists to trial. Now, in 
the middle of the trial, while there is 
an agreement, this amendment would 
lift the sanctions and allow the expor-
tation of those products. 

The Sudan. Sanctions have not been 
in place long. In an act I am sure my 
colleagues recall, Mr. bin Laden’s lieu-
tenants plotted and executed the de-
struction of American embassies in 
Kenya and Tanzania in August 1998; 224 
people were murdered. The administra-
tion appropriately responded with 
sanctions, prohibiting the exportation 
of products of any kind to the Sudan. 
The amendment of the Senator from 
Missouri would lift those sanctions. 

North Korea. The intelligence com-
munity and the Japanese Government 
have put us on notice that, in a matter 
of weeks or months, the North Korean 
Government may test fire an inter-
mediate to long-range missile capable 
of hitting the United States. We are in 
discussions with the North Koreans 
urging them not to do so. We have en-
tered into a limited humanitarian food 
program to convince them not to en-
gage in the design or testing of an 
atomic weapon. The amendment of the 
Senator from Missouri would negate 
that program, where we already sell 
food, knowing its end use and end sanc-
tions. 

Iran. The administration has already 
entered into a program where we can 
license the exportation of food to Iran 
if we know its end use. But only this 
year, the administration again noted 
that Iran supports terrorist groups re-
sponsible for the deaths of at least 12 
Americans and has funded a $100 mil-
lion program to undermine the Middle 
East peace process, giving direct bilat-
eral assistance to every terrorist group 
in the Middle East, undermining Israel 
and American foreign policy. 

Cuba. In October 1997, the United 
States found that the Cuban Govern-
ment had murdered four Americans 
and found them guilty of gross viola-
tions of human rights. Last year, 12 Cu-
bans were indicted in Florida for a plot 
to do a terrorist act against American 
military facilities in Florida. The 
United States already licenses food to 
Cuba, where we know the end use. The 
amendment of the Senator from Mis-
souri would allow the wholesale expor-
tation of food to Cuba despite these in-
dictments, gross human rights viola-
tions, and 30 years of American foreign 
policy. 

I respect the concern of the Senator 
from Missouri for the American farm-
er. I understand the plight. But let’s 
deal truthfully with the American 
farmer, his family, and his plight. The 
Cuban family who earns $150 a year, 
through their purchasing power, is not 
going to salvage American agriculture. 
If Cuba was capable of importing food 
today, they would do so from Argen-
tina, Canada, or Europe. They don’t be-
cause they can’t, because they have no 
money. The same is true of North 

Korea. If North Korea had the money 
to import food, they would do so from 
every other nation in the world that 
does not have sanctions on them. They 
don’t because they can’t, because they 
can’t afford it, because they have no 
money. You are making an offer no one 
can accept—an answer to the American 
farmer that has no substance. I don’t 
believe there is a single farmer in 
America who either believes this argu-
ment or, even if it would be successful, 
even if they did have money, would 
want to profit off the misery of others 
who are victims of this kind of ter-
rorism. 

I, too, represent an agricultural 
State. Farmers in the State of New 
Jersey—the Garden State—are also suf-
fering. 

I have yet to find one American 
farmer—good Americans, patriotic 
Americans—who believes the answer to 
their problem is selling Qadhafi prod-
ucts, or the Iranians. American farm-
ers—all of the American people—have 
long memories. 

These people are outlaws. Every one 
of these nations is on the terrorist list. 
Is our policy to put nations on the ter-
rorist list because they kill our citi-
zens, bomb our embassies, destroy our 
planes, and then to say: It is out-
rageous but would you like to do busi-
ness? Can we profit by you? We know 
our citizens have been hurt. But, you 
know, that was yesterday; now we 
would like to make a buck. 

Please, my colleagues, don’t come to 
this floor and argue that you are con-
tradicting the foreign policy of Bill 
Clinton. You are. And you are under-
mining his negotiations as to the 
North Korean missile tests and atomic 
weapons, and you are undermining our 
efforts to bring people to justice in 
Libya and for human rights in Cuba. 
But don’t come to this floor and just 
claim you are undermining Bill Clin-
ton. Half of these sanctions were put in 
place by Ronald Reagan and George 
Bush. This is 30 years of American for-
eign policy with a single vote, with a 
stroke of a pen, that you would under-
mine. 

Some of you may be prepared to for-
get some of the things through all of 
these years. Maybe some of these acts 
are distant. But my God. Saddam, the 
destruction of American embassies? 
Some of those families are still griev-
ing. We haven’t even rebuilt the embas-
sies. We are still closing them because 
of terrorist threats. The man who mas-
terminded it is still being hunted. 

The Sudan? 
This is our idea of how to correct 

American foreign policy? My col-
leagues, I want to see this amendment 
defeated. But, indeed, that is not 
enough. 

If from North Korea to the Sudan to 
Iran there is a belief that you can just 
wait the United States out, that we are 
the kind of people who will forget that 
quickly, who will profit in spite of 
these terrible actions against our peo-
ple, what a signal that is to others. 
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What a signal it is to others who en-
gage in terrorism. 

I do not hold a high standard with 
whom we do business. Business is busi-
ness. Politics is politics. But there is a 
point at which they meet. These rogue 
nations, identified after careful anal-
ysis of having engaged in the spon-
soring of international terrorism, de-
serve these sanctions. On a bipartisan 
basis, we have always given them these 
sanctions. Don’t desert that policy. 

Bin Laden in his cave in Afghanistan, 
Abu Nidal in the Middle East are even 
now plotting against Israel and the 
peace process. 

I don’t know whether the American 
farmer will know of or appreciate this 
vote. But I know that in those capitals 
in those countries where the people 
committed these acts it will be noted. 

This is not a partisan affair. I am 
very proud that from CONNIE MACK, 
who has joined this fight for some 
years, to the distinguished chairman of 
the committee, Chairman HELMS, to 
BOB GRAHAM, to our own leadership in 
HARRY REID, to, indeed, the majority 
leader, Senator LOTT, they have all 
joined in defeating this amendment be-
cause it is right for American foreign 
policy. 

Let’s do justice to the American 
farmer by dealing with the substantive 
problem—not dealing with excuses, and 
not dealing with other matters. We do 
nothing by fooling the American farm-
er. The American farmer stands shoul-
der to shoulder with every other Amer-
ican against terrorism and the defense 
of our country and its interests. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nebraska. 
Mr. HAGEL. Thank you, Mr. Presi-

dent. 
Mr. President, I rise to strongly sup-

port this amendment. I am a cospon-
sor. As Senator ASHCROFT noted, it is 
the blending of Senator ASHCROFT’s bill 
and my bill that produced this amend-
ment. 

This amendment establishes a basic 
principle: Food and medicine are the 
most fundamental of human needs and 
should not be included in unilateral 
sanctions. 

The rate of change in today’s world is 
unprecedented in history. Trade, and 
particularly trade in food and medi-
cine, is the common denominator that 
ties together the nations of the world. 
American exports of food and medicine 
act to build bridges around the world. 
It strengthens ties between people and 
demonstrates the innate goodness and 
humanitarianism of the American peo-
ple. 

This amendment recognizes that 
there could be reasons to restrict food 
and medicine exports and recognizes 
that, in fact, sometimes unilateral 
sanctions are in the best interests of 
this Nation’s security. We do not take 
that ability away from the President of 
the United States. That is not what 
this amendment does. We all recognize 
that there are times when unilateral 

sanctions should, in fact, be in the ar-
senal of our foreign policy tools, but it 
also recognizes that the Congress 
should have a role in that decision. 

This amendment recognizes that 
there are circumstances where export 
controls may be necessary, such as in 
times of war, if it is a dual-use item 
controlled by the Commerce Depart-
ment, or if the product could be used in 
the manufacture of chemical or bio-
logical weapons. That is not the debate 
here. That is not the debate. 

But we have had a long and sad his-
tory in understanding what unilateral 
sanctions do to those who impose 
them. We don’t isolate Cuba. We don’t 
isolate China. We don’t isolate any na-
tion other than our own interests when 
we say: We will not sell you our grain, 
our medicines. 

Do we really believe that in the 
world we live in today a nation cannot 
get wheat from Australia, from Can-
ada, or cannot get soybeans from 
Brazil? The fact is that the world is dy-
namic. It has always been dynamic. 
The challenges change. The solutions 
to those challenges, the answers to 
those challenges, must be dynamic as 
well. 

We need to send a strong message to 
our customers and our competitors 
around the world that our agricultural 
producers are going to be consistent 
and reliable suppliers of quality and 
plentiful agricultural products. 

I heard the discussion on the floor of 
the Senate today about this amend-
ment—talking about, well, my good-
ness, are we trying to fix the problems 
of farmers with this amendment with 
sanctions reform? No. No, we are not. 

But I think it is important we under-
stand that this is connected. This is 
linked. Trade reform and sanctions re-
form were, in fact, part of the commit-
ment that this Congress made to our 
agricultural community in 1996. 

We need to lead. We need to be cre-
ative. We need to be relevant. We need 
to connect the challenges with the pol-
icy. USDA, for example, reports that 
the value of agricultural exports this 
year will drop to $49 billion. That is a 
reduction from $60 billion just 3 years 
ago. American agriculture is already 
suffering from depressed prices and re-
duced global markets, as we have heard 
very clearly today, making sanctions 
reform even more important. Again, 
let’s not blur the lines of this debate. 

I noted as well the debate today on 
the floor regarding the Iranian piece of 
sanctions reform. 

Let’s not forget that when America 
broke diplomatic relations with Iran, 
Iran was the largest importer of Amer-
ican wheat in the world. I think, as has 
been noted, Iran this year will import 
almost $3 billion worth of wheat. Are 
we talking about just the commercial 
interests and the agricultural interests 
of America and national security inter-
ests be damned? No, we are not talking 
about that. 

This amendment gives the President 
the power, when he thinks it is in our 

national security interests or in our 
national interests as he defines those 
through his policy, to impose unilat-
eral sanctions. However, he does it 
with the Congress as a partner; the 
Congress has a say when we use unilat-
eral sanctions. 

This is not just about doing what is 
right for the American farmer and 
rancher, the agricultural producer. 
This amendment also makes good hu-
manitarian and foreign policy sense. 
Our amendment will say to the hungry 
and oppressed of the world that the 
United States will not make their suf-
fering worse by restricting access to 
food and medicine. 

I have heard the arguments; I under-
stand the arguments. I don’t believe I 
live in a fairyland about where the food 
goes, where the medicine goes. We un-
derstand there always is that issue 
when we export food, sell food, give 
food to dictators, to tyrants. We under-
stand realistically where some of that 
may be placed. 

To arbitrarily shut off to the people, 
the oppressed masses of the world, 
food, medicine, and opportunities is 
not smart foreign policy. It is not 
smart foreign policy. It will make it 
harder for an oppressive government, 
the tyrants and dictators, to blame the 
United States for humanitarian plights 
of their own people. In today’s world, 
unilateral trade sanctions primarily 
isolate those who impose them. 

For those reasons and many others 
that Members will hear in comments 
made yet this afternoon on the floor of 
the Senate, I strongly encourage my 
colleagues to take a hard look at what 
we are doing, what we are trying to do, 
to make some progress toward bringing 
a unilateral sanctions policy into a 
world that is relevant with the border-
less challenges of our time. I believe we 
do protect the national interests of 
this country, that we sacrifice none of 
the national interests on behalf of 
American agriculture. In fact, this 
amendment accomplishes both. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. GRAHAM. Will the Senator 

yield? 
Mr. HAGEL. I am happy to yield to 

the Senator. 
Mr. GRAHAM. I am struck with some 

of the inconsistencies within this 
amendment. I appreciate my col-
league’s elucidation as to their signifi-
cance. 

Under ‘‘New Sanctions,’’ it states: 
. . .the President may not impose a unilat-

eral agricultural sanction or a unilateral 
medical sanction against a foreign country 
or a foreign entity for any fiscal year, un-
less— 

And there are certain exceptions. In 
terms of ‘‘new sanctions,’’ we are 
speaking as to presidentially imposed. 

Under ‘‘Existing Sanctions’’ it says: 
. . .with respect to any unilateral agricul-

tural sanction or unilateral medical sanction 
that is in effect as of the date of enactment 
of this Act for any fiscal year. . . . 

As my colleague knows, some of the 
sanctions that would be covered by this 
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existing sanctions language are con-
gressionally imposed, not presi-
dentially imposed. 

The question I have is, Why make the 
distinction for new sanctions, that 
they must be presidentially imposed, 
assumedly reserving to Congress the 
right to impose a new sanction? Yet 
with old existing sanctions, the amend-
ment wipes out both those that were 
presidentially as well as those which 
had been sanctioned by action of Con-
gress. What is the rationale? 

Mr. HAGEL. I will yield to Senator 
ASHCROFT. That is in his part of the 
bill. Our two bills were melded to-
gether. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. May I respond to 
the question of the Senator from Flor-
ida? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BROWNBACK). The Senator from Mis-
souri. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. I thank the Senator 
from Florida for his question. 

This bill is to harmonize the regime 
of potential sanctions and basically re-
quires an agreement by the President 
and the Congress for any unilateral 
sanction that would be expressed by 
this country against exporting agricul-
tural or medicinal commodities to 
other countries. 

This results in having to come back 
to reestablish any existing sanctions, 
and that has been considered in the 
drafting of this bill. This bill is not to 
go into effect for 180 days after it is 
signed by the President, to give time 
for the consideration of any sanctions 
that exist in the measure, and if the 
President and Congress agree that 
there are additional sanctions to be 
levied unilaterally against any of these 
countries, then those can in fact be 
achieved. 

The intention of the bill is to give 
the Congress and the President the 
ability to so agree on those issues. 

Mr. GRAHAM. To continue my ques-
tion, I don’t think that was quite re-
sponsive to the issue I am raising. 

In the Senator’s opening statement, 
the principal argument was that we 
should not allow the President to uni-
laterally be imposing these sanctions, 
and in terms of new sanctions as out-
lined on page 4, you clearly restrict the 
application by the President of the pro-
hibition to those that are unilateral. 

As it relates to existing sanctions, 
this language appears to sweep up both 
sanctions that were unilaterally im-
posed by the President, such as the one 
against Sudan last year, as well as 
those that were imposed by action of 
Congress, such as the legislation that 
bears the name of the chairman of the 
Foreign Relations Committee which 
was adopted some time ago. That was 
an action which had the support of the 
Senate, the House of Representatives, 
and was signed into law by the Presi-
dent of the United States. 

Who else does the Senator want to 
have sanctioned in order to be an effec-
tive statement of policy of the United 
States of America? 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, in re-
sponse to the inquiry of the Senator 
from Florida, it is clear that the intent 
of this bill and the language which 
would be carried forward is that sanc-
tions should be the joint agreement be-
tween the Congress and the President. 
This bill does set aside existing sanc-
tions and establish a singular regime in 
which sanctions would exist unless an-
other bill or enactment changed that. 

Now, a Congress in the future could 
impose, with the agreement of sanc-
tions, sanctions in a regime that was 
contradictory to this bill because Con-
gress always has the capacity to 
change the law. One law we pass today 
doesn’t bind future Congresses from 
changing that law and future enact-
ments. 

I think the Senator from Florida is 
correct that this measure sets aside ex-
isting sanctions and requires that fu-
ture sanctions, be they initiated by the 
Congress or by the President of the 
United States, involve an agreement 
between the executive and the legisla-
tive branches. There is a timeframe 
during which that is to happen pro-
vided for in this amendment. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Continuing with the 
questions, would the Senator from Mis-
souri be amenable to a modification of 
this amendment to make the existing 
sanctions provision on page 5 con-
sistent with the new sanctions stand-
ards on page 4? 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I am 
willing to consider and would like to 
have an opportunity to discuss that. I 
am pleased during the course of the de-
bate this evening to see if something 
can be worked out. If the Senator from 
Florida believes there is progress to be 
made in addressing that, we would be 
pleased to talk about those issues. 

Mr. GRAHAM. If I could move to an-
other provision, which is beginning at 
line 12, we have the ‘‘Countries Sup-
porting International Terrorism’’ sec-
tion, which reads: 

This subsection shall not affect the current 
prohibitions on providing, to the government 
of any country supporting international ter-
rorism, United States government assist-
ance, including United States foreign assist-
ance, United States export assistance, or any 
United States credits or credit guarantees. 

What is missing from that set of pro-
hibitions is prohibitions against direct, 
unaided commercial sales. As I gather 
from the Senator’s earlier presentation 
of this amendment, it is his intention 
that a nonassisted commercial sale be-
tween a U.S. entity and one of these 
terrorist states would be acceptable, 
i.e., would not be subject to continued 
prohibitions? 

Mr. ASHCROFT. It is our intention, 
absent an agreement by the President 
of the United States and the Congress, 
to so embargo such sales. Such entities 
would be able to use their hard cur-
rency to buy from American producers, 
agricultural or medicinal products. Our 
underlying reasoning for that is that 
when these governments invest in soy-
beans or corn or rice or wheat, they are 

not buying explosives; they are not re-
pressing their population. As a matter 
of fact, if we could get them to use all 
of their currency to buy American 
farm products instead of buying the ca-
pacity to repress their own people or 
destabilize other parts of the world, we 
want them to do that. The conspicuous 
absence here, obviously, is we will not 
provide credit for them which would re-
lease them to spend their hard cur-
rency in these counterproductive ways. 

So the philosophy of this measure is 
such that we think any time these peo-
ple will spend money on food and medi-
cine, they are not spending their re-
sources on other things which are 
much more threatening, not only to 
the United States but to the commu-
nity of nations at large. 

Mr. GRAHAM. The concern I have is 
that what essentially we have, or what 
the Senator proposes to do—I hope we 
do not follow this suggestion—is to 
say, if you are a sufficiently rich ter-
rorist state, you can afford to buy the 
products without any of the credit or 
other assistance that is often available 
in those transactions. If you are rich 
enough to be able to make the pur-
chase without depending upon that, 
then these prohibitions that are cur-
rently in place—by action of the Con-
gress or action of the President or, in 
the case of several of these, by action 
of both the Congress and the Presi-
dent—will not apply. But if you are a 
poor terrorist country and cannot af-
ford to buy the food unless you have 
one of these subsidies, then you are 
prohibited. Is it that a rich terrorist 
state gets a preference over a poor ter-
rorist state? 

Mr. ASHCROFT. No, I do not think 
so. I really think what we are saying is 
no matter how much money you have, 
if you are a terrorist state we would 
rather have you spend that money on 
food and medicine than we would have 
you spend that money on weaponry or 
destabilizing your surrounding terri-
tory. No matter how much money you 
have or you do not have, we are willing 
and pleased to have you spend that to 
acquire things that will keep you from 
oppressing individuals. 

I suppose you could argue rich ter-
rorist states are going to be better off 
than poor terrorist states. I think that 
is something that exists independent of 
this particular proposal of this par-
ticular amendment. Rich nations, be 
they good, bad or indifferent, generally 
are better off than poor ones. But I 
think it is pretty clear that we do not 
have an intention of saying we are 
going to take a regime which is in 
power and we are going to sustain it by 
allowing it to displace what would oth-
erwise be its purchases of food by pro-
viding credit so they can then use their 
hard currency to buy arms or other 
things that would be repressive. 

Our intention is to make sure, if the 
money is spent, they spend it on food 
and medicine to the extent we can have 
them do so. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Is it a fair character-
ization of subsection 4 that commercial 
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sales of food and medicine to a rich ter-
rorist state are acceptable; i.e., would 
be exempt from the current licensing 
provisions but humanitarian sales, 
that is, sales that qualify for one of the 
various forms of U.S. Government as-
sistance to a poor terrorist state, 
would continue to be subject to those 
licensing requirements? 

Mr. ASHCROFT. I think one of the 
things we have sought to do in this leg-
islation is to indicate we are not at war 
with the people of many of these re-
gimes. As a matter of fact, these re-
gimes are at war with their people. Our 
intention is to be able to provide food 
and medicine to those people because 
we are not at war with them. As a mat-
ter of fact, too frequently their govern-
ment is. 

That means we are willing to sell it 
to them. We are willing to sell it to 
nongovernmental organizations, to 
commercial organizations, even to gov-
ernments, if the governments will put 
up the money for it. I find that to be an 
acceptable indication that we are not 
against the people of these countries; 
we are against these countries’ repres-
sive, terrorist ways. 

The terror is worse on their own peo-
ple, in most of these cases. When we 
align ourselves with the people, align 
ourselves with the population in terms 
of their food and in terms of their 
health care and in terms of their medi-
cine, that is good foreign policy. It 
shows the United States, while it will 
not endorse, fund or sustain, 
creditwise, a terrorist government, is 
not at war with people who happen to 
have to sustain the burden of living 
under a terrorist government. 

So, yes, this allows people in those 
settings to make purchases if they 
have the capacity to do so. But it does 
not allow the government to command 
the credit of the United States, and in 
our view it should not. 

Mr. GRAHAM. So I think the answer 
to the question is yes. That raises the 
question: I notice before the amend-
ment was sent to the desk there was a 
handwritten insertion in the title of 
the amendment. The original title had 
said, ‘‘to promote adequate availability 
of food and medicine abroad by requir-
ing congressional approval. . ..’’ In the 
handwritten insertion, the preposi-
tional phrase was added so it now reads 
‘‘promote adequate availability of food 
and medicine for humanitarian assist-
ance abroad by requiring congressional 
approval. . ..’’ It seems actually the 
substance of the amendment does quite 
the opposite of the prepositional 
phrase. 

The substance of the amendment 
says if you are rich enough to be able 
to buy at commercial standards, you 
can avoid the necessity of licensing and 
all of the constraints that have been 
imposed by action of Congress, action 
of the President, or both on terrorist 
states. But if you are a poor terrorist 
state and have been sanctioned by Con-
gress or the President, or both, and 
would require some assistance in order 

to be able to get food, then you are 
still subject to all of these licensing re-
quirements. 

So the actual substance of the 
amendment is inconsistent with the 
modification that was made in the 
title. I suspect I know why that was 
done. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Let me just say, if 
it is permissible for me to respond, I 
thank the Senator from Florida for his 
careful questioning and the oppor-
tunity to make a response. I think this 
is a very constructive way to handle 
this. 

I do not think there is anything that 
is not humanitarian about allowing 
nongovernmental organizations, com-
mercial organizations, to buy food so 
people can eat. I think that is humani-
tarian. I do not find that to be incon-
sistent with the title. I do not think in 
order to have the character of being as-
sistance and humanitarian, they have 
to be gifts or they have to be credit 
guarantees. The mere fact that Ameri-
cans would make possible the sale of 
vital medicinal supplies and vital food 
supplies in a world marketplace to peo-
ple who are hungry and people who 
need medicinal care is humanitarian. 

We do make it possible for certain 
kinds of nongovernmental organiza-
tions and commercial organizations to 
get credit, but we simply draw a line in 
extending credit to governments which 
have demonstrated themselves to be 
unwilling to observe the rules of 
human decency and have been per-
petrators of international terrorism 
and propagators of the instability that 
such terrorism promotes in the world 
community. 

So it is with that in mind that we 
want people to be able to eat, under-
standing that the United States is not 
at war with the people of the world but 
has very serious disagreements with 
terrorist governments. We want people 
to be able to get the right kind of me-
dicinal help, understanding that we are 
not at war with people who are 
unhealthy and who need help medici-
nally, and understanding that when 
people get that kind of help, and under-
stand that the United States is a part 
of it, it can be good foreign policy for 
the United States. 

But we do not believe that addressing 
the needs of the Government itself, es-
pecially allowing them to take their 
hard currency to buy arms, by our pro-
viding them with credit guarantees for 
their purchase of foodstuffs, would be 
appropriate. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate the answers to the questions, 
and I think the summary of those an-
swers is that we have established an in-
consistent policy as between actions of 
the Congress relative to new sanctions 
and to existing sanctions. 

Second, we have established a policy 
that, if you are a rich terrorist state 
and have the money to buy food at 
straight commercial standards, you 
can do so; if you are a poor terrorist 
state that would require the access to 

some of these various trade assistance 
programs, then you cannot buy Amer-
ican food. 

I do not believe this is an amendment 
that, once fully understood, the Mem-
bers of the Senate will wish to be asso-
ciated with. 

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

ator from the great State of Florida, 
Mr. MACK. 

Mr. MACK. I thank the Chair. 
First, I want to address a point that 

was made a few moments ago, an argu-
ment that went something like this: If 
we were to open up our markets, that 
action would, in essence, allow terror-
ists or countries to buy more food 
products. I just think that is fun-
damentally wrong. I think in fact they 
are buying all of the product that they 
can afford to buy now. And I would 
make the case that if they buy the 
product from us at a cheaper price be-
cause of it being subsidized, we are in 
fact subsidizing terrorist states. 

So I just fundamentally disagree 
with where the proponents of this 
amendment are going. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. MACK. Sure. 
Mr. ASHCROFT. Is it the Senator’s 

belief that somehow all our agricul-
tural products are subsidized; there-
fore, it would be cheaper than the 
world market price? 

Mr. MACK. Again, I say to my col-
league who has raised this question 
that I do find it strange that at just 
the time when Members are coming to 
the floor and asking the American tax-
payer to come to the aid of the Amer-
ican farmer, they are at the same time 
asking us to lift sanctions to allow 
them to sell products to terrorist 
states. 

I think, in fact, there is a connection 
between what is happening today—that 
is, some $6–$7 billion, depending on 
what this bill finally turns out to 
produce, $8–$9 billion in aid to Amer-
ican farmers, just after a few months 
ago with the additional aid to the 
American farmer—that you would find 
it appropriate to say to the American 
taxpayer: Now that you have given us 
this aid, we would like to have permis-
sion to sell our product to terrorist 
countries. I just find that 
unsupportable. 

I thank the Senator for raising the 
question. 

Mr. ASHCROFT. That is not the 
question I raise. But if I may ask, the 
Senator’s answer, then, is that he 
thinks what we are talking about in 
disaster assistance to farmers in this 
aid is a subsidy that would allow us to 
sell below world market prices, and 
that is why we will not do that? 

Mr. MACK. It clearly is a subsidy to 
the American farmer. What kind of ef-
fect it will have on the world price I do 
not think I am qualified to say. But it 
seems to me it is clear that if in fact 
there is a subsidy being received by the 
American farmer, that farmer could 
sell the product at a lower price. 
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I thank the Senator for his question. 
Mr. President, I oppose trade with ty-

rants and dictators, and I emphatically 
oppose subsidized trade with terrorist 
states. Again, make no mistake, that is 
exactly what this amendment does. 
Specifically, with my colleagues from 
Florida, New Jersey, and the distin-
guished chairman of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, we oppose the 
amendment to prevent any action by 
this body to limit the President of the 
United States’ ability to impose sanc-
tions on terrorist states. 

We had a similar vote last year, in 
which 67 Senators voted to oppose 
trade with terrorists. At the risk of 
stating the obvious, let me try to ex-
plain once again why the Senate should 
not change this position. 

Freedom is not free. I know my col-
leagues understand this simple axiom— 
this self-evident truth. But today we 
hear from our colleagues that the 
farmers of our Nation are undergoing a 
difficult time. So today, they have put 
before us a fundamental question: Does 
this great Nation, the United States of 
America, support freedom, or do we 
support terror? 

A few weeks ago, as I was preparing 
a statement on another issue, I came 
across a letter from His Holiness, the 
Dalai Lama of Tibet. In this letter the 
Dalai Lama says, and I quote, ‘‘Amer-
ica’s real strength comes not from its 
status as a ‘superpower’ but from the 
ideals and principles on which it was 
founded.’’ 

How may times have my colleagues 
been with me when a visiting head of 
state delivered to us the same message 
as the Dalai Lama’s? I will provide one 
example. 

Last summer, the President of Roma-
nia addressed a joint session of Con-
gress. He began his remarks by remind-
ing us that Romania considered the 
United States the country of freedom 
and the guardian of fundamental 
human rights all over the world. He 
went on to say: 

Throughout its history, your country has 
been a beacon of hope for the oppressed and 
the needy, a source of inspiration for the cre-
ative, the courageous and the achieving. It 
has always been, and may it ever remain, the 
land of the free and the home of the brave. 

We are a nation founded on prin-
ciples—the principles of freedom, lib-
erty, and the respect for human dig-
nity. And our commitment to these 
principles gives us our real strength 
today. It is that simple. 

I began this statement by posing a 
question on freedom versus terror. We 
know, even take for granted, the an-
swer to that question—the United 
States opposes terror. But what about 
the strength or our commitment to 
these principles? On occasion, a short- 
term crisis can blind us—cause us to 
lose sight of our values and their im-
portance to who we are and from where 
we derive our strength. 

Today’s debate typifies one such mo-
ment. The poster which has been shown 
on this floor indicates the issue before 

us with respect to terrorist nations and 
their leaders—Qadhafi, Castro, and oth-
ers. 

In exchange for very limited market 
expansion, some would take away the 
President’s authority to restrict trade 
with six terrorist regimes—six coun-
tries whose combined markets rep-
resent a mere 1.7 percent of global agri-
cultural imports; yet these minor im-
porters perpetrate or harbor those who 
commit the world’s greatest acts of 
terror. 

Some would have us open trade in ag-
ricultural products with these terror-
ists—in effect placing our principles up 
for sale. So what is the strength of our 
commitment to these principles? If we 
are to choose freedom over terror, what 
price should we expect to pay? There 
can be no doubt in anyone’s mind the 
value of our commitment to freedom 
certainly exceeds the U.S. share of 1.7 
percent of the world’s agriculture mar-
ket. 

But for those who may actually find 
this less clear than I do, it gets easier. 
The request by those who wish to trade 
with terrorists gets more extreme. 
With this amendment to language pro-
viding subsidies of U.S. agriculture, we 
are in effect being asked to subsidize 
global terrorism. The supporters of this 
amendment are asking the taxpayers of 
the United States to subsidize Amer-
ican farmers, who will then sell to ter-
rorist states. 

The United States must not subsidize 
terrorist regimes. I find it unconscion-
able that we would even consider such 
a proposal. When two countries engage 
in a trade, even if just one commodity 
is being exported, both countries ben-
efit from the exchange. So by opening 
agriculture exports to Iran, Sudan, 
Cuba, Iraq, Libya, and North Korea, we 
are offering direct support to the re-
gimes in power. If they chose to pur-
chase from the United States, they 
would be doing so because they see it 
as being in their best interest. Their 
benefit would be greater in this case 
because the products sold to terrorists 
would be subsidized by the U.S. tax-
payer. 

Terrorism poses a direct threat to 
the United States. The terrorist threat 
was considerable during the cold war 
when the Soviet Union and its allies 
often backed movements or govern-
ments that justified the use of terror. 
The threat is even greater today, when 
chemical or biological weapons, no big-
ger than a suitcase, can bring death 
and devastation to tens of thousands of 
people. The deaths in the World Trade 
Center bombing or in Pan Am 103 re-
mind of us what terrorism can produce. 
Another important reminder is the 
image of American humanitarian air-
craft being blown out of the sky by 
Cuban Air Force MiG fighters in the 
Florida Straits. We are moving from a 
world where terrorists use dynamite or 
rifles to one where they may use a 
weapon of mass destruction. The world 
today is more dangerous in many ways 
than it was 10 years ago, and the form 

of that danger is terrorism, which 
makes it even more dangerous for the 
United States to engage in trade with 
terrorist states. 

So where does this leave us? With 
this simple principle—the United 
States must not trade with any nation 
that supports terrorism in any way, di-
rect or indirect. We must insist that 
there can be no business-as-usual ap-
proach to nations that threaten our na-
tional security and national interests. 
We are well aware of the counterargu-
ments. If we don’t sell, some other 
country will, so what is the point? Or 
why not sell food? You can’t turn 
wheat into a bomb, can you? Well, 
maybe not, but it is possible for a gov-
ernment that supports terror to use 
our food exports to win popular sup-
port, and it is possible to use the 
money saved by purchasing subsidized 
American goods for yet more terror. 

We can all agree that the United 
States must stand for freedom and 
against terror, and I hope the strength 
of our commitment to this principled 
stand runs deep. Today we are being 
asked how deeply are we committed to 
opposing terrorism. Make no mistake, 
our principles provide the real source 
of America’s strength. If we are serious 
about battling terrorism, there can be 
no compromise with terror and no 
trade with terrorist nations. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. FITZGERALD addressed the 

Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Illinois. 
Mr. FITZGERALD. I thank the 

Chair. 
Mr. President, I am proud to rise in 

support of Senator ASHCROFT’s amend-
ment, of which I am a cosponsor. Be-
fore getting into the specifics of Sen-
ator ASHCROFT’s amendment, I want to 
lay the table a little bit by describing 
what I have heard in the agricultural 
community in my State and to talk for 
a moment about a farm rally that I at-
tended last Saturday in Plainfield, IL. 
At that rally, which was held on the 
Schultz farm in Plainfield, IL, there 
were more than 500 farmers, not just 
from Illinois but from all over the 
country. There were farmers from as 
far away as Washington State and from 
Oklahoma and from the Southern and 
Eastern States as well. 

The one message I heard, talking to 
the farmers, not just those from Illi-
nois but those from all across the coun-
try, was that there is a severe crisis in 
agriculture right now. Crop prices are 
at almost record low levels, if you con-
sider the effects of inflation. The prices 
are low not just for corn and soybeans 
but also for hogs and wheat, and the 
list goes on. 

On top of that, we are seeing a trade 
situation now in which the countries in 
the European Union, to whom we used 
to export large amounts of our grain 
and livestock products, are, with in-
creasing frequency, raising not just 
tariff barriers to the importation of 
American agricultural goods but also 
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nontariff barriers, pseudoscientific 
trade barriers, objections to the safety 
of our food, objections for which very 
few in the scientific community have 
said there is any basis. 

Also we have seen a slump in the 
economy in Asia. The near depression 
in Asia in the last year has caused a se-
vere drop-off in the amount they are 
importing from the United States and 
from our farmers in this country. On 
top of that, as was said earlier today, 
some parts of our country are experi-
encing drought, other parts floods. 
Farmers have complaints, as we all 
know, about the tax code and its con-
sequences that are particularly felt by 
family farmers who can’t deduct health 
insurance, for example, who have a 
very hard time meeting the obligations 
of the death tax, which taxes their 
family farms at 55 and, in some cases, 
60 percent of their value when a farmer 
dies. 

I am very pleased that Senator COCH-
RAN and the Agriculture Appropria-
tions Committee have come up with 
some short-term relief that I think 
most of us agree is needed. I think Sen-
ator COCHRAN’s bill will be adequate to 
meet the challenges we now have in the 
short term. 

I am concerned that we not just ad-
dress the short term, Mr. President. I 
think it is very important that we 
think about long-term solutions for the 
farm crisis in this country so that we 
don’t have to come back every year 
and face ongoing crises year after year. 
Perhaps the best thing we can do for 
the long-term survival and success of 
our American farmers is to improve 
the trade climate. 

Several years ago, we passed the 
Freedom to Farm Act. The farmers in 
my State of Illinois frequently say: 
You gave us the freedom to farm, but 
you didn’t give us the freedom to trade. 
What good is that freedom to farm, 
that freedom to plant all the acres we 
wish, if we don’t have the freedom to 
sell our products abroad as we need? 

So I think it is very important that 
we work on a variety of fronts in the 
trade area. I favor fast track trade ne-
gotiating authority for our President. I 
think that normal trade relations with 
China would help our farmers. Acces-
sion of China into the WTO would be 
helpful. Agriculture needs a seat at the 
trade table next fall in the negotia-
tions for the Seattle round of the mul-
tilateral trade negotiations. We need to 
have representatives from the USDA 
right there with Charlene Barshefsky 
when we are negotiating trade issues 
next fall. We also need strong enforce-
ment of WTO trade disputes and, of 
course, open access for our GMO food 
products in Europe. 

One step toward improving the trade 
climate for our Nation’s farmers is the 
pending amendment that Senator 
ASHCROFT and I and a number of my 
colleagues have cosponsored. I am ris-
ing today to support that amendment 
to exempt food and medicine from uni-
lateral sanctions. Unilateral sanctions 

on food and agricultural products 
clearly hurt American agriculture 
more than anyone else. The target 
country simply buys its food from 
some other country, leaving less 
money in our farmers’ pockets. When 
the U.S. Government decides to sanc-
tion food and agriculture, it simply 
tells our international competitors to 
produce more to meet the excess inter-
national demand. Once American agri-
culture loses these markets to our for-
eign competitors, our reputation then 
as a reliable supplier is tarnished, mak-
ing it difficult for us to regain these 
markets for future sales. 

Our agricultural trade surplus to-
taled $272 billion just 3 years ago in 
1996. But this year, the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture projects that our 
ag trade surplus will have dwindled to 
approximately $12 billion. Reversing 
this downward trend in the value of our 
exports through effective sanctions 
policy reform should be a top priority 
of this Congress. America’s farmers de-
mand it and they deserve it. We should 
be responsive. 

The current slump in commodity 
prices makes significant sanctions pol-
icy reform even more timely and nec-
essary. In fact, recent estimates cal-
culate the cost of U.S. sanctions at $15 
to $19 billion annually. These potential 
sales could give a significant boost to 
our rural economy, if only they were 
allowed by the Federal Government. 
Free and open international markets 
are vital to my home State. Illinois’ 
farm products sales generate $9 billion 
annually, and Illinois ranks third in 
this country in agricultural exports. 

In fiscal year 1997 alone, Illinois agri-
cultural exports totaled $3.7 billion and 
created 57,000 jobs for the State of Illi-
nois. Needless to say, agriculture 
makes up a significant portion of my 
State’s economy, and a healthy export 
market for these products is important 
to all my constituents. For this reason, 
I am proud to cosponsor Senator 
ASHCROFT’s amendment. 

The amendment simply exempts food 
and medicine from unilateral sanc-
tions, unless the President submits a 
report to Congress requesting that ag-
riculture be sanctioned and the Con-
gress approves the request by joint res-
olution. With commodity prices where 
they are, and with the Seattle round of 
trade negotiations looming on the hori-
zon, we must act quickly to unbridle 
the farm economy from the tight reins 
of current U.S. sanctions policy. 

Mr. President, I note that Senator 
ASHCROFT has crafted this amendment 
so that there are escape hatches that, 
in severe cases, the President, working 
with Congress, can, if he absolutely be-
lieves it necessary, go forward and 
maintain sanctions in a particular case 
and perhaps, in some cases, we in Con-
gress will deem that advisable. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
Mr. GRAHAM addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Florida. 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 
Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that Kim Alex-
ander be granted floor privileges during 
the consideration of the Agriculture 
appropriations bill. 

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

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

ator from Illinois, Mr. DURBIN. 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I stand 

in support of the amendment offered by 
the Senator from Missouri, Mr. 
ASHCROFT. I have listened to the argu-
ments of both sides to this point and 
have found them interesting. I cer-
tainly join Senator FITZGERALD in not-
ing that Illinois is a great agricultural 
State. I have visited that State regu-
larly over the past several months, in-
cluding most recently on Monday, in 
Lincoln, IL, meeting with farmers who 
are, in fact, suffering from perhaps one 
of the worst price depressions that 
they have witnessed in decades. They 
need help. That is why the underlying 
bill, the Agriculture appropriations 
bill, and the emergency bill that is part 
of it, is so important. 

It has been portrayed during the 
course of this debate that addressing 
the question of unilateral sanctions in-
volving food and medicine exports from 
the United States will be of some as-
sistance to the farmers. I think that is 
possible. But I have to concede that the 
countries we are talking about are gen-
erally so small as to not have a major 
impact on the agricultural exports of 
the United States. 

I believe the Senator from New Jer-
sey, who opposes this amendment, 
mentioned that we are talking about a 
potential export of 1.7 percent of our 
entire agricultural export budget. That 
is not the kind of infusion of pur-
chasing in our agricultural economy 
that will turn it around. So I don’t be-
lieve this amendment, in and of itself, 
is a major agricultural amendment, al-
though it clearly will have some im-
pact on agriculture. But I do believe it 
stands for a proposition that is worth 
supporting. Let me tell you why. 

First, I believe that we have learned 
over the course of recent history that 
unilateral sanctions by the United 
States just don’t work. When we decide 
on our own to impose sanctions on a 
country, it is usually because we are 
unhappy with their conduct, so we will 
stop trade or impose some sort of em-
bargo to show our displeasure. You can 
understand that because some of the 
actions we have responded to were hor-
rendous and heinous. The bombings of 
embassies and other terrorist acts raise 
the anger of the American people, and 
through their elected representatives, 
we respond with sanctions. That is un-
derstandable, and it is a natural human 
and political reaction. 

I think we would have to concede 
that over time those unilateral sanc-
tions have very little impact on the 
targeted country. In the time I have 
served on Capitol Hill, for about 17 
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years, I can only think of one instance 
where the imposition of sanctions had 
the desired result, and that, of course, 
was in the case of South Africa. It was 
not a unilateral sanction by the United 
States. We were involved in multilat-
eral sanctions with other countries 
against the apartheid regime in South 
Africa, and we were successful in 
changing that regime. 

But as you look back at the other 
countries we have imposed unilateral 
sanctions on, with the United States 
standing alone, you can hardly point to 
similar positive results. So I think we 
have learned a lesson well that merely 
imposing those sanctions alone seldom 
accomplishes the goals that we seek. 

I do note, in reviewing this amend-
ment by Senator ASHCROFT, as has 
been noted by others, he makes allow-
ances for the United States to continue 
to impose unilateral sanctions under 
specific situations. Of course, if there 
is a declaration of war, and certainly if 
the President comes to Congress and 
asks that we impose sanctions for prod-
ucts which may in and of themselves be 
dangerous, such as high technology and 
the like, products which have been 
identified by the Department of Com-
merce as being dangerous to America’s 
best interests. 

I applaud the Senator from Missouri 
for making those provisions. It gives 
any administration the wherewithal to 
impose unilateral sanctions in extraor-
dinary cases. But I understand this 
amendment to suggest that if we are 
not dealing with extraordinary cases, 
we should basically be willing to sell 
food and medicine to countries around 
the world. 

I have found it interesting that my 
colleagues who oppose this amendment 
have come to the floor to describe 
these potential trading partners as ty-
rants, dictators, and terrorist states. 
One of the Senators came to the floor 
with graphic presentations of some of 
the dictators in these countries. Not a 
single person on the floor this evening 
would make any allowance for the ter-
rible conduct by some of these terrorist 
regimes. But I must remind my col-
leagues during the course of this de-
bate that, after World War II, we were 
engaged in a cold war that went on for 
almost five decades, which involved the 
Soviet Union and China. During that 
cold war, some terrible things occurred 
involving those countries and the 
United States. 

We expended trillions of dollars de-
fending against the Soviet Union and 
trying to stop the expansion of com-
munism. We decided they were our 
major target, and so many debates in 
the Senate and in the House were 
predicated on whether or not we were 
stopping, or in any way aiding, the 
growth of communism. 

Despite this cold war’s intensity, 
which more or less monopolized foreign 
relations in the United States for half 
of this century, we found ourselves dur-
ing that same period of time trading 
and selling food to Russia, the Soviet 

Union, and selling foodstuffs to China 
and other countries. I guess we adopted 
the premise that former Senator Hu-
bert Humphrey used to say should 
guide us when it comes to this econ-
omy. We asked him whether he would 
sell food to the Communists and he 
said, ‘‘I will sell them anything they 
can’t shoot back at me.’’ I think it was 
a practical viewpoint that, when it gets 
down to it, we are not the sole sup-
pliers of food in the world. For us to 
cut off food supplies to any given coun-
try is no guarantee they will starve. In 
fact, they can turn to other resources. 

So those who would say to us we 
should impose unilateral sanctions on 
a country such as Cuba, I think, have 
forgotten the lesson of history that, 
not that long ago, we were selling 
wheat to Russia at a time when we 
were at the height of the cold war. I 
think that is a lesson in history to be 
remembered. 

The second question is whether or 
not we should, as a policy, exempt food 
and medicine when it comes to any 
sanctions. I believe that is the grava-
men of the amendment offered by the 
Senator from Missouri. I think he is 
right. I say to those who believe that 
by imposing unilateral sanctions in-
volving the sale of food and medicine 
from the United States on these dic-
tatorial regimes we will have some im-
pact, please take a look at the pictures 
of the dictators that you presented for 
us to view this evening. 

Now, I have been watching Mr. Cas-
tro in the media for over 40 years and 
I don’t see him thin and emaciated or 
malnourished. He seems to be finding 
food somewhere, as do many other peo-
ple in states where we have our dif-
ferences. But I do suspect that when 
you get closer to the real people in 
these countries, you will find they are 
the ones who are disadvantaged by 
these sanctions on food and medicine. 

Let me tell you, there was a report 
issued 2 years ago by the American As-
sociation for World Health, ‘‘Denial of 
Food and Medicine: The Impact of the 
U.S. Embargo on Health and Nutrition 
in Cuba.’’ It concluded that: 

The U.S. embargo of Cuba has dramati-
cally harmed the health and nutrition of 
large numbers of ordinary Cubans. 

The report went on to say: 
The declining availability of foodstuffs, 

medicines, and such basic medical supplies 
as replacement parts for 30-year-old x-ray 
machines is taking a tragic human toll. The 
embargo has closed so many windows that, 
in some instances, Cuban physicians have 
found it impossible to obtain life-saving ma-
chines from any source under any cir-
cumstances. Patients have died. 

I quote from a letter I received from 
Bishop William Purcell from the Dio-
cese of Chicago who told me his experi-
ence in visiting villages. 

He said: 
I was especially struck by the impact of 

the American embargo on people’s health. 
We saw huge boxes of expired bill samples in 
a hospital. Other than those, the shelves of 
the pharmacy were almost bare. We talked 
with patients waiting for surgeons who could 

not be operated upon because their X ray 
machines from Germany had broken down. A 
woman was choking from asthma from lack 
of inhaler. 

I hope you will pay particular atten-
tion to this. The bishop says: 

At the AIDS center, plastic gloves had 
been washed and hung on a line to dry for 
reuse. The examples of people directly suf-
fering from the impact of our government’s 
policy after all of these years was sad and 
embarrassing to see. 

That was in the letter he sent to me. 
But many other religious groups in the 
United States have reached the same 
conclusion. The U.S. Catholic Con-
ference and others have termed our 
policy with Cuba ‘‘morally unaccept-
able.’’ 

I don’t come to the floor today to in 
any way apologize or defend the poli-
cies of Fidel Castro in Cuba or for 
shooting the plane down in 1997. That 
was a savage, barbaric act. No excuse 
can be made for that type of conduct. 
But when we try to focus on stopping 
the conduct of leaders such as Castro 
by imposing sanctions that embargo 
food and medicine, I don’t think we 
strike at the heart of the leadership of 
these countries. Instead, we strike at 
poor people—poor people who continue 
to suffer. 

Many folks on this floor will remem-
ber the debate just a few weeks ago 
when we were shocked to learn that 
India and Pakistan had detonated nu-
clear devices. This was a dramatic 
change in the balance of power in the 
world, with two new entries in the nu-
clear club. Countries which we sus-
pected were developing nuclear weap-
ons had in fact detonated them to indi-
cate that our fears were real. 

Under existing law, we could have 
imposed sanctions on India and Paki-
stan at that time to show our dis-
pleasure. We did not. We made a con-
scious decision to vote in the Senate 
not to do that. We concluded, even at 
the risk of nuclear war in the subconti-
nent, that it was not in our best inter-
ests or smart foreign policy to impose 
these sanctions. 

So you have to ask yourself, why do 
we continue to cling to this concept 
when it comes to Cuba, that after some 
40 years this is the way we are going to 
change the Cuban regime? 

I think the way to change the regime 
in Cuba and many other countries has 
been demonstrated clearly over the 
last decade. Think about the Berlin 
Wall coming down and the end of com-
munism in Eastern Europe. It had as 
much to do with the fact that we 
opened up these countries after years 
of isolation. Finally, these countries 
saw what the rest of the world had to 
offer. They understood better what life-
style and quality of life meant in the 
Western part of the world, and when 
they compared that to the Communist 
regime, they started racing for democ-
racy. 

That, to me, is an indication of what 
would also happen in Cuba. If we start 
opening up trade in food and medicine 
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and other relations with that country, 
I predict that we would have much 
more success in bringing down an ob-
jectionable regime than anything we 
have done over the past four decades. 

We have learned the lesson from the 
cold war. We know you cannot bring a 
country to its knees by denying export 
of food and medicine. We should also 
know that the best way to end dictato-
rial and totalitarian regimes is to open 
trade, open commerce, and open chan-
nels of communication. 

The amendment that has been offered 
by the Senator from Missouri is an at-
tempt to address not only the agricul-
tural crisis that faces America but, 
from my point of view, a much more 
sensible approach to a foreign policy 
goal which all Americans share. 

Let us find ways to punish the terror-
ists and punish those guilty of wrong-
doing. But let us not do it at the ex-
pense of innocent people, whether they 
are farmers in the United States or 
populations overseas which are the un-
witting pawns in this foreign policy 
game. 

I support this amendment. I hope my 
colleagues will join in that effort. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Connecticut is recognized. 
Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I thank 

the Chair. 
I join with my colleague, Senator 

ASHCROFT, and others in urging the 
adoption of this amendment with re-
spect to exempting exports of food and 
medicine from U.S. sanctions regimes. 

Mr. President this amendment is 
quick, simple, and straight forward—it 
would exempt donations and sales of 
food, other agricultural commodities, 
medicines and medical equipment from 
being used as an economic weapon in 
conjunction with the imposition of uni-
laterally imposed economic sanctions. 

Since last year, we have heard about 
the serious economic crisis that con-
fronts America’s heartland and is 
bankrupting American farm families. 
Not only do American farm families 
have to worry about weather and other 
natural disasters which threaten their 
livelihood. They also must worry about 
actions of their own government which 
can do irreparable harm to the farm 
economy by closing off markets to 
American farm products because we 
happen to dislike some foreign govern-
ment official or some policy action 
that has been taken. Time and time 
again unilateral sanctions on agricul-
tural products have cost American 
farmers important export markets. 
Time and time again the offending offi-
cial remains in power or the offensive 
policy remains in effect. 

On July 23 of last year, President 
Clinton stated that ‘‘food should not be 
used as a tool of foreign policy except 
under the most compelling cir-
cumstances.’’ On April 28 of this year, 
the Clinton Administration took some 
long overdue steps toward bringing 
U.S. practice in this area into con-
formity with the President’s pro-

nouncement. It announced that it 
would reverse existing U.S. policy of 
prohibiting sales of food and medicine 
to Iran, Libya, and Sudan—three coun-
tries currently on the terrorism list. 

In announcing the change in policy, 
Under Secretary of State Stuart 
Eizenstat stated that President Clinton 
had approved the policy after a two- 
year review concluded that the sale of 
food and medicine ‘‘doesn’t encourage a 
nation’s military capability or its abil-
ity to support terrorism.’’ 

I am gratified that the administra-
tion has finally recognized what we de-
termined some time ago, namely that 
‘‘sales of food, medicine and other 
human necessities do not generally en-
hance a nation’s military capacities or 
support terrorism.’’ On the contrary, 
funds spent on agricultural commod-
ities and products are not available for 
other, less desirable uses. 

Regrettably, the Administration did 
not include Cuba in its announced pol-
icy changes. It seems to me terribly in-
consistent to say that it is wrong to 
deny the children of Iran, Sudan and 
Libya access to food and medicine, but 
it is all right to deny Cuban children— 
living ninety miles from our shores, 
similar access. The administration’s 
rationale for not including Cuba was 
rather confused. The best I can discern 
from the conflicting rationale for not 
including Cuba in the announced policy 
changes was that policy toward Cuba 
has been established by legislation 
rather than executive order, and there-
fore should be changed through legisla-
tive action. 

I disagree with that judgement. How-
ever, in order to facilitate the lifting of 
such restrictions on such sales to Cuba, 
and to prevent such sanctions from 
being introduced against other coun-
tries in the future, I have joined with 
Senators ASHCROFT, HAGEL, ROBERTS, 
LEAHY and others in offering the 
amendment that is currently pending. 
Not only would it codify in law the ad-
ministration’s decision with respect to 
Iran, Libya, and Sudan, it would also 
create a politically viable way for such 
sanctions to be lifted from Cuba, unless 
the President and the Congress both 
take the affirmative step of acting to 
keep them in place. 

What about those who say that it is 
already possible to sell food and medi-
cine to Cuba? To those people I would 
say, ‘‘if that is what you think, then 
you should have no problem supporting 
this legislation.’’ 

However, I must tell you, Mr. Presi-
dent, that the people who say that are 
not members of the U.S. agricultural 
or pharmaceutical industries. Ask any 
representative of a major drug or grain 
company about selling to Cuba and 
they will tell you it is virtually impos-
sible. 

The Administration’s own statistics 
speak for themselves. Department of 
Commerce licensing statistics prove 
our point: 

Between 1992 and mid-1997, the Com-
merce Department approved only 28 li-

censes for such sales, valued at less 
than $1 million, for the entire period. 
In 1998, following the introduction of 
procedures to ‘‘expedite license re-
views’’ Commerce reported that, three 
licenses valued at $19 million were ap-
proved, however no exports occurred 
because of difficulties with on-site 
verification requirements. 

Even if these three exports had oc-
curred, the assistance being provided 
to the Cuban people would be minus-
cule. To give you some perspective: 
prior to the passage of the 1992 Cuba 
Democracy Act which shut down U.S. 
food and medicine exports, Cuba was 
importing roughly $700 million of such 
products on an annual basis from U.S. 
subsidiaries. 

Moreover, since Commerce Depart-
ment officials do not follow up on 
whether proposed licenses culminate in 
actual sales, the high water mark for 
the export of U.S. medicines to Cuba 
over a four and one half year period 
doesn’t even represent roughly .1% of 
the exports of U.S. food and medicines 
that took place prior to 1992. 

For these reasons we feel strongly 
that the complexities of the U.S. li-
censing process, coupled with on-site 
verification requirements, serve as de 
facto prohibitions on U.S. pharma-
ceutical companies doing business with 
Cuba. Do we really believe that aspirin 
or bandaid are possible instruments of 
torture that mandate the U.S. compa-
nies have in place a costly on-site 
verification mechanism to monitor 
how each bottle of aspirin is dispensed? 

I cannot come up with a rationale for 
arguing that we are on strong moral 
grounds in barring access to American 
medicines and medical equipment. 
American pharmaceutical companies 
and medical equipment manufacturers 
are dominant in the international mar-
ket place with respect to development 
and production of state of the art medi-
cines and equipment. In some cases 
there are no other foreign suppliers 
that make comparable products—par-
ticularly in the case of the most life 
threatening diseases such as cancer. 

How can we justify denying innocent 
people access to drugs that could save 
them or their children’s lives. How can 
we justify prohibiting access to vac-
cines that ensure the protection of the 
public health of an entire country or 
large segments thereof, simply because 
we disagree with their government 
leaders? I don’t believe we should. 

Food sales to Cuba continue to be 
prohibited as well, despite the so called 
January measures promulgated by the 
Clinton Administration. At that time, 
the outright prohibition on the sale of 
food was modified to provide a narrow 
exception to that prohibition. With the 
change in regulations, the Commerce 
Department will now consider licens-
ing, on a case-by-case basis, sales of 
food ‘‘to independent non-government 
entities in Cuba, including religious 
groups, private farmers and private 
sector enterprises such as res-
taurants.’’ 
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For those of my colleagues who have 

any knowledge about the Cuban econ-
omy they will immediately know that 
this translates into virtually zero sales 
of food to Cuba. Yes, there are some 
private restaurants in Cuba—so called 
paladares—but they are run out of fam-
ily homes serving at most ten to 
twelve people at lunch and dinner on a 
daily basis. These small operations are 
hardly in any position logistically or 
financially to contract with foreign ex-
porters, navigate U.S. and Cuban cus-
toms in order to arrange for U.S. ship-
ments to be delivered to their res-
taurants—shipments that are other-
wise barred to the Cuban government. 
Who are we kidding when we say it is 
possible to sell food in the current reg-
ulatory environment. 

I don’t believe except in the most 
limited of circumstances that we 
should deny food and medicine to any-
one. I take strong exception to argu-
ment that we are doing it for the good 
of the Cuban people or the Libyan peo-
ple—that we are putting pressure on 
authorities to respect human rights in 
doing so. 

The highly respected human rights 
organization, Human Rights Watch—a 
severe critic of the Cuban govern-
ment’s human rights practices—re-
cently concluded, that the ‘‘(U.S.) em-
bargo has not only failed to bring 
about human rights improvements in 
Cuba,’’ it has actually ‘‘become coun-
terproductive’’ to achieving that goal. 

America is not about denying medi-
cine or food to the people in Sudan, in 
Libya, or in Iran, and it shouldn’t be 
about denying food and medicine to the 
Cuban people either, certainly not my 
America. 

Let me be clear—I am not defending 
the Cuban government for its human 
rights practices or some of its other 
policy decisions. I believe that we 
should speak out strongly on such mat-
ters as respect for human rights and 
the treatment of political dissidents. 
But U.S. policy with respect to Cuba 
goes far beyond that—it denies eleven 
million innocent Cuban men, women 
and children access to U.S. food and 
medicine. 

That is why I hope my colleagues 
will support this amendment and re-
strict future efforts to water down its 
scope. 

The United States stands alone 
among all of the nations of the world 
as an advocate for respecting the 
human rights of all peoples throughout 
the globe. In my view denying access to 
food and medicine is a violation of 
international recognized human rights 
and weakens the ability of the United 
States to advocate what is otherwise a 
very principled position on this issue. 
It is time to return U.S. policy to the 
moral high ground. 

Mr. President, I commend my col-
league from Missouri, Mr. ASHCROFT, 
and Senator HAGEL, Senator FITZ-
GERALD, Senator CRAIG, Senator LIN-
COLN, Senator CONRAD, Senator BROWN-
BACK, the Presiding Officer, Senator 

WARNER, and all of the others who are 
cosponsors of this amendment. 

It is a very solid, thoughtful, precise 
amendment that principally, of course, 
allows us to be involved as a legislative 
branch if unilateral sanctions are going 
to be imposed. That is not a radical 
idea. We have seen the effects of the 
importance and the significance of uni-
lateral sanctions. 

Certainly those who represent the 
farm community can speak not just 
theoretically about this but in practice 
as to the damage that can be done. It 
certainly is hard enough to have to 
face weather conditions, drought, and 
floods. But when you have to also face 
unilateral decisions that deny your 
community the opportunity to market 
in certain areas, that can make the life 
of a farm family even more difficult. 

I happen to agree with my colleague 
from Illinois, Senator DURBIN, and oth-
ers who have made the case that if we 
are truly interested in creating change, 
it is not in the interest of our own Na-
tion to take actions which would deny 
innocent people—be they the 11 million 
innocent people who live 90 miles off 
our shore in Cuba, or in other nations— 
the opportunity to benefit from the 
sale of medicine and food supplies that 
can improve the quality of their life. 

It is radical, in my view, to impose 
that kind of a sanction, particularly 
unilaterally. That is not my America. 
My America says we will do everything 
we can to get rid of dictators and to 
change governments which deny their 
people basic rights. But my America 
doesn’t say to the innocents who live 
in these countries that if we have food 
that can make you stronger, if we have 
medicine that can make you healthier, 
we are going to deny the opportunity 
for the average citizens of these coun-
tries to have access to these products 
through sale. That is not my America. 

I live in a bigger, a larger country, 
which has stood as a symbol of under-
standing, of human decency, and of 
human kindness, even with adversaries 
that have taken the lives of our fellow 
citizens—in a Vietnam, in a Germany, 
in other nations around the globe. My 
America, a big America, at the end of 
those conflicts has reached out to peo-
ple in these nations to get them back 
on their feet again. 

Today, I say to you that in these 
countries around the globe that still, 
unfortunately and regretfully, use the 
power of their institutions to impose 
human rights violations, we will do ev-
erything in our power to change these 
governments but we will not deny 
these people food and we will not deny 
them medicines through sale. 

That is what Senator ASHCROFT, Sen-
ator HAGEL, and others are trying to 
achieve. I think it is a noble cause and 
one we ought to bring Democrats and 
Republicans together on in common ef-
fort and in common purpose to change 
the system that is fundamentally 
wrong and a denial of the fundamental 
things that we stand for as a people. 

That does not suggest in any way 
that we applaud, or agree with, or 

back, or in any way want to sustain 
the policies of Fidel Castro, or the 
leader of Sudan, or Iran, or Lybia. It 
says that when unilateral sanctions are 
being imposed, we ought to have some 
say in all of that, and we don’t believe 
generally that the imposition of unilat-
eral sanctions, except under unique cir-
cumstances which the Senator from 
Missouri and his cosponsors have iden-
tified in this bill, ought to deny people 
in these countries—the average cit-
izen—the benefit of our success in food 
and medicine. I applaud them for their 
efforts. I am delighted to be a cospon-
sor of their amendment. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota. 
Mr. GRAMS. Thank you very much, 

Mr. President. 
Mr. President, I rise in strong sup-

port for the Ashcroft food and medicine 
sanctions reform amendment. While I 
would prefer this amendment addressed 
all unilateral sanctions, not just food 
and medicine, I support the amend-
ment as a good start to reforming our 
sanctions policy. As a cosponsor of the 
Lugar Sanctions Reform Act, I believe 
it is long overdue that the administra-
tion and the Congress think before we 
sanction. 

It makes no sense to punish the peo-
ple of a country with which we have a 
dispute. Denying food and medicine 
does nothing to penalize the leaders of 
any country. Government leaders can 
always obtain adequate food and medi-
cine, but people suffer under these 
sanctions, whether they are multilat-
eral or unilateral. Those two areas 
should never be a part of any sanction. 

At the same time our farmers suffer 
from the lingering effects of the Asian 
financial crisis as well as those in 
other areas of the world, we either 
have, or are debating, sanctions that 
further restrict markets for our farm-
ers and medical supply companies. And 
denys that food and medical supplies to 
some of the worlds most needy. 

Since most of our sanctions are uni-
lateral, it makes no sense to deny our 
farmers and workers important mar-
kets when those sales are being made 
by our allies. 

I need not remind any of you that we 
are still experiencing the aftermath of 
the Soviet grain embargo of the late 
1970’s when the United States earned a 
reputation as an unreliable supplier. 

Another example of how we have 
harmed our farmers is the Cuban em-
bargo. For 40 years this policy was 
aimed at removing Fidel Castro—yet 
he is still there. This is a huge market 
for midwestern farmers, yet it is shut 
off to us. Because Cuba has fiscal prob-
lems, many of its people are experi-
encing hardship. Those who have rela-
tionships with Cuban-Americans re-
ceive financial support, but those who 
don’t need access to scarce food and 
medical supplies. This bill does not aid 
the government, as U.S. guarantees 
can only be provided through NGO’s 
and the private sector not armies, not 
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to terrorists. Currently, donations are 
permitted, as well as sales of medicine, 
but they are very bureaucratically dif-
ficult to obtain, and they don’t help ev-
eryone. Our farmers are in a good posi-
tion to help and they should be allowed 
to do so. 

I applaud Senators ASCHROFT and 
HAGEL for their work to ensure farmers 
and medical companies will not be held 
hostage to those who believe sanctions 
can make a difference. Any administra-
tion would have to get congressional 
approval for any food and medicine 
sanction. This is our best opportunity 
to help farmers and provide much- 
needed food supplies to the overage 
people in these countries, and to show 
the world we are reliable suppliers. I 
urge the support of my colleagues for 
this long overdue amendment. I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
ALLARD). The Senator from Florida. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, it is 
my intention to raise a point of order. 
Before I do so, I will provide some con-
text. 

We have entered into a unanimous 
consent agreement to govern the dis-
position of this legislation. That unani-
mous consent agreement states that 
during the consideration of the agricul-
tural appropriations bill, when the 
Democratic leader or his designee of-
fers an agricultural relief amendment, 
no rule XVI point of order lie against 
the amendment or amendments thereto 
relating to the same subject. 

The question is, Does this amend-
ment to the amendment offered by the 
Democratic leader on agricultural re-
lief constitute an amendment relating 
to the same subject? Let me anticipate 
what might be considered by the Par-
liamentarian. 

In the underlying amendment, there 
is reference made to two agricultural 
programs: The Agricultural Trade De-
velopment and Assistance Act of 1954 
and section 416 of the Agricultural Act 
of 1949. Both of those statutes are again 
referenced in the amendment that has 
been offered by the Senator from Mis-
souri. 

Where are they offered in the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Mis-
souri? They are offered in the section 
of the amendment which is the defini-
tions, so they are stated to be agricul-
tural programs and then listed in the 
definition section. 

I can find no other reference to those 
specific statutes other than in the defi-
nition section, raising the question as 
to whether they were inserted in the 
definition section in order to attempt 
to overcome what was the clear pur-
pose of the unanimous consent agree-
ment, which was to provide a narrow 
exception to the rule XVI prohibition 
against legislating on an appropria-
tions bill. 

Even beyond that, I point out on page 
6, in one of the most significant provi-
sions of this amendment, the provision 
that relates to countries supporting 
international terrorism, the only po-

tential relevance of defining those 
pieces of legislation is to exclude them 
from the operation of this amendment. 
So they are put in the definition sec-
tion so they can be removed from the 
operation of this amendment on page 6. 
Clearly, in my opinion, that is a spe-
cious attempt to gain the advantage of 
the unanimous consent agreement. 

One final point. During the colloquy 
I had with the Senator from Missouri, 
I think he was quite candid in saying 
that the purpose of that support for the 
international terrorism section was to 
draw a distinction between commercial 
sales of agricultural and medical prod-
ucts, which were approved under this 
amendment, could be made without 
any of the existing conditions such as a 
license, and sales that were made on a 
humanitarian basis through one of 
these various U.S. trade or export of 
agricultural products provisions which 
continued to be prohibited. 

We have the ironic circumstance that 
the humanitarian provision is prohib-
ited but commercial sales are rendered 
acceptable by this amendment. 

Yet in the headline, the footnote, the 
summary of this amendment, by a 
handwritten insertion, the preposi-
tional phrase is inserted which says 
‘‘for humanitarian assistance.’’ The 
purpose of inserting that specific ref-
erence is clearly just to establish the 
most tenuous connection to the under-
lying bill and to attempt to create the 
facade that this amendment has some-
thing to do with humanitarian assist-
ance, where, by the very description of 
the Senator from Missouri, it is for 
commercial, not assisted humanitarian 
agricultural, sales. 

Mr. President, with that description 
of what I think the amendment is, 
what the underlying amendment and 
what the purpose of the unanimous 
consent agreement was, which was a 
narrow exception for agricultural relief 
amendments and amendments to that 
amendment which related to the same 
subject, since this fails to meet that 
standard, I raise the point of order 
under rule XVI that this amendment 
constitutes, clearly, explicitly, legisla-
tion on an appropriations bill and 
therefore, under rule XVI, is out of 
order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
agreement precludes making a point of 
order for an amendment that is consid-
ered relevant. This is considered a rel-
evant amendment. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, inasmuch 
as the amendment of the Senator from 
Missouri, however well intentioned, 
would have the effect of lifting restric-
tions on trade with terrorist states or 
governments and would allow trade 
with the coercive elements of these re-
pressive, hostile, regimes, I move to 
table the amendment and I ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion. 
The yeas and nays have been ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 

Senator from New Mexico (Mr. DOMEN-
ICI) is necessarily absent. 

Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEN-
NEDY) is necessarily absent. 

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

The result was announced—yeas 28, 
nays 70, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 251 Leg.] 
YEAS—28 

Bryan 
Bunning 
Byrd 
Coverdell 
DeWine 
Graham 
Gramm 
Gregg 
Helms 
Kohl 

Kyl 
Lautenberg 
Lieberman 
Lott 
Mack 
McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Reid 
Robb 

Santorum 
Sarbanes 
Smith (NH) 
Snowe 
Stevens 
Thompson 
Thurmond 
Torricelli 

NAYS—70 

Abraham 
Akaka 
Allard 
Ashcroft 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Boxer 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Burns 
Campbell 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Cochran 
Collins 
Conrad 
Craig 
Crapo 
Daschle 
Dodd 

Dorgan 
Durbin 
Edwards 
Enzi 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gorton 
Grams 
Grassley 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Hatch 
Hollings 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kerrey 
Kerry 
Landrieu 

Leahy 
Levin 
Lincoln 
Lugar 
Mikulski 
Moynihan 
Murray 
Nickles 
Reed 
Roberts 
Rockefeller 
Roth 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith (OR) 
Specter 
Thomas 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—2 

Domenici Kennedy 

The motion was rejected. 
Mr. COCHRAN. I move to reconsider 

the vote. 
Mr. LOTT. I move to lay that motion 

on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, I rise 

today as an individual who has spent 
his entire life involved in agriculture. I 
am extremely concerned about the cur-
rent state of the agricultural economy. 
Farmers and ranchers in my state of 
Montana and across America cannot 
afford another year of zero profit. Price 
declines for agricultural commodities 
have had a devastating impact on agri-
cultural producers in Montana and the 
economy of the entire state, which de-
pends so heavily on agriculture. The 
farmers and ranchers in Montana have 
suffered too much already. With con-
tinued low prices, many agricultural 
producers have been forced to sell the 
farms and ranches many have spent 
their entire lives working. 

They seem to have all the cards 
stacked against them. Agricultural 
producers face high numbers of imports 
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as well as a downward trend in demand 
for their product. Further, the world 
market is not providing adequate op-
portunities for international trade. The 
European Union continues to place 
non-scientific trade barriers on U.S. 
beef as well as bans on Genetically 
Modified grain products. Asia, usually 
a strong export market, continues to 
recover from the economic flu and 
many of our other trade partners have 
been subjected to sanctions by this ad-
ministration. Additionally, the value 
of beef and grain imports have de-
creased dramatically as a percent of 
the world market. 

Montana may not be able to survive 
another year of this economic plight. If 
market prices continue to go down as 
they have, I am fearful that more farm-
ers and ranchers will be forced out of 
business. If a drastic measure is not 
passed in Congress this year, I don’t 
know how much longer the agricul-
tural community can persevere. 

As I said before, the impact is not 
limited to those working the fields or 
raising livestock. Look at Main Street, 
Rural America. The agricultural econ-
omy is so bad that other businesses are 
failing as well. And not just agri-busi-
ness. No longer is it just the livestock 
feed store or seed companies that are 
failing due to the economic crunch. It 
reaches much further. All kinds and 
types of businesses are feeling the de-
pressed agricultural economy. Montana 
is ranked in the bottom five per capita 
income by state, in the nation. 

Ironically, I also read recently that 
Montana is rated in a nationwide poll 
as the 7th most desirable place to live 
in America. That won’t be the case 
much longer if we can’t return more of 
the economic dollar to the agricultural 
producer. Montana is a desirable place 
to live because of agriculture. Without 
the wheat fields and grazing pastures, 
Montana loses its very being. Without 
the return of more of the economic dol-
lar to the agricultural producer there 
will be no more farming or ranching 
and consequently no more wheat fields 
or pastures to graze livestock. 

I have used the comparison before of 
the agricultural producer drowning. I 
believe he is. The way I see it, the 
farmer is drowning in a sea of debt and 
many in Congress want to continue to 
send lifeboats. The problem is, that 
once the producer makes it into the 
boat he never makes it to shore. He 
just keeps paddling trying to keep his 
head above water, and waiting for the 
next boat. 

I want the farmer to get back to land 
and on his feet. We have to provide 
them the oars to get to shore and then 
keep them out of the water. I would 
like to see a strong agriculture assist-
ance package passed and then a base 
for long-term benefits, in the form of 
laws on country of origin labeling, crop 
insurance reform and mandatory price 
reporting. 

My Montana farmers and ranchers 
need help now. They need a package 
that provides solid short-term assist-

ance. They need AMTA payments at 
100% to bring the price of wheat per 
bushel to a price that will allow them 
to meet their cost-of-production. Addi-
tionally, they need funding for spe-
cialty crops, sugar and livestock. 

I don’t agree with many of the provi-
sions included in the Democratic pack-
age. Funding for cotton and peanuts 
does not help my agricultural pro-
ducers. Neither does $300 million for 
the Step 2 cotton program. These pro-
visions bump the price tag up signifi-
cantly and seem to help other areas of 
the country more than the Northwest. 

However, all agriculture is in dire 
straits. Montana needs funding and 
they need it fast. Thus, I will vote for 
the package that gets that money to 
my producers as quickly as possible. 

I believe that AMTA is the most ef-
fective way to distribute the funding 
that grain producers need. The Repub-
lican package contains 100% AMTA 
payments, which will bring the price of 
wheat up to $3.84. It also contains im-
portant provisions for specialty crops, 
lifts the LDP cap and encourages the 
President to be more aggressive in 
strengthening trade negotiating au-
thority for American agriculture. 

Freedom to Farm needs a boost. It is 
a good program, but simply cannot pro-
vide for the needs of farmers and 
ranchers during this kind of economic 
crunch. From 1995 to 1999, $50.9 billion 
have been distributed as direct pay-
ments. This tells us that commodity 
prices are not going up. Farmers and 
ranchers are not doing better on their 
net income sheets. 

We need to let Freedom to Farm 
work. I believe it will. When more of 
the economic dollar is returned to the 
producer and when the farmer or 
rancher receives a price for commod-
ities that meet the cost-of-production. 
For now, we must keep the agricul-
tural producer afloat. An assistance 
measure which will provide them a 
means to stay in business at a profit-
able level is the only way to do that 
this year. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, as I 
travel around the country, I see the 
devastation caused by the ongoing 
drought in many sections of the coun-
try. Crops are stunted and dying, fields 
are dusty, streams and lakes are drying 
up. Many farmers are still reeling from 
the effects of last year’s Asian eco-
nomic crisis. Clearly, some form of as-
sistance is needed to prevent the de-
mise of more of America’s family 
farms, and I support efforts to provide 
needed government aid to farmers and 
their families. 

Both pending proposals specify that 
aid to farmers is to be considered emer-
gency spending, which is not counted 
against the budget caps. Mr. President, 
again, I recognize the dire cir-
cumstances that have many Americans 
in the agriculture industry facing eco-
nomic ruin. However, already this 
year, the Senate has approved appro-
priations bills containing $7.9 billion in 
wasteful and unnecessary spending. 

Surely, among these billions of dollars, 
there are at least a few programs that 
we could all agree are lower priority 
than desperately needed aid for Amer-
ica’s farmers. 

My colleagues should be aware that 
every dollar spent above the budget 
caps is a dollar that comes from the 
budget surplus. This year, the only sur-
plus is in the Social Security accounts, 
so this farm aid will be paid for by fur-
ther exacerbating the impending finan-
cial crisis in the Social Security Trust 
Funds. And every dollar that is spent 
on future emergencies comes from the 
surplus we just promised last week to 
return to the American people in the 
form of tax relief. It is the same sur-
plus that we have to use to shore up 
Social Security and Medicare, and 
begin to pay down the national debt. 

Unfortunately, though, it seems to be 
easier to slap on an emergency designa-
tion, rather than try to find lower pri-
ority spending cuts as offsets. 

Once again, Mr. President, Congress 
is taking its usual opportunistic ap-
proach to any disaster or emergency— 
adding billions of dollars in non-emer-
gency spending and policy proposals to 
the emergency farm aid proposals. 

The competing amendments pending 
before the Senate contain provisions 
that provide special, targeted relief to 
certain sectors of the agricultural com-
munity. For example, in addition to 
the billions of dollars of assistance 
payments for which all farmers would 
be eligible: 

Both proposals single out peanut pro-
ducers for special direct payments to 
partially compensate them for low 
prices and increasing production costs. 

The Republican proposal also pro-
vides $50 million to be used to assist 
fruit and vegetable producers, at the 
Secretary of Agriculture’s discretion. 

Both proposals give the Secretary of 
Agriculture broad authority to provide 
some kinds of assistance to livestock 
and dairy producers, the only dif-
ference being the amount of money set 
aside for this unspecified relief. The 
Democrats set aside $750 million, the 
Republicans $325 million. 

Both proposals set up more restric-
tive import quotas and new price sup-
ports for cotton producers. 

Both proposals provide $328 million 
in direct aid for tobacco farmers. 

The Republican proposal also specifi-
cally targets $475 million for direct 
payments to oilseed producers, most of 
which is to be paid to soybean pro-
ducers. 

The Democrat proposal, which is 
about $3 billion more expensive than 
the Republican proposal, expands to 
address non-agricultural disaster-re-
lated requirements, such as wetlands 
and watershed restoration and con-
servation, short-term land diversion 
programs, and flood prevention 
projects. It also establishes a new $500 
million disaster reserve account, in an-
ticipation of future disasters, I assume. 
But the proposal then adds a number of 
very narrowly targeted provisions and 
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provisions wholly unrelated to the pur-
poses of aiding economically distressed 
farmers, including: 

—$40 million for salaries and expenses of 
the Farm Service Agency, apparently to ad-
minister $100 million in new loan funds; 

—$100 million for rural economic develop-
ment; 

—$50 million for a new revolving loan pro-
gram for farmer-owned cooperatives; 

—$4 million to implement a new manda-
tory price reporting program for livestock; 

—$8 million for a new product labeling sys-
tem for imported meat; 

—$1 million for rapid response teams to en-
force the Packers and Stockyards Act; and 

finally, 
—$15 million for a Northeast multispecies 

fishery. 

These provisions have no place in a 
bill to provide emergency assistance to 
America’s farmers. There is an estab-
lished process for dealing with spend-
ing and policy matters that are not 
emergencies. It is the normal author-
ization and appropriations process, 
where each program or policy can be 
assessed as part of a merit-based re-
view. Many of the provisions I have 
listed above may very well be meri-
torious and deserving of support and 
funding, but the process we are fol-
lowing here today does not provide an 
appropriate forum for assessing their 
relative merit compared to the many 
other important programs for which 
non-emergency dollars should be made 
available. I think even some of the po-
tential recipients of these non-emer-
gency programs would agree that they 
should be considered in the normal ap-
propriations and authorization proc-
esses. 

There is one special interest provi-
sion of the Republican proposal that I 
would like to discuss further and that 
I intend to address directly in an 
amendment later in the debate. The 
Republican proposal gives the already 
heavily subsidized sugar industry one 
more perk—relief from paying a minus-
cule assessment of just 25 cents on each 
100 pounds of sugar. This tiny tax 
raised just $37.8 million last year, and 
was supposed to be the sugar industry’s 
sole contribution to reducing annual 
budget deficits. Thanks to their suc-
cessful lobbying, for the next three 
years, big sugar will not have to pay 
this assessment if the federal govern-
ment has a budget surplus. While the 
assessment was initially imposed to 
help reduce annual budget deficits, 
which fortunately have been elimi-
nated as a result of the Balanced Budg-
et Act, what about the $5.6 trillion na-
tional debt? 

This little bit of targeted tax relief 
for big sugar comes on top of a $130 
million per year government-subsidized 
loan program for sugar producers, and 
price supports that cost American con-
sumers over $1.4 billion a year in high-
er sugar prices at the store. The spon-
sors of the proposal make no claim 
that this provision is in any way re-
lated to a disaster or drought-related 
economic crisis in the sugar industry 
that would merit its inclusion in this 

emergency farm aid bill. Its inclusion 
simply adds one more perk to the al-
ready broad array of special subsidies 
for big sugar companies. 

I intend to offer an amendment later 
during the debate on this bill to termi-
nate taxpayer support of the sugar in-
dustry. If the Republican farm aid pro-
posal is adopted, as I expect it will be, 
I will include in my amendment a pro-
posal to strike this newly created perk 
for big sugar. 

Mr. President, I am going to support 
the more modest Republican proposal, 
regardless of the outcome of my 
amendment to eliminate the inequi-
table and unnecessary sugar subsidies. 
But I do so only because of the real 
economic hardship faced by many of 
our nation’s farmers and their families. 

I abhor the continuing practice of at-
taching pork-barrel spending to any 
and every bill that comes before the 
Senate, especially when real disasters 
are cynically exploited to designate 
pork as emergency spending. This kind 
of fiscal irresponsibility undermines 
the balanced budget and hinders debt 
reduction efforts, exacerbates the need 
to preserve and protect Social Security 
and Medicare, and threatens efforts to 
provide meaningful tax relief to Amer-
ican families. 

Once again, I can only hope that the 
final farm aid proposal will be targeted 
only at those in need—America’s farm-
ers. I urge the conferees on this legisla-
tion to eliminate the provisions that 
solely benefit special interests who 
have once again managed to turn need-
ed emergency relief into opportunism. 
I also urge the conferees to seek offsets 
for the additional spending in this bill, 
to avoid again dipping into the Social 
Security surplus and putting our bal-
anced budget at risk. 

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, for the in-
formation of all Senators, there will be 
no further votes this evening. The dis-
cussion regarding the dairy issue will 
occur from 9 a.m. until 9:40 a.m. on 
Wednesday, with the cloture vote oc-
curring at approximately 9:45 a.m. 

Assuming cloture is not invoked on 
Wednesday morning, I anticipate the 
Senate will resume consideration of 
the pending Ashcroft amendment, 
which is an amendment to the disaster 
amendment by Senators HARKIN and 
DASCHLE. 

Also, if an opportunity does present 
itself, I understand that there will be 
another disaster-related amendment by 
Senator ROBERTS and Senator 
SANTORUM. Of course, that will be in 
line behind the other amendments be-
cause of procedure. But at the appro-
priate time there is a plan by those two 
Senators, and others, to offer another 
amendment. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. LOTT. Having said that, I now 
ask unanimous consent that there be a 
period of morning business with Sen-
ators permitted to speak for up to 10 
minutes each. 

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

Mr. LOTT. I yield the floor, Mr. 
President. 

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

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

f 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask 
that Mr. Sean McCluskie, Mr. Adam 
Foslid, and Ms. Brooke Russ of my of-
fice be granted the privilege of the 
floor for the duration of the Agri-
culture appropriations bill. 

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

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. Williams, one of his 
secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.) 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 

At 2:30 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Berry, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bills, with amendment, in 
which it requests the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

S. 606. An act for the relief of Global Explo-
ration and Development Corporation, Kerr- 
McGee Corporation, and Kerr-McGee Chem-
ical, LLC (successor to Kerr-McGee Chemical 
Corporation), and for other purposes. 

S. 1257. An act to amend statutory dam-
ages provisions of title 17, United States 
Code. 

The message also announced that the 
House has passed the following bills, in 
which it requests the concurrence of 
the Senate: 

H.R. 211. An act to designate the Federal 
building and United States courthouse lo-
cated at West 920 Riverside Avenue in Spo-
kane, Washington, as the ‘‘Thomas S. Foley 
Federal Building and United States Court-
house,’’ and the plaza at the south entrance 
of such building and courthouse as the ‘‘Wal-
ter F. Horan Plaza.’’ 

H.R. 695. An act to direct the Secretary of 
Agriculture and the Secretary of the Interior 
to convey an administrative site in San Juan 
County, New Mexico, to San Juan College. 

H.R. 747. An act to protect the permanent 
trust funds of the State of Arizona from ero-
sion due to inflation and modify the basis on 
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