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Again, I deeply regret that stimulus
delayed has now become stimulus de-
nied.

EXHIBIT 1
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TIMELINE

September 25, 2001: Finance Committee
meets with former-Secretary Rubin and
Chairman Greenspan to discuss basic prin-
ciples of economic stimulus package.

October 17, 2001: Centrist Coalition lays
out principles to leaders Daschle and Lott.

October 24, 2001: (1) Centrist Coalition
meets with Secretary O’Neill; (2) House
passes first version of stimulus plan.

October 31, 2001: Centrist Coalition meets
to consider compromise package.

November 8, 2001: Stimulus markup in Fi-
nance Committee, Democrat package re-
ported.

November 13-14, 2001: Senate Finance stim-
ulus plan (Baucus) on Senate Floor. Plan was
defeated on a Budget point of order. On the
same day (11/14), Centrist group laid out its
alternative plan.

November 15, 2001: Leaders of both parties
and both houses agreed to try to come to-
gether and pre-negotiate . .. but couldn’t
agree on who would comprise the nego-
tiators.

November 16, 2001: Talks stalemated.

November 19, 2001: Centrists, including
Senators Snowe, Breaux and Grassley, had
conference call with Secretary Paul O’Neill
about their plan; O’Neill called it a ‘‘basis
for a deal”.

November 20, 2001: Secretary O’Neill, on
Good Morning America, called Centrist ap-
proach a basis for a deal; Senators agreed to
talk after Thanksgiving.

November 26, 2001: Senators returned from
recess; recession declared by National Bu-
reau of Economic Research. There was still
no agreement over who would negotiate.

November 28, 2001: Wednesday Leadership
Meeting with Bush—breakthrough on nego-
tiators to jumpstart negotiations.

November 29, 2001: Divisions over exactly
how negotiations could begin remained.

November 30, 2001: Continuing impasse
over negotiations; House wanted more nego-
tiators Senate, fewer.

December 3, 2001: Negotiations began.

December 11, 2001: Centrists meet with
Senator Lott and President Bush at the
White House on a plan.

December 15-16, 2001: Centrist plan
emerged as likely basis for any final deal.

December 19, 2001: President Bush meets
with Centrists, declares agreement on plan.

December 20, 2001: House passes Centrist
plan.

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I yield
the floor and suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DAY-
TON). The clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the hour of
1:30 having arrived, I call for the reg-
ular order.
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AGRICULTURE, CONSERVATION,
AND RURAL ENHANCEMENT ACT
OF 2001—Resumed

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (S. 1731) to strengthen the safety net
for agriculture producers, to enhance re-
source conservation and rural development,
to provide farm credit, agricultural research,
nutrition, and related programs, to ensure
consumers abundant food and fiber, and for
other purposes.

Pending:

Daschle (for Harkin) amendment No. 2471,
in the nature of a substitute.

Wellstone amendment No. 2602 (to
amendment No. 2471), to insert in the
environmental quality incentives pro-
gram provisions relating to confined
livestock feeding operations and to a
payment limitation.

Harkin modified amendment No. 2604
(to amendment No. 2471), to apply the
Packers and Stockyards Act, 1921, to
livestock production contracts and to
provide parties to the contract the
right to discuss the contract with cer-
tain individuals.

Burns amendment No. 2607 (to
amendment No. 2471), to establish a
per-farm limitation on land enrolled in
the conservation reserve program.

Burns amendment No. 2608 (to
amendment No. 2471), to direct the Sec-
retary of Agriculture to establish cer-
tain per-acre values for payments for
different categories of land enrolled in
the conservation reserve program.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, what is the
pending issue before the Senate on the
farm bill?

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
Burns amendment No. 2608.

Mr. REID. I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, here we
are. It is now February 6, 2002. That
comes as no shock to anyone. We are
back on the farm bill—where we were
back on December 6, 2001.

Again, we are trying to get this bill
finished before it gets too late in the
planting season. I am hopeful that we
can work out some arrangements to do
that. The beginning of a new session al-
ways marks an opportunity for a re-
newed effort to solve the challenges be-
fore us. In a spirit of cooperation, I
look forward to working with my col-
leagues to pass this new farm bill with-
out further delay, in order to provide
farm families in rural communities
critically needed stability and insur-
ance for this year and in the future.

There is widespread agreement that
farm families and rural communities
are in dire need. The Senate has dealt
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with the farm bill for 12 days already.
Again, I want to underscore that rural
America cannot survive under the cur-
rent Freedom to Farm bill. It will suf-
fer severely if the farm bill here is fur-
ther delayed. I look forward to working
with Senators on both sides of the aisle
to get the bill finished deliberately but
quickly, and we will work our way
through amendments. I hope that
maybe even this afternoon sometime
we may reach an agreement on a finite
list of amendments, with a reasonable
amount of time to debate them. Then
we can work through that list of
amendments and, hopefully, within 2 or
3 days, go to third reading and passage.

I believe we can get the conference
done in adequate time to have the bill
enacted for this crop year. A tremen-
dous amount is at stake in this farm
bill, not only for farmers but for rural
and agriculture-related businesses,
rural communities, conservation,
trade, nutrition programs, and renew-
able energy.

The Department of Agriculture re-
cently predicted a 20-percent drop in
net farm income for this year if we do
not take action on this new legisla-
tion—20 percent. Farmers are strug-
gling as it is. They most certainly can-
not afford to take a fifth off their net
income.

I understand that after the farm bill
the Senate will take up an energy bill.
During debate on the energy bill there
will be a lot of discussion about CAFE
standards, and about drilling for oil in
the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge,
which I am sure will be a hotly con-
tested issue. Well, this farm bill has a
new energy title in it. As it is written
now, the energy title calls for an in-
vestment of half a billion dollars in
mandatory money over 5 years to spur
production of renewable energy.

Even if we do drill for oil in ANWR,
we will remain dependent on foreign oil
unless we begin making significant in-
vestments in the production of renew-
able energy. Moreover, a greater em-
phasis on renewable energy in our na-
tion’s energy policy will also create
new markets for agricultural products.
We need to develop these new markets,
and I submit that one of the biggest op-
portunities we will have to do this in
the future will be in the area of renew-
able energy. It has been said that any-
thing that can be made from a barrel of
oil can be made from a bushel of corn,
soybeans, cottonseed o0il, or any num-
ber of other crops that we grow in this
country.

I visited a project in northern Iowa
last week involving agriculture-based
industrial lubricants. It is a project
sponsored and supported by the Univer-
sity of Northern Iowa. I actually vis-
ited a farm where they have set up
equipment. They bring in raw soy-
beans, crush them, take out the oil,
and they mix it and put it through an-
other machine I can’t describe, and
they get grease, like axle grease. It
looks just like that—the same thing
you use in your grease gun when you
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are greasing a car, or an axle, or any-
thing such as that. I understand the
Norfolk Southern Railway has begun
using this product to grease the rail-
road tracks. Trucking companies are
using it for the fifth wheels on trucks,
where they put a lot of grease.

The beauty of this is it is all bio-
degradable. I understand some rail-
roads, because of the grease going down
the railroad track lines, have to put
down liners underneath the tracks.
This agriculture-based industrial lubri-
cant is a new product that can take the
place of all the grease we use, it is
made out of soybeans and it is bio-
degradable. All the hydraulic fluid re-
quired by machinery could one day be
made out of soybean oil.

And then there is ethanol. We
haven’t even scratched the surface in
terms of the use of ethanol. Fuel that
is 80 percent ethanol—developed over
the next 10, 15 years—can drastically
reduce our dependence on foreign oil
and help clean up our atmosphere.
Again, that is biodegradable, and it is
renewable every year, with every corn
crop.

So I think if we really want to be-
come more energy independent and less
dependent on the Middle East for our
oil, it is not drilling in ANWR that will
accomplish that—at least not from the
data I have seen—it is developing new
markets for agricultural products in
this country by supporting the develop-
ment of renewable fuels made from ag-
ricultural commodities.

We now have over 30 buses running in
Cedar Rapids, IA, on soy diesel. All the
trucks on the nation’s highways could
one day be burning soy diesel. When
one thinks about the potential market
for agricultural-based lubricants,
fluids, and fuels, that market is the
same as the market for the oil we are
getting from the Middle East now.
Maybe we cannot take up all of that
market with renewable lubricants,
fluids and fuels, but we can take up
enough of it so the producers of oil in
the Middle East will not have us by the
throat any longer. We can have enough
of that market that the Middle East
will be a minor supplier, not a major
supplier, of the energy we use in this
country. There is a lot in this farm bill
to start moving us in that direction.

We have done our work in the Com-
mittee. We had an aggressive schedule
of hearings on the farm bill. We had
hearings here in Washington, DC, and
in several States across the country.
Then, of course, our timetable was set
back by the terrorist attacks on Sep-
tember 11. Nonetheless, we moved
ahead and started marking up the bill
on October 31, voted to report the bill
out of committee on November 15, and
we were on the Senate floor November
29. We acted expeditiously to get this
bill done. We went from markup on Oc-
tober 31 to the Senate floor on Novem-
ber 29, and yet we are still here today,
February 6, 2002.

It is essential that the new farm bill
be completed without further delay be-
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fore the planting of this year’s crop.
Again, if we do not pass it in time, this
year’s crop will be covered by the exist-
ing Freedom to Farm legislation and,
Mr. President, as you know, we will
probably have to come up with another
supplemental payment for this year’s
crops. That is why we need a new farm
bill and not more uncertainty.

The longer the bill is delayed, the
greater the risk the $73.5 billion in new
farm bill funding will be forfeited. As I
said, the planting season is here. The
stimulus bill just went down, as I un-
derstand it, but this farm bill is also a
stimulus bill a stimulus bill for rural
America.

President Bush was recently in Mo-
line, IL, which is part of the quad-cit-
ies area, across from Davenport and
Bittendorf, IA. Of course, Moline is the
home of John Deere. A lot of Iowans
across the river work at that Moline
plant. We also have John Deere plants
in Towa.

President Bush visited that plant a
couple weeks ago. I was with him, as
were other Senators and Congressmen.
In a meeting with the CEO of John
Deere, it was said by him or by some of
the other people in the management of
John Deere that they have laid off a 1ot
of people. They have 300 people work-
ing at the plant who are working be-
cause of contractual arrangements
with the union, but they are not build-
ing anything. I asked whether there is
any hope that these people can start
building again.

The response was: Yes, we Kknow
there are orders out there or pending
orders for new combines, tractors,
planters, and other equipment, but the
farmers are going to the bankers to get
the financing to buy the equipment,
and the bankers are saying: What is
your income going to be like this year?
What are you counting on? And the
farmer says: I don’t know, they haven’t
passed the farm bill yet.

The message came through clear to
me and others and, I hope, to the Presi-
dent that we have to get this bill done.
It not only helps the farmers, but it
helps rural America and it helps the
workers in that John Deere plant, too.
It helps them get back to work. That is
why we need to get this bill through in
as short order as possible.

I believe bipartisanship has been the
hallmark in our work of crafting this
farm bill. At the outset, Senator
LUGAR, the committee’s ranking mem-
ber and former chairman, and I devel-
oped a set of objectives. We worked in
consultation with other members of
the committee on all titles of the bill
that the committee reported out, with
the exception of the commodity title,
to be honest, where we recognized we
probably would not find any agree-
ment.

Other than the commodity title, all
reported titles were approved by voice
votes. Of the votes on amendments to
those titles, not one was along party
lines. We did have a recorded vote on
adopting the commodity title, as I
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said, and even that was a bipartisan
vote.

We have tried to come out with as bi-
partisan a bill as possible, and I believe
that is what we have done. This is a
balanced, comprehensive bill. It is a
bill that does very well by commodities
but also goes well beyond the com-
modity programs to address needs in
the areas of conservation, trade, rural
development, research, energy, which I

mentioned earlier, credit, nutrition,
and forestry.
On the commodity side, we have

maintained full planting flexibility,
and we have restored a stronger coun-
tercyclical income protection system.
The bill continues fixed direct pay-
ments but phases them down, not to-
tally out, as a new countercyclical pay-
ment system is phased in.

Also, farmers may elect to update
their program bases and payment
yields instead of using outdated ones,
but they may keep the old bases and
yields if that is more advantageous to
them. We leave that choice up to farm-
ers.

The bill continues marketing assist-
ance loans with modestly higher loan
rates for feed grains, wheat, and cot-
ton. The soybean loan rate is reduced
by 6 cents but that reduction is offset
by new fixed and countercyclical oil-
seed payments which were not in the
previous Freedom to Farm bill. Keep in
mind, all of these loans are marketing
assistance loans, so the higher loan
rates will not build stocks and will, in
fact, enhance our international com-
petitiveness.

When I hear arguments that some-
how the higher loan rates will price us
out of the market, I do not understand
that. These are marketing assistance
loans so that cannot be true.

One key difference between the Sen-
ate bill and the House bill is the ap-
proach to farm income protection. The
Senate bill puts a greater emphasis on
countercyclical income protection. If
commodity prices are not as high as
predicted, which is usually the case,
then the Senate bill offers the better
income protection. There is a built-in
price protection mechanism to increase
payments if prices fall.

Again, one of the biggest outcries I
heard about the Freedom to Farm bill
is that in the good years—the initial
years under Freedom to Farm when
farmers were making good money from
the market—they were still getting
Government payments. That did not
seem to make sense to anyone.

What we have done is phase those
payments down, and we will have a
countercyclical program so if prices go
down, farmers will be held harmless.

The majority of people in this coun-
try do not know a lick about agri-
culture but would support it. They say
there are certain times when for cer-
tain reasons—whether it is trade, the
strength of the dollar, or other fac-
tors—prices for agricultural commod-
ities just go all to heck.

I think most people recognize the cy-
clical nature of agriculture, that it is
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different from a hardware store, that it
is very reliant on so many outside fac-
tors over which a person has no con-
trol.

I believe most Americans would say:
Yes, if these things happen and prices
fall, you ought to support the farmers
until we can get the prices back up. I
find general acceptance of that. What I
do not find is any support anywhere for
the proposition that if farmers are
doing well in the marketplace we ought
to give them more money. I do not find
any support for that anywhere. That is
what we tried to do in this bill: to get
off that old system and get onto a new
system of countercyclical payments.

Regarding international trade, the
Senate bill will comply with our WTO
commitments and will put our Nation
in a strong position to negotiate new
trade agreements.

This bill gives the Secretary of Agri-
culture the authority to adjust support
payments to make sure we do not vio-
late WTO limits. However, there is
only a very remote chance this author-
ity will ever be needed. Under the ex-
pected market conditions for the next
10 years, the amber box limit ‘‘amber
box” means that under WTO agree-
ments we can only spend so much
money on certain types of support—is
$19.1 billion. Under all of the scenarios
we have run on our bill, the most we
can see is about $16 billion in amber
box payments.

Now I have heard—I will admit I have
not heard it lately, but last December
I heard a lot of talk from the adminis-
tration and the Department of Agri-
culture that somehow what we had in
our bill would bump us up against the
WTO limits, and that would take us to
court and all kinds of dire things would
happen. At that time, I challenged
those who were making such state-
ments to come forward and give us the
proof, give us the data, show us what
they mean, how we were going to bump
up against the $19 billion limit. Well, I
have been waiting since then. I still do
not have it.

So I said at the time, if the adminis-
tration keeps saying this, then I am
simply going to have to call another
hearing of the Agriculture Committee
and we will have to have the Secretary
of Agriculture down to tell us. If they
have data, I would like to see it. I
think the fact is that it is not so. Even
if we do get up around $16 billion or $17
billion, so what? That is well within
our limit.

It seems to me there is some thought
we ought to be down around $10 billion
or less. I say, why? Do you think the
Europeans would do that? Of course
not. They are going to be right up to
their limits under the WTO.

Well, we are not even that close. We
are still quite a bit under the limit. All
I can say is, if we ever got to the point
where our payments would bump up
against that $19.1 billion, we would be
in such bad shape that the WTO would
be the least of our worries.
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Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
the Senator from Iowa if he would
yield for a unanimous consent request.

Mr. HARKIN. Yes, I am glad to yield
to our assistant majority leader.

Mr. REID. While the two managers
have been speaking, I did what they
asked me to do, and we now have a
unanimous consent agreement that
will move us through a good part of the
afternoon. I ask unanimous consent
that there be a time limitation on the
following pending amendments: 40 min-
utes equally divided on both of the

pending amendments by Senator
BURNS, Nos. 2608 and 2607; 40 minutes
equally divided on Senator

WELLSTONE’s amendment No. 2602; and
30 minutes equally divided on Senator
HARKIN’s amendment No. 2604.

I further ask unanimous consent that
Senator HARKIN do his amendment
first—there has been a request that he
do his amendment first and the others
can come up later—that all times be di-
vided in the usual form; that no other
amendments be in order prior to dis-
position of the above listed amend-
ments; that at the conclusion or yield-
ing back of time on all of these amend-
ments, the Senate proceed to a vote on
or in relation to each amendment, with
2 minutes for debate equally divided
between the votes following the first
vote; that the vote sequence be as fol-
lows: Senator HARKIN be first; Senator
BURNS; Senator BURNS; and then Sen-
ator WELLSTONE; that if any amend-
ment is not disposed of after the first
vote, they remain debatable and
amendable.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. STA-
BENOW). Is there objection?

Mr. LUGAR. Madam President, re-
serving the right to object, I think the
agreement is an excellent one. I simply
want to raise the question with the dis-
tinguished Senator. After Chairman
HARKIN has completed his opening
statement, I would like to make an
opening statement before we proceed to
the amendments.

Mr. REID. I think that would be en-
tirely appropriate. Does the Senator
request up to half an hour?

Mr. LUGAR. That would be adequate,
yes.

Mr. REID. I further ask unanimous
consent—the only change that has been
brought to my attention by the staff on
both sides—that the language be that
‘“‘no other amendments be in order
prior to the votes in relation to the
above listed amendment’ rather than
‘“‘the disposition of the above listed
amendments.”’

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. HARKIN. A point of clarifica-
tion: Is that 40 minutes on each of the
Burns amendments?

Mr. REID. Forty minutes total.

Mr. LUGAR. I have a question for the
distinguished manager. Then we would
have four stacked votes? Members
could anticipate, once we begin voting,
there will be four votes?

Mr. REID. Probably around 4 p.m.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HARKIN. That is good news. I
thank the assistant majority leader for
working this out, and I thank Senator
LUGAR for working this out on all
sides. That is progress. So we are going
to be able to dispose of four amend-
ments that have been hanging since
December, and hopefully that indicates
some progress on this farm bill. So I
will wrap up my comments very short-
ly.

I was talking about the WTO, and I
will wrap it up in terms of income pro-
tection for farmers. I describe our bill
as having four legs, which makes it
very sturdy. We have fixed payments,
countercyclical payments, marketing
loans, and conservation payments, all
of which will help support farming.

Lastly, I want to talk a little bit
about the conservation title. We have
been able to accomplish a great deal on
the conservation title. It is important
in and of itself. Farmers and land-
owners desire to conserve soil, water,
and other natural resources. Sound
conservation is one of the best ways for
agriculture to continue to build good
will with the rest of America. Plus, it
is also a way in which we can help pro-
mote better farm income. So we have
funded programs like the Wetlands Re-
serve Program, the Farmland Protec-
tion Program, the Wildlife Habitat In-
centives Program. Those three pro-
grams, I might add, are all out of
money right now. So every day we do
not pass this farm bill and get it
through, none of those programs will
be funded.

We made a large increase for the
EQIP, the Environmental Quality In-
centives Program, and I think im-
proved that substantially for livestock,
dairy, and poultry producers.

Our main emphasis in conservation
in this bill has been on land in agricul-
tural production. I believe that is
where our focus should be, and the Sen-
ate bill reflects that. It contains the
new Conservation Security Program,
which will provide incentive payments
for maintaining existing and adopting
new conservation practices on lands
that remain in production. Thus, it
does both, promotes conservation and
supports farm income.

The other good thing about it is that
it is fully within the WTO green box.
So whatever we spend to help support
farm income does not bump up against
our WTO limits.

One other thing I will mention before
I yield the floor is what I said before,
in December—I think I may have said
it in committee, too: If this farm bill
devolves into being a commodity bill,
then I think we will do a great dis-
service to our farmers and to all of
America because we will have narrowed
the farm bill to a very small scope of
people who produce storable commod-
ities. I think the farm bill is much
broader than that. It speaks not only
to those who produce the food and fiber
and to those who produce our live-
stock, but also to those who produce
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fruits and vegetables, specialty crops,
orchards, many of the items we buy in
our grocery stores that do not come
from row crops.

And it is even more than that. It is
rural economic development. It is
small towns and communities. It is
making sure we have jobs and eco-
nomic opportunity in our small towns.
This bill has a very strong rural eco-
nomic development portion to it. There
are even things in the bill to get
broadband access to our small towns
and communities.

I happened to meet a farmer this
morning from northwest Iowa. I asked
him what he was doing here. He said
his wife was here on a business trip and
he was accompanying her and sort of
relaxing a little bit, going down to the
Smithsonian and coming to watching
the Senate—things like that.

I asked him what kind of business his
wife is in. Well, it is over my head, but
it has something to do with computers
and software. So I got to thinking
about that and thinking, here is some-
one who lives in a small town in north-
west Iowa doing a job that normally
might be done in a large city. Now,
again, the problem is getting
broadband access so that they have all
of the access to the Internet in a high-
speed setting. We can develop those
types of job opportunities for people
who live on our farms in rural Amer-
ica. That is in this bill, too.

Commodities, yes, but it is broader
than that. Rural economic develop-
ment, as I mentioned, is so important.
That is why in this bill we have a
treasury equity fund, a rural business
investment program to support equity
groups. We have a national rural coop-
erative and business equity fund to try
to get equity capital to rural areas so
we can promote the kind of business
development we need. We have a four-
fold increase in the value-added agri-
cultural product market development
grants. These grants help develop solid
value-added enterprises owned by agri-
cultural producers. The business and
industry loan guarantee program is im-
proved. We provide $100 million a year
for broadband Internet access to our
small town communities.

This is a broadly based bill. I not
even touched on the enhanced nutri-
tion, forestry, or trade programs. We
put more funds and guidance and direc-
tion into the foreign market develop-
ment program and the foreign market
access program. We enhance our trad-
ing abilities. For forestry, we have new
language and new programs to provide
more support for the private forests
and renewable forestry incentives.

There is a lot more than just com-
modities in this bill. That is as it
should be. Agriculture touches every-
one in America. It is more than just
that one person on a farm. It is people
all up and down the food chain: our
processors, shippers, wholesalers, gro-
cery stores, and consumers. We have
put a lot in here to protect consumers,
to make sure we have the safest and
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most affordable and steady food supply
of any country in the world.

That is why this bill is so important
and why we have to move this bill. I
think it does no one any good to con-
tinue a filibuster or delay. I am hopeful
with the breakthrough we had this
afternoon with these four amendments,
we look forward tomorrow to con-
tinuing to debate some amendments. I
hope some time, perhaps even later
today, we can reach an agreement on a
finite list of amendments, and how
much time. Then we will know exactly
when we will finish the farm bill and
get to conference and get it to the
President as soon as possible.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana.

Mr. LUGAR. Madam President, I ap-
preciate the excellent statement by the
distinguished chairman of our com-
mittee. I join him in attempting to
work constructively for completion of
a good piece of legislation.

There is broad agreement among
Members of the Senate Committee on
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry,
on the titles, aside from the com-
modity title. We have had amendments
that have pertained to the other title
and some may still be heard from
Members who were not a part of our
committee deliberations.

Clearly, the bill before the Senate
does excellent things in the area of
conservation, possibly a credit for
young farmers, rural development, nu-
trition, agricultural development, to
try to get jobs in rural America for
people not engaged in farming.

This is why I regret that the com-
modity section, as it now stands, seems
to me to be a considerable step back-
ward. I am not going to engage in ex-
travagant language about the situa-
tion. Honest Senators can differ as to
the implications of this. One good rea-
son the Senate chose not to pass legis-
lation before Christmas was that this
disagreement pertains to a lot of farm-
ers and other Senators who are not
farmers wanted to take a second and
third look at this legislation.

I want to talk during these informal
remarks at the beginning of our session
today about the prospect of some who
are well informed who have looked at
our work so we might improve it
through the amendment process we are
about to undertake. I mention, first of
all, a report by the Food and Agricul-
tural Policy Research Institute, well-
known to Members of our Agriculture
Committee, and, I think, to the general
public as an extraordinarily reputable
agricultural institution at the Univer-
sity of Missouri and Iowa State Univer-
sity. I cite specifically their report of
November 2001, at the time we were
last deliberating on the farm bill, on
the trade issues.

The distinguished chairman has men-
tioned the attempt by the committee
to stay clear of ceilings that might
lead the United States to severe dif-
ficulties with the World Trade Organi-
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zation and our other trading partners.
Some Senators might say that is the
tough luck of anybody else who hap-
pens to stand in our way; this is the
United States of America, and if we
want to spend money on our farmers,
by golly, we ought to do that—leaving
aside whether we run into conflict that
is likely to lead to lawsuits, less ex-
ports, and blockages that are already
considerable with foreign trading part-
ners.

Clearly, in most of our debates on ag-
riculture, we are in agreement that if
farm income is going to go up substan-
tially in the United States, it will have
to be through exports because we have
a market in the United States which is
often termed mature. There is only so
much food that we can consume in the
United States of America. Even though
we must do a better job with our food
pantries, with feeding programs—and
this farm bill does address those issues
and they are important for low-income
Americans and for those who are unfor-
tunate—the fact is, given the produc-
tive capability of American agri-
culture, we have to move the product.

In order to move the product, we
have tried to work with other nations
under an agreement called the World
Trade Organization. That gives us
some certainty of legal status in other
countries. If they complain and were to
take action to stop our exports, we
have an action to get moving, to move
this through arbitration or decisions of
the World Trade Organization. Most
people in the agricultural business un-
derstand that.

What is in dispute is whether the
Harkin-Daschle bill now before the
Senate bumps up against the ceilings
or, in fact, goes through them. The dis-
tinguished chairman has said in his
best calculation, in fact, we are well
below the ceiling, in a safety margin.
However, if the FAPRI is not so asser-
tive, and I read from page 7 of the No-
vember 2000 report:

Under the Uruguay Round Agreement on
Agriculture, the United States agreed to
limit spending on domestic support programs
that are considered trade distorting to $19.1
billion per year.

We made that agreement.

Given the structure of the proposed policy
changes, we calculate a 30.3 percent chance
that the United States will exceed this limit
in the 2002 marketing year.

This is the marketing year that will
begin later this calendar year after the
2002 crops are harvested this fall.

Over the projection period, price increases
result in smaller marketing loan expendi-
tures, which will tend to decrease this prob-
ability. But the counter-cyclical program be-
gins payments in the 2004 marketing year,
essentially replacing 