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So the idea is the principal support 

for parks and public lands is provided 
through taxes from everyone, and then 
some small contribution made by those 
visitors. We are trying to avoid the 
idea of each park having various 
charges. 

Eighty percent of the funds that 
come from the fees are used in the park 
where they are collected. Some parks 
cannot collect, so 20 percent is reallo-
cated generally. But a major part of 
the fee goes to the park where the fee 
is collected. 

We modified it some. We are making 
a permanent fee, rather than the dem-
onstration fee which expires. We made 
provisions and criteria for the charging 
of the fee. We have a business manage-
ment plan on the park and determine 
the feasibility of this program. Not all 
parks will be involved. We will do away 
with the nickel-and-dime fees where 
you pay for every little thing. 

This provides a great opportunity. 
We talk a lot about the lack of funding 
for parks. Particularly in the infra-
structure, that is probably true. This 
administration has made it clear they 
intend to increase the funding for the 
infrastructure, particularly of larger 
parks such as Yellowstone or Yosemite 
where there are millions of people vis-
iting, where we have highway prob-
lems, sewer problems, facility prob-
lems. We have introduced a bill that 
makes this permanent. It helps fund 
our parks and keep them strong. 

We have over 385 national parks in 
America. In addition, there are herit-
age sites and other parks administered 
by the Park Service. That is one of the 
real treasures of the United States, our 
national parks—whether they be in 
Florida, in the Everglades or else-
where. 

We are working on a fee demonstra-
tion program for national parks. The 
purpose is to keep them the valuable 
asset they are. They have to be pre-
served. We changed some concessions 
so they contribute more, yet make 
them competitive. We are seeking to 
get business management in the larger 
parks. They are big business, operating 
in millions of dollars each year. Times 
change. We are seeking to change with 
it. The purpose is to effectively man-
age the resources so they are available 
to their owners to visit. 

We look forward to the passage of the 
fee demonstration project. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent the order for 
the quorum call be dispensed with. 

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

f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 

ANDEAN TRADE PREFERENCE 
EXPANSION ACT 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will now 
resume consideration of H.R. 3009, 
which the clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 3009) to extend the Andean 
Trade Preference Act, to grant additional 
trade benefits under that Act, and for other 
purposes. 

Pending: 
Baucus/Grassley amendment No. 3401, in 

the nature of a substitute. 
Dorgan amendment No. 3442 (to amend-

ment No. 3401), to require the U.S. Trade 
Representative to identify effective trade 
remedies to address the unfair trade prac-
tices of the Canadian Wheat Board. 

Reid (for Reed) amendment No. 3443 (to 
amendment No. 3401), to restore the provi-
sions relating to secondary workers. 

Reid (for Nelson of Florida/Graham) 
amendment No. 3440 (to amendment No. 
3401), to limit tariff reduction authority on 
certain products. 

Reid (for Bayh) amendment No. 3445 (to 
amendment No. 3401), to require the ITC to 
give notice of section 202 investigations to 
the Secretary of Labor. 

Reid (for Byrd) amendment No. 3447 (to 
amendment No. 3401), to amend the provi-
sions relating to the Congressional Oversight 
Group. 

Reid (for Byrd) amendment No. 3448 (to 
amendment No. 3401), to clarify the proce-
dures for procedural disapproval resolutions. 

Reid (for Byrd) amendment No. 3449 (to 
amendment No. 3401), to clarify the proce-
dures for extension disapproval resolutions. 

Reid (for Byrd) amendment No. 3450 (to 
amendment No. 3401), to limit the applica-
tion of trade authorities procedures to a sin-
gle agreement resulting from Doha. 

Reid (for Byrd) amendment No. 3451 (to 
amendment No. 3401), to address disclosures 
by publicly traded companies of relation-
ships with certain countries or foreign- 
owned corporations. 

Reid (for Byrd) amendment No. 3452 (to 
amendment No. 3401), to facilitate the open-
ing of energy markets and promote the ex-
portation of clean energy technologies. 

Reid (for Byrd) amendment No. 3453 (to 
amendment No. 3401), to require that certifi-
cation of compliance with section 307 of the 
Tariff Act of 1930 be provided with respect to 
certain goods imported into the United 
States. 

Boxer/Murray amendment No. 3431 (to 
amendment No. 3401), to require the Sec-
retary of Labor to establish a trade adjust-
ment assistance program for certain service 
workers. 

Boxer amendment No. 3432 (to amendment 
No. 3401), to ensure that the U.S. Trade Rep-
resentative considers the impact of trade 
agreements on women. 

Reid (for Durbin) amendment No. 3456 (to 
amendment No. 3401), to extend the tem-
porary duty suspensions with respect to cer-
tain wool. 

Reid (for Durbin) amendment No. 3457 (to 
amendment No. 3401), to extend the tem-
porary duty suspensions with respect to cer-
tain wool. 

Reid (for Durbin) amendment No. 3458 (to 
amendment No. 3401), to establish and imple-
ment a steel import notification and moni-
toring program. 

Reid (for Harkin) amendment No. 3459 (to 
amendment No. 3401), to include the preven-
tion of the worst forms of child labor as one 
of the principal negotiating objectives of the 
United States. 

Reid (for Corzine) amendment No. 3461 (to 
amendment No. 3401), to help ensure that 
trade agreements protect national security, 
social security, and other significant public 
services. 

Reid (for Corzine) amendment No. 3462 (to 
amendment No. 3401), to strike the section 
dealing with border search authority for cer-
tain contraband in outbound mail. 

Reid (for Hollings) amendment No. 3463 (to 
amendment No. 3401), to provide for the cer-
tification of textile and apparel workers who 
lose their jobs or who have lost their jobs 
since the start of 1999 as eligible individuals 
for purposes of trade adjustment assistance 
and health insurance benefits, and to amend 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to prevent 
corporate expatriation to avoid U.S. income 
tax. 

Reid (for Hollings) amendment No. 3464 (to 
amendment No. 3401), to ensure that ISAC 
Committees are representative of the pro-
ducing sectors of the U.S. economy. 

Reid (for Hollings) amendment No. 3465 (to 
amendment No. 3401), to provide that the 
benefits provided under any preferential tar-
iff program, excluding the North American 
Free Trade Agreement, shall not apply to 
any product of a country that fails to com-
ply within 30 days with a U.S. Government 
request for the extradition of an individual 
for trial in the United States if that indi-
vidual has been indicted by a Federal grand 
jury for a crime involving a violation of the 
Controlled Substances Act. 

Reid (for Landrieu) amendment No. 3470 (to 
amendment No. 3401), to provide trade ad-
justment assistance benefits to certain mari-
time workers. 

Brownback amendment No. 3446 (to amend-
ment No. 3401), to extend permanent normal 
trade relations to the nations of central Asia 
and the south Caucasus, and Russia. 

Grassley modified amendment No. 3474 (to 
amendment No. 3446), to express the sense of 
the Senate regarding the United States-Rus-
sian Federation summit meeting, May 2002. 

Reid (for Jeffords) amendment No. 3521 (to 
amendment No. 3401), to authorize appropria-
tions for certain staff of the U.S. Customs 
Service. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the time until 11:30 
a.m. shall be for debate only, with the 
time equally divided and controlled by 
the two leaders or their designees. 

The Senator from Montana. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, we 

have had 3 good weeks of debate on this 
bill. I urge my colleagues now to think 
about voting to invoke cloture so we 
can get past this bill and get on to 
other business. We have already dis-
posed of 19 amendments. A number of 
other proposed amendments have been 
addressed through colloquies and will 
also be included in the managers’ 
amendment at the end of this legisla-
tion. 

I might say, early in the debate we 
were able to forge a historic com-
promise on trade adjustment assist-
ance which expanded the program to 
deserving groups of workers and, for 
the first time, provided health care ad-
justment to TAA recipients. 

That is an extremely important de-
velopment. Currently, trade adjust-
ment assistance—that is, assistance to 
workers displaced because of trade—is 
paltry. It doesn’t help workers very 
much. It only applies to primary work-
ers anyway. We made huge, significant 
improvements to help develop a con-
sensus on trade; that is, so more people 
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get in on the benefits of trade or at 
least are not harmed when there is nat-
ural change in our economy because of 
globalism and economic readjustment. 

This trade adjustment assistance 
part of it, it should be understood, I 
might say unpretentiously, is an ex-
tremely important part of this bill. As 
it stands now, I believe this bill is the 
most forward-looking and significant 
trade legislation to be considered by 
this body in over 15 years. 

The fast-track extension included in 
this bill provides authority for the 
President to negotiate trade agree-
ments, both multilaterally and unilat-
erally. Using fast track, the President 
will be able to open new markets for 
U.S. exporters and for the benefit of 
U.S. consumers. 

As I have noted before, this section of 
the bill is also the most progressive 
ever to gain serious consideration by 
the Congress. Not only is the trade ad-
justment assistance provision most 
progressive, but also the fast-track 
TPA portions of the bill are most pro-
gressive. For the first time, labor and 
environmental issues are part of the 
core of any future trade agreements. 
That is monumental. 

I cannot tell you, Madam President, 
the number of years that issue has 
been debated. Those who did not want 
labor to be included at all in the nego-
tiating objectives of trade agreements, 
who did not want environmental issues 
at all considered, won the day. But, 
frankly, I think it was the breakdown 
of the ministerial in Seattle; that is, 
the trade ministers’ meeting in Se-
attle, which could not cope with all the 
changes in the world, including the 
necessary inclusion of labor and envi-
ronmental provisions, that has now 
brought this to where, in this legisla-
tion, we are doing so. 

This bill for the first time includes 
labor and environmental issues. It also 
continues U.S. priorities such as open-
ing agricultural markets. We all know 
one of the biggest challenges we face as 
Americans is knocking down agricul-
tural trade barriers worldwide. The Eu-
ropean Union is one of the greatest of-
fenders. 

We also know we want to preserve 
our U.S. trade laws, such as section 201 
of our countervailing duty laws or 
antidumping, which are there to help 
keep other countries honest; that is, to 
help prevent other countries from 
dumping in America, from subsidizing 
their production and sending it over to 
America. We need those laws to help 
keep those other countries honest be-
cause our borders are significantly 
more open than are the borders of 
other countries. 

So we need our trade laws to help 
them do what they know is the right 
thing to do. If we do not have our trade 
laws, they are unlikely to do it. 

The legislation before us, as I men-
tioned, extends and expands trade ad-
justment assistance. It is critically im-
portant. This is long overdue. Let me 
just explain in some detail, although 
not much detail, what that provides. 

We extend coverage to ensure work-
ers can complete job retraining. That 
is an extension. We have a whole new 
pilot program on wage insurance, so a 
lot of people who are dislocated on ac-
count of trade have the option not to 
take the trade adjustment benefits but, 
instead, can take wage insurance, 
which essentially compensates the em-
ployee for half of the difference be-
tween his old job and his new job, the 
beauty of this being it helps people 
work again; they are back at a job 
working, as opposed to just receiving 
benefits. 

We also expand coverage to sec-
ondary workers—not just primary 
workers. 

For example, if an auto plant lays off 
employees, what about the supplier of 
windshields or the supplier of engine 
parts? They get laid off, too. Those are 
the secondary workers who are now 
covered under this bill. It is a huge 
benefit. We expand it to farmers and to 
fishermen. They get displaced because 
of trade many times. 

As I mentioned, it is extremely im-
portant. For the first time, we provide 
health insurance for displaced workers. 
It is critically important in these days 
where, unfortunately for many people, 
it is hard to get health insurance any-
way. 

When you are displaced and lose your 
job, what are you going to do about 
your health insurance? You are going 
to need health insurance. We provide 
health insurance under trade adjust-
ment assistance. 

These matters should not be taken 
lightly. They are extraordinarily im-
portant. Those trade adjustment as-
sistance provisions will be available to 
people who are displaced because of 
trade irrespective of whether it was a 
consequence of a fast-track bill, irre-
spective of whether that dislocation 
was a consequence of some trade agree-
ment not subject to fast track—most 
trade agreements are not subject to 
fast track—irrespective of whether 
there is any agreement of any kind be-
cause the world economy is so fluid and 
some changes are almost chaotic. 
Those benefits in the legislation will be 
available to anybody who qualifies and 
loses a job on account of trade, irre-
spective of any fast track or any trade 
bill. It is vitally important. 

The bill also extends and expands two 
very vital preference programs. One is 
the Generalized System of Preferences, 
GSP, and the other is the Andean 
Trade Preference Act, which is very 
important, particularly if we want to 
increase trade in South America. Euro-
pean countries and others have trade 
with South America. We need to get 
moving and have a better trading rela-
tionship with at least the Andean 
countries in South America. This bill 
extends those preference programs for 5 
years, and also rebates tariffs paid 
since expiration which was the end of 
last year. 

The two I mentioned are also im-
proved. The Andean Trade Preference 

Act now includes a petition process for 
reviewing the progress of Andean coun-
tries in meeting the objectives set out 
in the bill. And the GSP Program has 
been updated to take into account the 
definition of core worker rights pro-
mulgated by the ILO’s 1998 declaration. 
That is an update. It helps to bring ILO 
standards up to date. 

Further, in this debate on this bill, 
Senators have improved the legislation 
through their amendments. Senator 
KENNEDY, for example, won an amend-
ment to ensure that the global AIDS 
crisis is properly recognized in trade 
legislation. Senators DAYTON and 
CRAIG contributed an important 
amendment to ensure U.S. trade laws 
are not needlessly treated as bar-
gaining chips in trade negotiations. I 
intend to see to it that this issue is 
properly addressed as this legislation 
moves forward. 

Senator EDWARDS added an amend-
ment to ensure that the interests of 
textile companies and their workers 
are treated fairly in trade negotiations, 
and under trade adjustment assistance. 

I congratulate each of these Senators 
for their contributions and hope they 
will help us in moving their amend-
ments and the entire legislative pack-
age forward. 

We have had a good and full debate 
on this trade bill. I plan to continue to 
work with Senators to see to it that 
their concerns are addressed. 

But it is time to begin to think about 
passing this bill. It is time to wind 
down the debate. It is time to invoke 
cloture. There are always going to be 
further amendments that some Sen-
ators wish to offer. But at some point 
we need to declare that enough is 
enough and move this process forward. 
I believe we are at that time. For the 
sake of American workers, for the sake 
of American business, for the sake of 
every American farmer and rancher, 
particularly American workers and em-
ployees, and because a very important 
part of this bill is to help those who are 
dislocated on account of trade, I urge 
my colleagues to vote for cloture. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I will 
speak briefly on the pending legisla-
tion, which is the trade promotion au-
thority, the trade adjustment author-
ity, the Andean trade agreement, the 
general agreement on tariffs language. 

There is that old adage: If there are 
two things you do not want to watch 
being made, one is sausage, the other is 
law. Regrettably, that applies to this 
undertaking. 

For reasons which still escape me but 
which appear to be necessary from the 
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standpoint of the administration, there 
was a negotiation which occurred 
which involved how this bill would 
come to the floor. The majority leader 
decided to, out of the course which is 
typical, hook three major pieces of leg-
islation together: Andean trade, trade 
adjustment, and trade promotion. 

Traditionally, trade promotion, 
which has historically been noted as 
fast track, has been taken up as a sin-
gle issue. It was not linked to trade ad-
justment nor with another treaty, 
which in this case would be the Andean 
trade promotion agreement. But the 
majority leader decided to bring the 
three to the floor, and the administra-
tion, working through the leadership 
on the Republican side of the aisle, 
working with Senator GRASSLEY, Sen-
ator LOTT, and Senator GRAMM, en-
tered into extensive negotiations as to 
the makeup of the final package. 

The result of that was, as I men-
tioned, something you probably should 
not watch, whether it is the making of 
sausage or the making of this piece of 
legislation because within this bill 
there are major new initiatives which 
have very little to do with trade, but a 
great deal to do with bad public policy, 
as we try to address issues such as 
health care and people losing their 
jobs. 

There is no question but that the 
trade adjustment concept is a very im-
portant one. I have used it extensively 
in my role in public policy. There have 
been instances in New Hampshire 
where people have been put out of work 
because of what appeared to be unfair 
trade activity, and we have used trade 
adjustment to assist those individuals. 
It has been very successful. 

Its purpose—the original concept of 
trade adjustment—was to train people, 
to give them new talents, new abilities, 
new capabilities, so they could go back 
into the workforce after losing their 
job because the job which they lost no 
longer existed because trade, competi-
tion had basically left it behind. We 
helped those people get back into the 
workforce and actually have more tal-
ent, more ability, and thus be more 
productive and actually end up being 
citizens who have a better earning ca-
pacity. 

That is the goal of trade adjustment, 
a very laudable goal, appropriate goal, 
and something which actually has 
worked rather well, at least in my ex-
perience as it has been applied in New 
Hampshire. I used it aggressively both 
as Governor and since then, on occa-
sion, I have had the chance to use it to 
help people in my role in the Senate. 

But this bill takes the trade adjust-
ment concept and moves it into an en-
tirely different exercise. It moves it 
into an exercise of what basically 
amounts to welfare, in many instances, 
and to social engineering, in other in-
stances, and into an attempt to address 
a health care need which is significant 
but which, when addressed in the man-
ner in which it is addressed in this bill, 
puts us on a path which could lead to a 

radical expansion in the cost of health 
care for the taxpayers of America who 
have to bear the burden of these types 
of initiatives. 

The bill has in it two major new enti-
tlements, something called wage sub-
sidy, which is a European model pro-
gram that essentially says you are 
going to pay people to take less pro-
ductive jobs. Somebody who is out 
there working hard, earning money, 
paying taxes, they are going to take 
their tax dollars and pay somebody 
who is out of work to take a job where 
that person will be less productive, en-
courage them to move into a less pro-
ductive job—just the opposite of what 
the original purpose of trade adjust-
ment was—a concept which is purely 
reflective of what is done in our Euro-
pean neighbors’ economies, where they 
basically pay people to be nonproduc-
tive citizens. 

That is the first entitlement initia-
tive called wage subsidy: A person gets 
$5,000 to make up the difference be-
tween what they were being paid in the 
job they lose and the job they take. 
There are no limitations on this. There 
is no requirement of necessity. There is 
no requirement that there be an arm’s 
length agreement. There is no require-
ment, if there is a similar or substan-
tially similar job out there that the 
person could have taken at an equal 
amount of pay or better, that the per-
son take that job. There is no require-
ment the person stay in the commu-
nity. 

There are none of the requirements 
that are the concepts built around 
trade adjustment, which are a person 
should basically be retrained, given 
new talents, new opportunities to find 
a new job within the marketplace 
where they lost their job. None of those 
protections are there. There are no pro-
tections against fraud and abuse, mis-
management of this brand new entitle-
ment. And it opens the door to a mas-
sive expansion of this concept, which 
we see. 

It is not as if that is a concern that 
is not relevant. We see that course of 
action being followed in our sister 
states, sister economies around the 
globe, where you have this concept of: 
If you pay people to do less and be less 
productive, that is actually an appro-
priate government policy where you 
take taxpayer dollars out of one per-
son’s pocket and put them in another 
person’s pocket and don’t ask that per-
son to be more productive. You actu-
ally ask them to be less productive. 

That attitude of governance, which is 
paternalistic and which is what domi-
nates the continental European econo-
mies, has huge impacts on your produc-
tivity as a society and, therefore, on 
your creation of jobs and wealth and, 
as a result, on your creation, mainte-
nance, and improvement of a standard 
of living. 

There is an interesting article by 
Paul Johnson, one of the great histo-
rians of the last 20 or 30 years, on this 
specific point which is contained in a 

book entitled ‘‘Our Times.’’ It is one of 
the reasons he views the European 
economy as having failed to maintain 
itself, because the European economy 
pursued this paternalistic approach to-
ward economic activity on which we 
are embarking as a result of choosing 
this type of brandnew entitlement. 

The second major entitlement in this 
bill is the health care entitlement, 
much more complex and difficult. The 
wage subsidy is just a pure outrage. If 
you have any interest in marketplace 
economics, it is an affront. If you hap-
pen to believe in a paternalistic ap-
proach to governance, it is a great pro-
gram. But if you believe in the market-
place, it is an affront. 

The health care entitlement in this 
bill, which has no place in trade pro-
motion—it should be debated in the 
context of major health care reform—is 
much more complex but equally prob-
lematic because it creates a brandnew 
major entitlement. Basically what this 
says is, if you lose your job because of 
a trade-related activity, the Federal 
Government will come in and pay you 
70 percent of the cost of buying health 
care under the terms with which you 
held health care prior to losing your 
job or under some sort of pooling 
agreement. It doesn’t say you can go 
out and buy health care in the private 
marketplace or that you can join some 
other group such as an association and 
buy health care through that. It says 
you have to buy this new health care 
through your old health care provider 
or some new pooling agreement, a 
State-sponsored pooling agreement. 

This concept is a prefunded tax cred-
it, essentially a welfare payment. That 
is a new title for it, such as when some-
one comes up with a term to try to 
avoid the real meaning of what is hap-
pening. In this instance, what we have 
is a welfare payment which is being 
made to an individual who loses their 
job. 

It is perfectly reasonable that we try 
to figure out some way to give reason-
able health care coverage to people 
who lose their jobs. That is perfectly 
reasonable. But to do it in this narrow 
band of activity outside of a more sub-
stantive reform of the health care 
arena is to step us off on a path which 
is slick and which is clearly downhill 
and which will probably lead to incred-
ible mismanagement of our health care 
initiatives and our attempts to correct 
the health care problems. 

Right on the face of it, this creates 
an unbelievably difficult situation for 
people who are working and don’t have 
health care. If you are working and you 
don’t have health care today, you are 
now going to be paying taxes, probably 
increased taxes, to pay for somebody 
who is going to get health care who is 
not working. How fair is that? You 
can’t afford health care. You are pay-
ing taxes. Your taxes go up so that 
somebody who doesn’t have a job but 
who has a variety of different support 
mechanisms, including an additional 2 
years of unemployment, significant 
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benefits in the area of retraining, sig-
nificant other benefits which are tied 
to trade adjustment—that person will 
also now get a 70-percent payment 
from you, the working American who 
does not have health care, to that per-
son, the nonworking person who does 
not have health care, which creates a 
perverse incentive in the marketplace 
for the person who doesn’t have health 
care, who is out of a job, to stay out of 
a job or maybe the person who needs 
health care who has a job to give up 
their job in order to get health care 
coverage. 

It is very bad policy. It is unfair. It is 
extremely unfair to the person paying 
taxes who does not have health care 
coverage. 

The second problem with it is, by de-
manding that the person who is getting 
this new coverage, the 70 percent of tax 
dollars to pay for that health care in-
surance—how many people in America 
today have 70 percent of their health 
care paid for them by the Federal Gov-
ernment? I guess the Part B premium 
on Medicare is the only people who will 
be competitively in the same situation; 
about 75 percent of your Part B pre-
mium under Medicare is paid for by 
other taxpayers. But in this instance, 
that 70-percent subsidy which comes 
from other taxpayers will now have to 
be used to purchase the highest cost 
health insurance that is probably out 
there, which is the health insurance 
left over from the job you just lost. 

You can’t buy anything other than a 
COBRA-based health policy or this new 
State pooling concept which does not 
exist. I am willing to almost guarantee 
it is not going to exist in most States 
because most States don’t have enough 
people who are affected by trade ad-
justment to create a pooling agreement 
which would be viable through which 
to buy that health care insurance. 
They would have to set up an entirely 
different group of people to participate 
in the agreement. Maybe they will do 
that, but most States are not going to 
set one up just for trade adjustment. 

As a result, a person will have a 70- 
percent subsidy to buy the most expen-
sive health care rather than allowing 
that person to go out in the market-
place and make an intelligent and 
thoughtful decision as to where they 
will buy their health care. 

You have immediately created an en-
titlement which is going to be driven 
perversely in the amount of cost it will 
incur and where the dollars are going 
to flow in order to purchase health 
care, instead of creating an atmosphere 
where the person without health insur-
ance, who is out of a job, becomes an 
intelligent consumer of health care 
where they go out in the marketplace 
and say: What do I really need? What 
can I really afford here? And what do I 
really need in health care insurance? 
They look around and figure out what 
their best options are. 

You are instead saying to that per-
son: You must go out and buy the high-
est end insurance out there. You may 

not need it, but you have to buy it. Of 
course, 70 percent of it will be paid for 
by the poor person working down the 
street who has a job and doesn’t have 
health care at all. 

It makes no sense. If you wanted to 
throw a door open and look out over an 
abyss of massive complication, this is 
it. To step into the uninsured health 
care issue in this manner is to do ex-
actly that. It is a massive new entitle-
ment in its own right but a colossal 
mistake from the standpoint of health 
care policy and a major entitlement 
initiative as it expands from here. 

This is going to basically become a 
roadmap for the future. It will be a rut 
that is going to be very hard to get out 
of intelligently as we move down the 
road of health care reform, especially 
for uninsured Americans. This is a big 
issue, something that has to be handled 
with a little more thought and fore-
sight. 

These are the two huge entitlements 
from a public policy standpoint. Finan-
cially, they are not scored that aggres-
sively in this bill. But from a public 
policy standpoint, these are the two 
massive new entitlements in this bill. 
They represent an explosion of new en-
titlement activity that is incurring in 
this Congress and under this adminis-
tration. The farm bill, scored at $80 bil-
lion when it first came through here 
over budget, is now somewhere over 
$100 billion, probably more than that, 
and most of it is in a new entitlement 
program. 

There are a variety of other ones in 
the wings coming at us, whether they 
are mandated private sector activities 
or whether they are going to be some-
thing such as a drug benefit which now 
has a floor on it of $350 billion with no 
ceiling in sight. 

When I came here in 1992, having just 
served as Governor of my State, my 
focus was mainly on two things. In 
fact, it was the main focus of four or 
five of us as new members, as Repub-
licans, including Senators Coverdell, 
BENNETT, Kempthorne, HUTCHINSON, 
and later CAMPBELL. The focus was on 
unfunded mandates that were being put 
on the States. The second was the ex-
plosion of entitlement costs. We took 
aggressive action because we were fac-
ing a significant deficit and had been 
through many years of it, to try to get 
entitlements under control. We aggres-
sively pushed that as new Members of 
the Senate. 

It is sort of like ‘‘deja vu all over 
again,’’ to quote Yogi Berra. Here we 
are facing a deficit, and we don’t know 
how severe it is going to be. We are pil-
ing on entitlements, and the most dif-
ficult spending to get under control in 
Government is entitlement spending 
because it is automatic. It creates in-
terest groups and basically is not capa-
ble of being reined in efficiently or ef-
fectively in public bodies that go up for 
election every 2 and 6 years. 

I think the trades made in this bill 
are difficult, to say the least. To get 
fast-track authority—a procedural 

process for the President to have an op-
portunity to make his points on trade 
agreements, which cannot be amended 
by the Senate, that is a very important 
point on administrative prerogative, 
but it is procedural. In exchange for 
that procedural right, we are trading 
away very significant new entitlement 
initiatives which have explosive poten-
tial and are bad public policy. 

As a result, I have deep reservations 
about this package. I regret it has been 
negotiated in the manner it has been 
by our leadership in the Senate. 

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

jority leader is recognized. 
Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, we 

will be conducting a vote on cloture at 
11:30. Prior to the time we have that 
vote, I want to make some final com-
ments about what I consider to be the 
importance of bringing debate on the 
bill to a close and making sure that we 
have a good vote on cloture this morn-
ing. 

We opened the debate with a recogni-
tion of how critical it is in this coun-
try, with this economy, that we recog-
nize especially the importance of our 
globalized markets and the need to be 
competitive in them. Under the strong 
leadership of Senator BAUCUS and with 
help from Senator GRASSLEY, we put 
together a historic package of trade 
legislation that dealt first with the An-
dean Trade Preference Act, an act that 
has already proven itself to be invalu-
able to not only those countries in 
South America that have benefited di-
rectly from increased trade with the 
United States, but this country as 
well—a recognition that this trade 
partnership ought to be extended, a 
recognition that it is not only an eco-
nomic partnership but a strong polit-
ical one, and that if we can continue to 
provide political communication and 
coordination in a way that allows us 
better economic return, we are going 
to strengthen those countries politi-
cally as well as economically. 

That is what ATPA does. It is an op-
portunity for us to reaffirm our rec-
ognition of a partnership of South 
American countries and our confidence 
that economic trade is good for both. 

Secondly, we added legislation to 
this package that, for the first time, 
addresses meaningful assistance to 
those workers who are displaced as a 
result of trade. My view has always 
been that there are far more winners 
than losers in expanding our trade 
around the world. But we also recog-
nize that there are some losers and 
some who, for whatever reason, may 
have been dislocated. When those occa-
sions occur, I think our country owes 
those workers a future, owes those 
workers some safety net to ensure that 
their health needs and, hopefully, their 
short-term unemployment needs are 
addressed. 

The Trade Adjustment Assistance 
Act that we have put into this package 
addresses that need. It does so very ef-
fectively. For the first time, trade ad-
justment assistance will help those 
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who have lost their jobs get coverage 
for health care under COBRA at 70 per-
cent of the cost of the program itself. 
Seventy percent is an unprecedented 
statement about our commitment to 
those workers who have lost something 
as a result of changes in the environ-
ment that have been created as a result 
of job loss because of globalized market 
development. 

We also provide new wage insurance 
legislation that helps older workers 
who may just be on the verge of retire-
ment but not quite there. They are too 
old, perhaps, to get training for job re-
location. They may be much closer to 
retirement than to the possibility of a 
better job through new training and 
the acquisition of new training skills. 
So this wage insurance is something 
the Heritage Foundation supports, 
something that trade study groups and 
think tanks have supported for many 
years, something that the U.S. Trade 
Representative also signed onto as an 
effective tool for assisting those who 
are also adversely affected. 

So there is no doubt, when you look 
to the first two components, the oppor-
tunity for us to address workers who 
are adversely affected and the oppor-
tunity for us to extend the trading 
partnership with South America, I 
have no doubt that on that basis alone 
we have all the reasons we need to pass 
this legislation. 

Finally, let me say the bill itself— 
the base bill—the TPA, trade pro-
motion authority, provides us with yet 
another reason we should be supporting 
cloture this morning. We not only 
started with a good package; in my 
view, we improved upon it. We added 
the Dayton-Craig amendment on trade 
law that gives Congress an additional 
role, an opportunity for us to enhance 
the role as new trade agreements are 
presented. 

We added the Dorgan amendment on 
transparency for the North American 
Free Trade Agreement, and the Ken-
nedy amendment which helps us fight 
the AIDS epidemic all over the world. 
There were other efforts I supported 
that didn’t become part of the bill, 
such as the Rockefeller amendment on 
steelworkers. 

I must say that overall we have de-
bated more than a dozen amendments, 
many of them very consequential. We 
have adopted eight of them. I believe 
the Senate has had the opportunity to 
work its will. There comes a time when 
the debate has run its course and we 
are called upon to bring that debate to 
a close and move on to final passage 
and other issues. I remind my col-
leagues that even after cloture we will 
have 30 hours of debate. 

Senator BAUCUS just noted to me 
that there are a number of amend-
ments still pending that will be de-
bated and voted upon prior to the time 
we come to final passage of the bill. 
But this is our opportunity to say as 
strongly and unequivocally as we can 
that, first, we recognize the extraor-
dinary importance of U.S. participa-

tion in global markets, and we are 
going to give this President—and any 
President—the tools with which to en-
sure that we have the framework in 
place to do so effectively. 

Secondly, we recognize particularly 
the important partnership we have cre-
ated with Latin America. We want to 
extend that partnership not only for 
economic, but political and diplomatic 
reasons as well. 

Finally, we recognize there are those 
who are ultimately going to be ad-
versely affected. And while they may 
be in the distinct minority of all work-
ers affected and the greater realm of 
good created in this legislation, we 
cannot ignore them. We are going to 
provide them health benefits, wage in-
surance, and the kind of safety net 
that they deserve when this kind of cir-
cumstance befalls them. 

This is a good package. This war-
rants our support. I hope my colleagues 
will join in a bipartisan effort to sup-
port cloture this morning in an effort 
to move to the final phase of consider-
ation of this legislation prior to the 
vote on final passage. I urge my col-
leagues to support cloture. 

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

ator from Montana. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, all Sen-

ators should recognize the very hard 
work the majority leader has put into 
this legislation, particularly, in my 
judgment, the underlying strongest 
piece, and that is trade adjustment as-
sistance. The majority leader, along 
with the occupant of the chair, Senator 
BAYH, both pushed very effectively to 
address a large gap, frankly, in Amer-
ican trade policy, and that is the inad-
equate attention given to those who 
lose their jobs as a consequence of 
trade. They built up the trade adjust-
ment assistance. 

All American employees who may in 
the future lose or who have lost a job 
as a consequence of trade should recog-
nize the efforts of the Senate majority 
leader, Mr. DASCHLE, as well as the 
present occupant of the chair, Senator 
BAYH of Indiana, who were the primary 
movers in drafting the cornerstone 
part of this bill. We all owe them a 
great debt of gratitude. 

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

ator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I will 

tell my friends and colleagues, both the 
majority leader and chairman of the 
Finance Committee, that I join them 
in urging our colleagues to vote in 
favor of cloture so we can move this 
bill on, so we can finish it. We have 
been on it now for almost a month. We 
have considered a lot of amendments. 

That having been said, I do not agree 
with the process. The Senator from 
Montana knows that well. There are 
three bills that have been jammed into 
one. It is a very complicated bill. Two 
of the bills were reported out of the Fi-
nance Committee. We marked up those 
bills. They were included with trade 

adjustment assistance which was re-
written on the floor. It did not come 
out of the Finance Committee. So I ob-
jected to that, and I objected to some 
of the amendments that colleagues 
tried to add. We fought those battles. 
We have had some good debate. We 
have won some; we have lost some. 

Now is the time to have a cloture 
vote so we can bring this bill closer to 
passage and end the debate on trade 
promotion authority, which I happen 
to think is the most important provi-
sion in the bill. 

I also believe the Andean Trade Pref-
erence Act needs to pass. Its authoriza-
tion expired months ago, and tariffs 
were supposed to be imposed last week 
on four Andean countries that really 
need our help, tariffs as high as 15, 25, 
30 percent on countries that have not 
had to pay those tariffs for the last 10 
years. We need to assist those coun-
tries. It is not fair to Colombia, Bo-
livia, Peru, and Ecuador. They are our 
friends and allies. They have nego-
tiated in good faith with the U.S. Gov-
ernment for a reduction in tariffs. 

We have abided by that agreement 
for the last 11 years, and we said we 
were going to extend it. We have not 
done so. It is up to the Senate. That is 
our constitutional responsibility. We 
need to get that done. 

I do not think the Andean Trade 
Preference Act should be in that pack-
age. I lost that debate. Senator 
DASCHLE and Senator BAUCUS decided 
to put it together. The only way we can 
help those countries is to pass this bill. 
If we do not get cloture, I am afraid the 
list of amendments will continue and 
never cease. 

The only way I see getting to closure 
is to vote for cloture. I urge our col-
leagues, Democrats and Republicans: 
Let’s vote for cloture; let’s address 
those amendments that are still re-
maining that are germane postcloture. 
There will probably be a few. There is 
no reason we cannot finish this bill ei-
ther later tonight or tomorrow some-
time and get it to conference. 

It is going to have a difficult con-
ference because there are big dif-
ferences. Frankly, the majority in-
sisted on including trade adjustment 
authority and insisted on adding 
brandnew entitlements we have never 
had before in trade adjustment author-
ity, including items such as wage in-
surance, which is almost anathema to 
the free enterprise system, but that is 
in this bill. We have to negotiate that 
with our House colleagues. 

We have to negotiate a whole new tax 
credit to provide health care benefits 
that has never been a part of trade ad-
justment assistance. I am sure that is 
going to be debated extensively. 

Anyway, it is going to be a very dif-
ficult conference. We need to begin 
that conference as soon as possible and 
hopefully come up with a bill that ac-
tually will promote trade, increase 
jobs, make us competitive, and help us 
to comply with international agree-
ments. 
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I urge our colleagues to support this 

cloture motion. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-

publican leader. 
Mr. LOTT. Parliamentary inquiry, 

Mr. President. I believe we have about 
6 or 7 minutes remaining. Five min-
utes. I yield myself some time under 
my leader time. That will still leave 
the final 5 minutes for the chairman 
and ranking member to speak. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for clo-
ture. We have been on this legislation 
for quite some time. I believe this is 
the fourth week we have been working 
on it, at least part of the time. We have 
had a number of amendments. We have 
won some, we have lost some, depend-
ing on your point of view. It has been 
a good debate. Senators have had a 
chance to offer amendments. It is time 
we bring it to a conclusion. 

We need trade promotion authority 
for this President. We needed it for our 
previous President. I was for it when 
President Clinton was President. I 
think it is irresponsible for us not to 
have this authority to allow our Presi-
dents, our administrations, to nego-
tiate trade agreements that will help 
America and help our trading partners. 

I do not want to get into a philo-
sophical argument, but clearly it is the 
way America needs to go. We need to 
open markets, not be closing markets 
or closing our own markets. We can 
compete in the world trade market. We 
can produce more goods and more com-
modities. Our farmers need these mar-
kets, and this is the way to do it. 

The second part of this legislation is 
the Andean Trade Preference Act. 
These countries in the northern tier 
and western side of South America are 
trying very hard to move toward eco-
nomic growth, democracy, and free-
dom. They are doing a great job under 
very difficult circumstances—Ecuador, 
Bolivia, Peru, and of course Colombia. 

It is very unfair that we have not al-
ready acted on this legislation. We are 
in an extension of time right now. 
Clearly, we need to pass this legisla-
tion. We need to separate the Andean 
Trade Preference Act and move it on in 
an expeditious way. 

Last but not least is trade adjust-
ment assistance. Different people will 
argue it is too much, it is not enough, 
but we have had trade adjustment as-
sistance in the past. We do need to give 
some assistance to our workers, a 
bridge to the next job, maybe some 
training. There are health benefits. 
You can argue whether this is the best 
way to do it. 

The bottom line is, we have done it. 
We have significant legislation in this 
area. When you put all of them to-
gether, it is time we bring it to a con-
clusion. If we vote for cloture now, we 
can finish this bill not later than to-
morrow, and it would be a very high 
note for the Senate to finish up work 
before we go to the Memorial Day re-
cess. 

I urge my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle: We have done a good enough 

job. We should move to invoke cloture, 
stop the extraneous amendments, and 
then move to a conclusion. 

I yield the floor, Mr. President. I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. 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. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 
yield myself such time as I might con-
sume. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 31⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Three? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Three 

and a half. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, with 

today’s vote on cloture on the trade 
bill, we move one step closer to rees-
tablishing the United States global 
leadership and credibility in trade. 

We move one step closer to being bet-
ter able to advance this country’s eco-
nomic interests in this hemisphere. 
And we will be one step closer to bring-
ing greater economic prosperity to 
every American family. That is be-
cause with today’s vote, the President 
will be one step closer to getting one of 
the most important tools he needs to 
strengthen the American economy, and 
to create new American jobs. 

American leadership in trade has 
floundered for the last several years. 
We have seen over 130 preferential 
trade agreements signed by our trading 
partners in the last few years, none of 
which included the United States. This 
proliferation of preferential trade 
agreements among other nations—in-
cluding major U.S. trading partners 
such as Canada and Mexico—is harmful 
to U.S. trade interests. These agree-
ments provide their members with 
preferential access to one another’s 
markets—while disadvantaging Amer-
ican agricultural products, manufac-
tured goods, and many services. 

Some American companies overcome 
these barriers by producing overseas. 
Many small- and medium-sized compa-
nies can’t do this however, and because 
they are less competitive, they lose op-
portunity after opportunity to their 
foreign counterparts. This loss of com-
petitive ability by our export-depend-
ent firms, as well as our farmers, 
means fewer jobs. 

It means lost wages or income. It 
means that hard-working American 
families aren’t able to pay the mort-
gage, or the farm loan, or provide bet-
ter education or other opportunities 
for their children. 

Today, as we speak, the United 
States is engaged in new global trade 
negotiations in the WTO. We played a 
central role in launching these negotia-
tions. Last year, we helped draft a Min-
isterial Declaration—a roadmap for the 
new round of trade talks—that con-
tained nearly every one of our priority 

negotiating objectives, particularly in 
agriculture. As a result, we are poised 
to win unprecedented new market ac-
cess for American agricultural prod-
ucts around the world. 

In my State of Iowa, we know how 
important trade is to the family farm-
er. We export more than $1 billion 
worth of everything we grow or 
produce on the farm, accounting for 
more than one-third of total Iowa ex-
ports to the world. Our farmers, our 
pork producers, our soybean growers 
all depend on the income they earn 
from exporting to take care of their 
families and their communities. And 
the plain fact is, they would have more 
export-related income if world agricul-
tural tariffs were lower, and other 
trade barriers were reduced. 

Restored United States leadership in 
free trade will benefit other as well. An 
aggressive, American-led effort to open 
world markets will mean more jobs for 
our highly competitive manufacturing 
sector. At the John Deere plant in Wa-
terloo, IA, for example, one out of 
every five tractors built in the plant is 
exported, accounting for over 800 ex-
port-related jobs. If we gain access to 
more overseas markets through lower 
tariffs, we could sell a lot more of these 
tractors and create more jobs. Our 
service sector, which provides nearly 8 
out of every 10 jobs in the United 
States, is even more reliant on open 
world markets. 

Because we are so competitive inter-
nationally, we have an $83 billion trade 
surplus in services. Liberalization of 
trade in services is only 5 years old. 
The potential to build even more 
American export growth in services is 
tremendous. TPA will help us realize 
this potential. With today’s historic 
vote, America’s days on the sidelines 
are numbered. America is almost back 
in the game. 

I want to commend Senator BAUCUS 
and his staff for all they have done in 
moving this bill forward, and for work-
ing on a bipartisan basis to help re-
store America’s leadership in world 
trade. 

Mr. President, I strongly urge my 
colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ on cloture. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD a letter from the 
White House. 

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

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, May 22, 2002. 

Hon. MAX BAUCUS, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on Finance. 
Hon. CHARLES GRASSLEY, 
Ranking Member, Senate Committee on Fi-

nance, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 
DEAR CHAIRMAN BAUCUS AND SENATOR 

GRASSLEY: On behalf of the Administration, 
I wanted to thank you for all of your efforts 
to produce a bipartisan trade package. Those 
efforts appear to be nearing a successful con-
clusion with this morning’s cloture vote. 

It is our hope that a substantial majority 
of the Senate will vote to close off what has 
been a full and fair debate and then proceed 
to final passage of the bill. In that vein, I 
wanted you to know that the Administration 
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is opposing all further amendments to the 
bill. We hope that you will join us in order to 
ensure prompt passage of the bill. 

Sincerely, 
NICHOLAS E. CALIO, 

Assistant to the President for 
Legislative Affairs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana has 37 seconds. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I yield back the re-
mainder of my time. 

CLOTURE MOTION 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
is yielded back. Under the previous 
order, the clerk will report the motion 
to invoke cloture. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of Rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move 
to bring to a close the debate on the Baucus- 
Grassley substitute amendment for Calendar 
No. 295, H.R. 3009, the Andean Trade Pref-
erence Act. 

Max Baucus, Chuck Grassley, Orrin 
Hatch, Zell Miller, Blanche L. Lincoln, 
John Breaux, Mitch McConnell, Chuck 
Hagel, Robert F. Bennett, Christopher 
Bond, Ron Wyden, Ben Nelson of Ne-
braska, Patty Murray, Jeff Bingaman, 
Pete Domenici, Pat Roberts, and Harry 
Reid. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the mandatory quorum 
call has been waived. 

The question is, Is it the sense of the 
Senate that debate on amendment 3401 
to H.R. 3009, an act to extend the Ande-
an Trade Preference Act to grant addi-
tional trade benefits under that act, 
and for other purposes, shall be 
brought to a close? The yeas and nays 
are required under the rule. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE) and the 
Senator from New Jersey (Mr. 
TORRICELLI) are necessarily absent. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from North Carolina (Mr. 
HELMS) is necessarily absent. 

I further announce that if present 
and voting the Senator from North 
Carolina (Mr. HELMS) would vote ‘‘no.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
CLINTON). Are there any other Senators 
in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 68, 
nays 29, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 122 Leg.] 

YEAS—68 

Akaka 
Allard 
Allen 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Cantwell 
Carper 
Chafee 
Cleland 
Cochran 

Collins 
Craig 
Crapo 
Daschle 
DeWine 
Domenici 
Edwards 
Enzi 
Feinstein 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Graham 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 

Inhofe 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lott 
Lugar 
McCain 
McConnell 
Miller 
Murkowski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 
Nickles 

Roberts 
Santorum 
Smith (NH) 
Smith (OR) 

Snowe 
Stevens 
Thomas 
Thompson 

Voinovich 
Warner 
Wyden 

NAYS—29 

Boxer 
Byrd 
Carnahan 
Clinton 
Conrad 
Corzine 
Dayton 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 

Ensign 
Feingold 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Kennedy 
Leahy 
Levin 
Mikulski 
Reed 
Reid 

Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Specter 
Stabenow 
Thurmond 
Wellstone 

NOT VOTING—3 

Helms Inouye Torricelli 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote, the yeas are 68, the nays are 29. 
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn having voted in the af-
firmative, the motion is agreed to. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. REID. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant bill clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, Sen-
ator NELSON from Florida is ready to 
go with his amendment. I ask unani-
mous consent that it be in order for 
Senator NELSON to call up his amend-
ment No. 3440. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The amendment is now pending. The 

Senator from Florida is recognized. 
Mr. NELSON of Florida. Thank you, 

Madam President. 
May I inquire of the chairman of the 

Finance Committee, it is my under-
standing that the number of the 
amendment that you just asked me to 
call up—I want to make sure that is 
applicable postcloture, because I have 
amendment No. 3454 that I understand 
is in order. It is the same subject mat-
ter, but there was some technical scriv-
ener’s reason of why there had to be 
two amendments instead of one. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will come to order. The Senator 
from Florida has the floor on pending 
business before the Senate. Please take 
your conversations off the floor to the 
cloakroom. 

The Senator from Montana. 
Mr. BAUCUS. To answer my good 

friend from Florida, it is my under-
standing that either of the two could 
properly be called up at this time. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. I thank the 
Senator. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Reserving the right 
to object, I want to have a further un-

derstanding of where we are parliamen-
tary-wise. The Senator from Florida is 
asking to take up a different amend-
ment than the amendment that dealt 
with citrus? 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. No. The 
amendment is the same. It is my un-
derstanding that for a technical rea-
son, postcloture, it was to be divided 
into two amendments instead of one. It 
is the same amendment. I am just ask-
ing, before we start debating the 
amendment, to make sure we have the 
proper one called up. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, fur-
ther answering the basic question of 
the Senator from Florida, the amend-
ment we have on the list that is ready 
to be brought up is No. 3440. That was 
my understanding; that is the amend-
ment to be brought up. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. That is fine 
with me. I wanted to make sure we 
were in the proper legal structure be-
cause I had filed two other amend-
ments that were the same subject mat-
ter that would be correctly drawn to 
the bill. As long as the chairman indi-
cates that the one we had filed origi-
nally is OK, that is fine with me. The 
subject matter is identical. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam President, I 
have to temporarily object until we 
have an opportunity to study the 
amendment. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, the 
order was already entered and no objec-
tion was heard. Amendment 3440 is the 
amendment that is pending. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas. 

Mr. GRAMM. Madam President, I 
raise a point of order against the pend-
ing amendment. It has a drafting error 
and it amends the bill in two places 
and is therefore out of order. I raise a 
point of order. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. The present 
amendment does not amend the bill in 
two places. The one that has been 
called up by the chairman of the Fi-
nance Committee is the original one. 
The junior Senator from Florida is 
purely trying to get the issue out so 
that we can discuss it. I was told that 
postcloture it had to be drafted in a 
separate way. It is an identical amend-
ment. 

I will proceed with the amendment 
on the reliance of the statement by the 
chairman of the Finance Committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
point of order is well taken. The 
amendment as drafted to amend the 
bill in two places is out of order on its 
face. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Madam 
President, do I have the floor? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida does have the floor. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Madam 
President, I will continue to speak on 
the amendment, and for whatever rea-
son you all are objecting, I wish you 
would find out what technical reasons 
you have for an objection. I assure ev-
eryone, this is the identical matter. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S4669 May 22, 2002 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Montana. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I 

think we can clear this up. I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Madam 
President, I do not want to relinquish 
the floor. I yield to the Senator from 
Nevada without losing my right to the 
floor. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that we go into a 
quorum call with the Senator from 
Florida recognized when we come out. 

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

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. NELSON of Florida. Madam 

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. 3454 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3401 
Mr. NELSON of Florida. Madam 

President, pursuant to the discussions 
we have had, I call up amendment No. 
3454 and ask for its immediate consid-
eration. 

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

The clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Florida [Mr. NELSON], 

for himself and Mr. GRAHAM, proposes an 
amendment numbered 3454. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Madam 
President, I ask unanimous consent 
that reading of the amendment be dis-
pensed with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To limit tariff reduction authority 

on certain products) 
At the end of section 2103(b), insert the fol-

lowing new paragraph: 
(4) PRODUCTS SUBJECT TO ANTIDUMPING AND 

COUNTERVAILING DUTY ORDERS.—Paragraph 
(1) shall not apply to a product that is the 
subject of an antidumping or countervailing 
duty order at the time of the agreement re-
ferred to in paragraph (1), unless the agree-
ment provides that as a term, condition, or 
qualification of the tariff concession, the 
tariff reduction will not be implemented be-
fore the date that is 1 year after the date of 
termination or revocation of such anti-
dumping or countervailing duty order with 
respect to all exporters of such product. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Madam 
President, I rise today to address the 
Senate on trade promotion authority 
and the opportunity this country has 
before it to participate in free trade. 

I am a free trader. I believe it is a net 
benefit for both my State and the 
country to reduce tariff barriers and 
open markets to other nations. 

We must do this in a manner that re-
spects fair trading practices by impor-
tant industries in the United States 
that are the engine of our economy. 
Need I remind everyone that in the war 
against terrorism, it is not only that 

we have to be politically and militarily 
strong, but we have to be economically 
strong as well? 

There is some debate over our last 
free trade agreement with Mexico and 
Canada. I was a supporter of NAFTA 
and believed it was an important part 
of the economic growth the United 
States experienced in the decade of the 
1990s. But NAFTA arranged for side 
agreements relating to certain indus-
tries our trading partners did not live 
up to. One of those clearly affected 
Florida. It was a side agreement that 
was going to be protective of winter 
vegetables, specifically tomatoes. That 
side agreement was not lived up to 
with regard to the importation of 
Mexican tomatoes, with the result that 
whereas Florida used to have a huge 
percentage of the national market of 
winter vegetables, we now supply only 
30 percent. You can imagine what that 
has done to some of the fruit and vege-
table farmers in Florida. 

As we open our markets to all of the 
countries of the Western Hemisphere, 
we must consider how we can learn 
from and prevent these kinds of situa-
tions we have had in the past with 
things such as NAFTA and how we can 
prevent that from occurring in the fu-
ture. That is why Senator GRAHAM and 
I have introduced this amendment to 
the TPA legislation that cuts right to 
the heart of free and fair trade. 

This amendment says tariffs may not 
be reduced on commodities on which 
there is an existing antidumping order 
or an existing countervailing duty 
order. What does that mean? Well, I am 
going to explain it, if I may. When the 
executive branch, the Congress, or par-
ticular industries believe a certain na-
tion is engaging in some kind of unfair 
trade practice on a particular com-
modity, then they go out and petition 
the International Trade Commission to 
investigate the trade of that particular 
commodity. That is what has happened 
with the recent steel case. If a thor-
ough investigation by the Inter-
national Trade Commission finds that 
an important product is being sold 
below fair market value and that a 
U.S. producer is thereby being harmed, 
it is considered dumping, an anti-
competitive practice. Dumping is, in 
essence, price discrimination against 
U.S. consumers. 

Now, there is another kind of order. 
This is an order that if a foreign gov-
ernment is subsidizing a particular 
commodity—a foreign government sub-
sidizing a particular commodity—then 
that order would provide that those 
foreign manufacturers, or exporters— 
because they have that unfair competi-
tion because their government is sub-
sidizing their particular commodity, 
and they are going to have an unfair 
competitive advantage; therefore, the 
Department of Commerce would issue a 
countervailing duty order. 

So it follows that if a country or 
company is found by the International 
Trade Commission, or the Department 
of Commerce, to be actually engaging 

in unfair trade practices in such a 
clear-cut manner that it is issued ei-
ther an antidumping or countervailing 
duty order, then under this amend-
ment, while those orders are in place, 
those tariffs would not be reduced on 
those commodities until that dumping, 
or subsidizing, had ceased and the 
order had been removed. That is just as 
common sense as you can make it. 

If you have anticompetitive behavior 
by a foreign government or foreign 
countries and there is an order out 
there put in place by the Department 
of Commerce or the International 
Trade Commission, as long as those or-
ders are in place, you are not going to 
let the tariff be reduced that protects 
the U.S. consumer because it simply 
doesn’t make sense to reward countries 
by further opening U.S. markets to 
commodities that are currently being 
dumped in the country by our trading 
partners until the dumping has ceased. 

Now, some may argue that this 
amendment is not compliant with the 
World Trade Organization, the organi-
zation that administers trade agree-
ments among nations, the organization 
that acts as a forum for trade organiza-
tions, the organization that settles 
trade disputes, and the organization 
that reviews trade policy. Well, some 
may argue that this amendment 
doesn’t comply with that. I disagree. 

First of all, the World Trade Organi-
zation’s compliance should be judged 
based on the substance of trade agree-
ments. This legislation is not the sub-
stance of trade agreements; rather, 
this legislation states the terms by 
which Congress will consider providing 
fast-track authority to such trade 
agreements. World Trade Organization 
compliance will be assessed later when 
a trade agreement is completed. So 
that argument doesn’t wash as a 
counter to BOB GRAHAM’s and my 
amendment. 

Second, they might argue that this 
amendment provides a double penalty 
upon countries that practice anti-
competitive behavior. Well, that argu-
ment is not accurate either. It is wide-
ly understood that antidumping orders 
are not viewed by the WTO as punitive. 
Instead, they are viewed as remedial. 

Finally, some would argue against 
this amendment and act as if tariff re-
ductions are a divine right. Tariff re-
ductions are not a divine right. Tariff 
reductions should be viewed and ap-
proved on their face after consideration 
of all the facts. They should be viewed 
as mutually beneficial in a bilateral or 
multilateral scenario. Withholding a 
benefit should not be considered assess-
ment of a penalty. 

I might also add that this amend-
ment of Senator GRAHAM’s and mine 
does not violate the core basis of the 
Uruguay Round of tariff negotiations, 
and ultimately that Uruguay Round 
created the World Trade Organization. 
WTO compliance is not an issue in this 
debate. Instead, it is being used as a 
red herring to try to defeat this amend-
ment. 
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For all of these reasons, I submit 

that this legislation doesn’t violate the 
norms of the WTO and, actually, 
should strengthen the administration’s 
hand at the negotiating table. Let me 
say that again to my friends in the ad-
ministration, who have fought Senator 
GRAHAM and me tooth and toenail on 
what is free and fair trade. This amend-
ment will actually strengthen your 
hand at the negotiating table by being 
another instrument to help you make 
sure there is free and fair trade, as we 
want to open up free and fair trade. 

While the $9 billion Florida citrus in-
dustry is a concern to this Senator and 
my senior Senator from Florida, this 
amendment clearly affects many other 
commodities, including honey, steel, 
preserved mushrooms, Atlantic salm-
on, and sugar, and a whole number of 
other items I am going to list. We must 
not reward countries that engage in 
anticompetitive, predatory trading 
practices. 

Madam President, my concern that 
we not undermine our antidumping 
procedures does not make me any less 
of a proponent of trade promotion au-
thority in the best interests of my 
State and the country. Florida is an 
exporting State, and exports mean 
good jobs. According to the Depart-
ment of Commerce, 11 greater Florida 
metropolitan areas posted exports of 
more than $120 million in 1999: Miami; 
the Tampa Bay area; Fort Lauderdale; 
Orlando; the West Palm-Boca area; 
Jacksonville; Melbourne, my home-
town in the Brevard County area; 
Lakeland; Sarasota; Panama City; and 
Daytona Beach. Florida exported goods 
worth $24 billion in that year to more 
than 200 foreign markets. 

These goods include computers, elec-
tronic products, machinery transpor-
tation equipment, chemical manufac-
turing, electrical equipment, appli-
ances, and agricultural products. Trade 
promotion authority has the potential 
to open markets to Florida’s entre-
preneurs and small businesses and 
farmers. 

I have been contacted by many Flo-
ridians asking me to support TPA, and 
I have by voting for cloture so we can 
move on with this bill. I helped out the 
Senator from Texas yesterday when 
there was an amendment that was 
threatening the stability of the bill. I 
ask my colleagues to support TPA, and 
I also ask our colleagues to support 
this amendment of Senator GRAHAM 
and me that improves the underlying 
legislation and would ensure we have 
free and fair trade. 

I will tell my colleagues how impor-
tant this is—other than to Senator 
GRAHAM and me for frozen orange juice 
concentrate, of which Brazil has 50 per-
cent of the world market. If that tariff 
protecting the Florida citrus industry, 
the California citrus industry, and the 
Arizona citrus industry from unfair 
competition by dumping a product is 
taken away, Brazil, with 50 percent of 
the market, will take over 100 percent 
of the market, and that is not free and 
fair trade. 

I do not know why the Senator from 
Texas and others—we talk about the 
purity of the legislation. I helped him 
yesterday. I cannot understand. We are 
talking about free and fair trade. We 
are not talking about monopoly trade 
which will occur to the detriment of 
California, Arizona, and Florida unless 
this amendment is adopted. There are 
plenty of other States, I say to Sen-
ators, that better be forewarned and 
forearmed that if they do not protect 
this legislation with this amendment, 
then those orders protecting the com-
modities from their States are not 
going to be protected in the future. 

Let’s talk about some of them. How 
about Indiana, Ohio, Pennsylvania, 
New York, Maryland, and Illinois with 
regard to steel products—steel prod-
ucts including barbed wire, welded car-
bon steel pipe, line and pressure pipe, 
oil country tubular goods, hot-rolled 
carbon steel flat products—all of those 
products that are manufactured in Sen-
ator LUGAR’s State of Indiana. 

The two Senators from the State of 
Ohio, Senators DEWINE and VOINOVICH, 
and the two Senators from Pennsyl-
vania: Are you paying attention? 

The Senators from New York: Are 
you paying attention? 

Maryland, Illinois: You are going to 
lose the protection of your steel prod-
ucts and the orders that are out there 
protecting them unless you vote for 
this amendment. 

Let’s take honey. The Senators from 
Montana, North Dakota, South Da-
kota, and California—California has a 
big honey industry: You are going to 
lose your protection of those existing 
orders if this amendment is not adopt-
ed. 

How about sugar? Sugar is going to 
be threatened by Belgium, France, and 
Germany, and I am talking about Lou-
isiana, Hawaii, Texas, California, 
Idaho, Michigan, and Minnesota. 

I inquire, Madam President, it is my 
understanding the side proposing the 
amendment has 1 hour; is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. I thank the 
Chair. 

I want to make sure those interests 
that are protecting sugar from the Eu-
ropean Union, Germany, France, and 
Belgium, which include Louisiana, Ha-
waii, Texas, California, Idaho, Michi-
gan, Minnesota, New Mexico, North 
Dakota, Ohio, Oregon, Washington, 
Wyoming, Nebraska, and Montana—do 
you realize that your commodities are 
threatened if you cannot protect them 
with your existing orders? 

Let’s talk about some of the steel 
products that would be threatened by 
Brazil. Carbon steel butt welded pipe 
fittings, iron construction castings, 
brass sheet and strip—and I could go 
through a whole list of steel products. 
Indiana, Ohio, Pennsylvania, New 
York, Maryland, Illinois, Wisconsin: 
Senators, are you listening? 

How about fresh Atlantic salmon 
from the States of Maine and Alaska? 

Senators from Maine, Senator COLLINS, 
and Senator SNOWE: Are you listening? 
Your orders protecting the dumping of 
products out of Chile are not going to 
protect your salmon. 

Senator MURKOWSKI: Are you listen-
ing? You are not going to be protected 
from Chile’s dumping of Salmon unless 
you protect those orders that are out-
standing. 

How about Oregon’s mushrooms 
being protected from Chile? If they do 
not keep those orders and they allow 
those orders to be cast aside and the 
tariff to be reduced, it is not going to 
protect them. 

How about Alabama, Georgia, Texas, 
and Kansas on the cement industry 
being protected from Mexico? Senators 
from Alabama, Senator SHELBY and 
Senator SESSIONS: You are not going to 
be protected on your orders that pro-
tect your cement industry unless you 
protect those orders from being under-
mined by the adoption of this amend-
ment. 

What about the State of New York? 
Antifriction ball bearings being pro-
tected from Singapore. There is an 
order there. 

How about Montana, the Dakotas, 
and California, as I mentioned earlier 
on honey? The last time I mentioned 
honey, it was Argentina. Your products 
are not going to be protected. 

Also in Argentina, they produce hot- 
rolled carbon steel flat products, and 
Indiana, Ohio, Pennsylvania, New 
York, Maryland, Illinois, Senator FITZ-
GERALD, they are not going to be pro-
tected, those same States being pro-
tected from Brazil on a countervailing 
duty. 

Earlier, I talked about the anti-
dumping orders, honey from Argentina, 
hot-rolled carbon steel flat products 
from Argentina; steel products from 
Brazil has another kind of order 
against it, according to the Depart-
ment of Commerce, because they have 
evaluated the situation and determined 
those two countries have unfairly sub-
sidized those products I just listed— 
honey, affecting Montana, the Dakotas 
and California; Argentina, affecting 
hot-rolled carbon steel flat products af-
fecting Indiana, Ohio, Pennsylvania, 
New York, Maryland, and Illinois; and 
Brazil, affecting a multiplicity of steel 
products; that the governments were, 
in fact, subsidizing those products; 
that the Department of Commerce of 
the United States would have an order 
to protect those products. 

Folks, this is a foreign country sub-
sidizing against the products coming 
from your States, the U.S. Department 
of Commerce issues an order, and that 
order is going to be in jeopardy of 
being ignored unless you adopt our 
amendment. It is a commonsense 
amendment. It is an amendment that 
simply states that as long as there is 
an order from either the International 
Trade Commission or the U.S. Depart-
ment of Commerce protecting a com-
modity because it is being unfairly 
dealt with in anticompetitive behavior 
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in international trade, that as long as 
that order exists, this amendment says 
you cannot reduce the tariff. 

Madam President, to retain the floor, 
since we have had some squabble, I 
yield to my colleague, and upon the 
finishing of his remarks, I seek to re-
tain the floor. I yield to my colleague 
from Florida. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is the 
Senator seeking consent to that effect? 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Yes. 
Mr. GRAMM. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-

jection is heard. 
Mr. GRAMM. The Senator cannot 

control the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-

jection is heard. 
Mr. NELSON of Florida. Then, 

Madam President, it is interesting we 
are talking about free and fair trade. 
What we ought to have is free and fair 
debate. Earlier, because of some tech-
nical reason, people from that side of 
the aisle were trying to prevent me 
from offering my amendment that I 
have been waiting in the queue very 
patiently for weeks to offer. I have be-
come a constant visitor with the chair-
man of the Finance Committee and 
with the ranking member, seeking to 
protect an industry from Florida facing 
life or death, an industry that is so im-
portant to the State of Florida that 
the license tag of the State of Florida 
has emblazoned upon it the emblem of 
that industry, the Florida orange. 

I thought about free and fair trade 
we could have a free and fair debate. 
So, Madam President, I have said my 
piece. I will relinquish the floor. I hope 
others will accord me the privilege 
within the span of the hour, that 
should additional things arise, they 
will give me the courtesy of being able 
to speak. I thank the Senate for in-
dulging us and giving us an oppor-
tunity in which to air an issue that is 
most important to all of these States 
and most important to the United 
States of America. 

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

ator from Texas. 
Mr. GRAMM. Madam President, let 

me first respond by saying each Sen-
ator has a right to the floor. No one 
can prevent a Senator from having an 
opportunity to be recognized. Second, 
the Senator is offering this amendment 
now because of the willingness of the 
chairman and the ranking member and 
every Member of this body to allow 
him to jump ahead in line of literally 
dozens of amendments that were filed 
earlier and that could have been of-
fered before his amendment. 

If we had followed the rules of the 
Senate, instead of granting the Senator 
special privilege, we would have had a 
fairly substantial number of amend-
ments that we would have had to deal 
with before he could have ever pre-
sented his amendment. I don’t know if 
there is any perception of a grievance 
here. A, I am sorry; and, B, I don’t 
think there is a basis for it. 

Now, let me address the substance of 
this amendment. It always amazes me 
when people are free traders and all 
they can talk about is your commod-
ities are threatened and you are losing 
protection. This amendment is a pro-
tectionist amendment. This amend-
ment is an effort to take all those 
products the Senator mentioned off the 
table in terms of future negotiations, 
even if the negotiations have to do 
with eliminating unfair trade prac-
tices. 

It is also based on a false premise. 
Every Member of the Senate should un-
derstand this false premise. The false 
premise is that if there currently is a 
countervailing duty or an antidumping 
order on a product from Texas—let me 
take honey; I don’t know that there is 
such an order, and I am not seeking 
such an order, but for every honey pro-
ducer I have, I probably have 500,000 
honey consumers. So it always is amaz-
ing to me that everyone is willing to 
let consumers pay a higher price by 
preventing competition, but let me just 
take my example—say there was a 
countervailing duty on honey, that we 
concluded that honey was being sold 
too cheaply to schoolchildren. It is an 
excellent source of nourishment, an ex-
cellent product people like to eat. But 
it is being sold too cheaply. We don’t 
want them to have it that cheaply. So 
we have a countervailing duty on it. 

Listening to the Senator from Flor-
ida, one would assume that if there is 
a trade negotiation put into place and 
is consummated, and in that process 
we change the duty on honey, that it 
overrides the antidumping agreement. 
That is totally and verifiably false. Let 
me say that again. If there is a coun-
tervailing duty on honey, if there is an 
antidumping order on honey, and under 
this bill the President negotiates a 
trade agreement, say, with Chile, that 
affects honey—it does not override the 
countervailing duty, does not override 
the antidumping order—those orders 
would still stand until they are re-
moved. 

In listening to the Senator from 
Florida, you get the idea that the 
President can negotiate away these 
antidumping orders. Not so. They still 
stand until they are removed. 

If you look at the language of the 
Senator’s bill, it is clear his concern is 
not with countervailing duties and 
dumping, even if they are removed. 
Even if the cause of their imposition is 
eliminated, you cannot negotiate a 
trade agreement involving those items 
for 1 year after the problem is fixed. In 
the end, this amendment takes off the 
table in trade negotiations literally 
hundreds of items. 

Let me argue why that should not be 
done. We are trying to promote trade. 
We are trying to see a benefit from 
trade through competition. 

Second, how can the President nego-
tiate with countries if we are taking 
all the things they produce—the things 
they are most sensitive about, the 
things they are most concerned about, 

and the things they have a compara-
tive advantage in—off the table? If this 
amendment were adopted, it would be a 
body blow to our whole effort to nego-
tiate free trade agreements with coun-
tries such as Chile, countries that are 
major agricultural producers. 

I remind my colleagues what the 
Senator’s amendment does is deny the 
ability to negotiate a trade agreement 
containing these items, even though 
the fact they are contained in the 
agreement does not override a counter-
vailing duty, if the agreement is rati-
fied by the Senate, does not override a 
dumping order. We simply have this 
being used as a ruse to take numerous 
items off the table. 

We are down to the point now where 
we have debated, for many weeks, the 
effort to give the President fast-track 
authority. The administration is ada-
mantly opposed to this amendment be-
cause they believe it guts the very 
foundation of trade promotion author-
ity and it does it in two ways. It takes 
off the table numerous items that are 
important to other countries, in terms 
of their negotiation and, quite frankly, 
important to us. 

Part of a trade negotiation can be 
aimed at unfair trade practices where, 
if a country is subsidizing steel or some 
other product, part of the trade nego-
tiation can be to require, as part of 
what they are giving in return for our 
opening markets here, they are open-
ing their markets there—part of what 
they can give up is these subsidies. But 
the amendment of the Senator would 
say: No, those negotiations cannot 
occur within the context of trade pro-
motion authority, even if the negotia-
tions occurred, unless the antidumping 
order were vacated. Unless the counter-
vailing duty were overturned because 
the causes of it were changed, nothing 
in this new free trade agreement would 
have any impact. 

If Chile is dumping honey—and, God 
forbid, because schoolchildren would be 
getting honey too cheaply and they 
would be harmed, I guess—but if Chile 
is dumping honey, under this amend-
ment you could negotiate a trade 
agreement that involved honey, even 
though no trade agreement we could 
negotiate would overturn the counter-
vailing duty. It would still be in place. 
Only if it is removed in the future be-
cause the underlying cause is removed, 
then the trade agreement would go 
into effect. 

The Senator talks about life and 
death of his State. We already have in 
the bill a limitation on the ability of 
the President to negotiate in the area 
of frozen concentrated orange juice, 
one of America’s great foods. Every 
child in America should drink orange 
juice every morning. Yet we have pro-
hibited the President from having full 
power to negotiate with regard to fro-
zen orange juice. Why? Basically be-
cause this industry wants protection. 
We have chosen between orange juice 
producers—and I have some in my 
State—and all the children in America 
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who ought to be drinking orange juice 
in the morning. 

Talk about unfair trade practice, 
that is one of them. The point is, it is 
not as if we have not already given spe-
cial protections to the very industries 
the Senator is talking about. What he 
is doing is trying to take off the table 
a massive range of items that, in re-
ality, would say that you could vote 
for trade promotion authority knowing 
no trade is going to be promoted. This 
amendment would destroy the founda-
tions of trade promotion authority and 
it should, and I believe will, be beaten. 

But I finally want to address one 
point that I have just been dying to ad-
dress throughout all these debates. 
Some people act as if you can have 
trade without having trade; that when 
you enter into a free trade agreement 
it is fine to have trade as long as your 
trading partner doesn’t sell anything 
in your country. 

I have been on the Finance Com-
mittee for some time now. The Senator 
from Florida mentioned tomatoes. 
When we entered into a free trade 
agreement with Mexico, they started 
selling a lot more tomatoes. I am a big 
tomato buyer. I speak with some au-
thority on the subject. Why is Mexico 
selling all of these tomatoes? For two 
reasons. No. 1, they are better; they 
taste better. If you have not compared 
a Mexican tree-ripened tomato with a 
domestically produced tomato then 
you are making a bad mistake. I ask 
anybody in America to submit to the 
taste test. The Mexicans have sold 
more tomatoes for one simple reason— 
well, two, really, but one is dominant: 
It is a better product. It is a superior 
product. You can taste it and you can 
taste the difference. 

The reason they can do it is they 
handpick these tomatoes and they put 
them in these cartons like egg cartons. 
They are ripened when they are picked, 
they ship them to market, and people 
buy them. 

It is true that the people who were 
producing tomatoes before we entered 
into the agreement are not selling as 
many tomatoes, but what is trade 
about? If trade is not about letting su-
perior products displace products that 
are not as good, what is the purpose of 
it? 

The second reason they sell more to-
matoes is they are cheaper. So how in 
the world can we claim we are for free 
trade, we want more trade, but then we 
protest, we are self-righteous, we are 
outraged, when our competitor, pro-
ducing a better product at a lower 
price, is successful? 

People are for free trade but they are 
not for trade. They are for opening 
markets as long as nobody sells any-
thing in the United States. It is amaz-
ing to me, the convoluted way we see 
trade. If we could just send everything 
we own abroad, people would be happy. 
Exporting they love—just give it away, 
let it go—but if we bring anything to 
America, somehow, something is wrong 
with it. 

I close with this point. It is inter-
esting how differently we view the 
world today on this issue than it has 
been viewed historically. I go way back 
by quoting Pericles. When Pericles 
spoke in the funeral oration, and he 
was trying to sum up the greatness of 
Athens, it is interesting that the exam-
ple he came down to was imports. 

The luxuries of the world are as freely 
available in Athens as they are at those 
places in the world where those items are 
produced. 

The greatness of America is that peo-
ple we do not even know, who do not 
even know us, are working to produce 
things to bring to our market that we 
can consume. You have products com-
ing on trains and boats, this whole ef-
fort, all aimed at bringing to our feet 
the benefits of trade. Because we are 
the one nation in the world that under-
stands how we benefit. 

Look, I am sympathetic. I have lots 
of people in my State who have lost 
from trade, who could not compete. 
But has the Nation lost? If I had to-
mato producers in the valley who lost 
their markets to Mexican tomatoes, 
they have lost. But has America lost if 
we have better tomatoes at a cheaper 
price? And what will Mexico do with 
that money? Every dollar they get, 
they are going to spend on American 
products. 

We know from trade data that the 
wages in those industries where they 
are going to buy products are 16 per-
cent above the norm. 

I submit with all respect that when 
we focus on trying to protect people 
from losing from successful trade, rath-
er than focusing on trying to develop 
more winners, we miss the genius of 
the product. 

Finally, provisions in this bill— 
which I do not support but are in the 
bill and I voted for cloture and I am 
going to vote for the bill—say that if 
you are a tomato producer and you lose 
your job, you get 2 years of unemploy-
ment benefits, you get 70 percent of 
your health care cost, you get a wage 
guarantee. Whereas, if other people 
lose their jobs because a terrorist blew 
up a plant they worked at, they get 26 
weeks of unemployment and nothing 
else. So it is not as if we are not trying 
to cushion people who happen to lose 
from successful trade. 

I submit that this amendment is pro-
tectionist and that it aims at pro-
tecting industries from competition. It 
is based on the false premise where it 
tries to get people to believe that by 
letting the President negotiate in areas 
where we have antidumping and coun-
tervailing tariffs, somehow those nego-
tiations overturn those tariffs and 
those countervailing duties. They do 
not. Those stay in effect until they are 
removed, even if there is a free trade 
agreement. 

I have not proposed—and I don’t 
know anyone who has proposed—that 
they be removed because of the free 
trade agreement. The source of unfair 
trade has to be eliminated for those 

countervailing duties and for the anti-
dumping measures to be repealed. 

But to simply say, even though they 
will not be changed by free trade agree-
ments, that you can’t even negotiate a 
free trade agreement that would in-
volve products that are currently sub-
ject to these penalties, even if the ne-
gotiations are aimed at eliminating 
the subsidies, and then saying even if 
you eliminate the penalties, even if 
you find they have stopped dumping for 
a year after there is no problem, you 
still can’t negotiate an agreement—it 
seems to me that the sole purpose of 
such an amendment is to prevent the 
President from negotiating agree-
ments. 

The problem with it is that we want 
to negotiate because we want every-
body in the world to have an oppor-
tunity to fly on a great airline or to 
use the finest computers or to buy 
things we produce. But in order for 
people to be willing to let our products 
into their markets, we have to let their 
products into our market. There is no 
such thing as a single-entry book-
keeping system where people say: Well, 
whatever is great for you we agree to, 
but then nothing that is great for us 
can be considered. 

I urge my colleagues to reject this 
amendment. 

Let me tick off some of these States. 
If you were from Texas—and I am, and 
I thank God for it every day—and we 
have honey producers—and I thank 
God for them, too—and they were sub-
ject to protection under antidumping, 
and the President under this bill nego-
tiated a free trade agreement with 
Chile—which I hope he will, and I am 
for it—it would help Chile, and it would 
help America; it would be good for the 
world. 

Please understand that will not over-
turn countervailing duties against 
honey. It will not overturn anti-
dumping measures against honey. 

The same is true for steel from Penn-
sylvania. The same is true for avoca-
does from Arizona or from California. 
Nothing in our bill gives the President 
the power to negotiate eliminating 
antidumping measures or counter-
vailing duties. He can negotiate tariff 
reductions that go into effect once 
those problems have been solved. But a 
treaty negotiated under this bill does 
not override those measures. Since it 
doesn’t override those measures, why 
in the world would you want to ban the 
President from negotiating in these 
areas? 

It seems to me there are two reasons. 
One is you are confused—I don’t believe 
any Member of the Senate is con-
fused—or you want to protect these 
items from competition. It would be 
great if you had this view of the world 
and would not let people competing 
with us sell anything. We sell every-
thing. That is a strange view of the 
world. But some people have it. But no-
body else will do that. 

If you implement all of these restric-
tions, just understand, when the Sen-
ator from Florida went through that -
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long list of things that could not be ne-
gotiated—it was a long list; I am sure 
he has more—and asking if Senators 
were listening—how would you ever ne-
gotiate a trade agreement if you 
couldn’t negotiate any of those items? 
Those are all items we import. I can as-
sure you that Chile or Europe or who-
ever is negotiating with us is very in-
terested in those items. 

So I urge my colleagues to reject this 
amendment. We have shown by an 
overwhelming vote that we want to 
give the President trade promotion au-
thority. To go back now and enact a 
gutting amendment that would destroy 
the whole trade authority for the bulk 
of items that America buys on the 
world market would mean it is not use-
ful. It would be like giving the Presi-
dent a car without an engine or wheels. 
You could say you gave him 90 percent 
of a car; it just doesn’t have a starter. 
What good is it? You can look at it, 
you can sit in it, but you can’t do with 
it what cars are supposed to do. 

If we give the President this trade 
authority but we don’t let him enter 
into any agreement in all these dif-
ferent areas, what have we given him? 
Something nobody will let us use in ne-
gotiating with them. 

I urge my colleagues to reject the 
amendment and vote for the motion to 
table. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 

CARNAHAN). The Senator from Florida. 
Mr. NELSON of Florida. Madam 

President, it is my understanding that 
the Senator from Iowa wants to speak. 
I would simply defer if he would like to 
speak. But in light of the fact that he 
is not seeking recognition, let me ad-
dress some of the points the Senator 
from Texas, my friend, has just raised. 

The Senator from Texas said the 
President can negotiate. The fact is 
that this amendment will help the 
President in his negotiations, for ad-
dressing the question of the existing 
orders in trade negotiations is ulti-
mately going to foster that negotia-
tion. The question is not whether the 
President and the administration can 
negotiate. Clearly, the President is 
unimpeded in that ability to negotiate. 
The subject of this amendment is 
whether or not, when there are orders 
existing, they have to be taken into 
consideration in the negotiations with 
regard to the reduction of a tariff. 

Mr. GRAMM, the Senator from Texas, 
asserts that clearly 100 items with ex-
isting orders and protection from anti-
competitive behavior would be taken 
off the table. He is right. 

The Senator and I agree on two 
things. First of all, we support the 
overall legislation as free traders. We 
certainly agree that there are lots of 
items. All of these items are covered by 
antidumping orders or countervailing 
duty orders. This amendment forces 
the President to address the anti-
competitive behavior that led to the 
order being issued in the first place. 

Who issues the order? If it is anti-
competitive behavior through dumping 

of a product onto a market and trying 
to drive the U.S. competitor out of 
business, then it is the U.S. Inter-
national Trade Commission. If it is the 
anticompetitive behavior of a foreign 
government that is subsidizing the 
product to the disadvantage of the 
American product, then the order is 
issued by the U.S. Department of Com-
merce. 

So this amendment does not deny the 
ability to negotiate. It does assist the 
negotiations. I think in this arcane 
language of trade promotion, and so 
much of which we refer to by acro-
nyms—TPA, and TAA, and whatever 
the acronym is for the Andean Trade 
Act, which I support—it is often lost 
over the bottom line of what is free and 
fair trade. We, of course, want inter-
national trade. We want competition. 

So as I see my colleague from Florida 
in the Chamber, who wants to speak on 
this amendment, I will just again reit-
erate the points that I made before in 
rebuttal to the Senator from Texas. 

First of all, in relation to World 
Trade Organization compliance, when-
ever anybody says this is going to mess 
up the process of the WTO, well, the 
WTO compliance should be judged 
based on the substance of trade agree-
ments. With this particular amend-
ment, the substance of the trade agree-
ment is not harmed, but, rather, this 
amendment states the terms by which 
the Congress will consider providing 
the fast-track authority to such trade 
agreements. The World Trade Organi-
zation compliance will be assessed 
later when a trade agreement is com-
pleted. It does not impede the Presi-
dent’s ability to negotiate at all. 

Second, when the opponents of this 
amendment say this amendment pro-
vides a double penalty upon countries 
that practice anticompetitive behav-
ior, that is not accurate. It is widely 
understood that antidumping orders 
are not viewed by the WTO as punitive, 
that they are viewed as remedial. 

Third, let’s understand that tariff re-
ductions are not a divine right. Tariff 
reductions should be viewed as mutu-
ally beneficial as we go about the proc-
ess of bilateral and multilateral nego-
tiations. Withholding of a benefit 
should not be considered assessment of 
a penalty. Rather, what we should try 
to strive for is the goal, at the end of 
the day, of free and fair trade, not the 
running of a particular business or in-
dustry out of business just for the sake 
of doing that, when, in fact, there are 
existing orders to protect them against 
anticompetitive behavior. 

Madam President, I yield the floor 
and look forward to the comments of 
my distinguished senior Senator from 
Florida. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Madam President, I 
am very pleased to join this afternoon 
with my colleague, Senator NELSON, in 
offering this amendment to the trade 
legislation. 

I am a strong supporter of expanded 
trade. I believe in the principle that if 

the world trades with each other, it 
will not only give us greater assurance 
that competition will be in commercial 
areas, not in military areas, it also 
gives to the world the opportunity to 
get the best quality and priced prod-
ucts that are available. 

I believe in competition and that the 
United States will, in the future, as it 
has in the past, fare very well if that 
competition is fair. Free trade does not 
mean trade with rules of anarchy. Free 
trade is associated with fair trade, 
trade that is under a rule of law that 
sets certain standards of behavior for 
the participants, whether they be na-
tions or individual economic entities in 
that trade. 

Madam President, as you will recall, 
we spent a considerable amount of time 
last week debating what is known as 
the Dayton-Craig amendment. That 
amendment, offered by our distin-
guished colleagues from Minnesota and 
Idaho—one a Democrat, one a Repub-
lican—essentially said this: That while 
we were granting, with the Trade Pro-
motion Act, broad authorities to the 
President to negotiate, and we were 
giving to the President our future right 
to amend those negotiated agreements 
by accepting the fact that whatever is 
negotiated we could either provide a 
green light of ‘‘yes’’ or a red light of 
‘‘no,’’ but we could not offer a yellow 
light of ‘‘caution’’ or ‘‘modification,’’ 
but that we were going to exclude cer-
tain items. We voted, therefore, for the 
Dayton-Craig amendment, which said 
that from that general policy of pro-
viding the President broad negotiating 
authority, we were going to exclude 
certain items and require that they be 
brought back to the Congress for a vote 
on those items, specifically without 
the protection of fast track. 

First, what was it that we protected? 
We said if our negotiators were to ne-
gotiate and alter the basic laws that 
this Nation has developed over the 
years, which give us greater assurance 
that trade will not only be free but 
fair, those matters would require spe-
cific and individual congressional ap-
proval. 

The first provision was the anti-
dumping provision. Antidumping is 
where a specific commercial entity is 
alleged to be trading in a product at a 
price which is below that company’s 
cost of production in the country in 
which it produced the product. So that 
whether it is an agricultural product or 
an industrial product, America is not 
going to become the ultimate target 
for predatory marketing practices, 
where an entity that has a product of 
which it cannot otherwise dispose 
dumps it on the United States market 
at a price below what it cost them to 
produce, therefore threatening the sur-
vival of American enterprises which 
have to sell their product at least at 
what it cost them to produce or they 
will be out of business and their work-
ers will be out of jobs. That does not 
seem to be an unreasonable provision. 

The second provision that the Day-
ton-Craig amendment gave special 
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treatment to was countervailing du-
ties. What is that? Those are directed 
at nations which have practices that 
subsidize a particular product, so that 
when it is sold, it is effectively sold at 
less than what should have been the 
cost of production. That is where a 
government provides special benefits 
that distort the competitive market-
place. 

Those are the two areas that were 
protected from fast track by the Day-
ton-Craig amendment. Those were 
adopted by the Senate by a substantial 
majority. We have done this because 
we recognize the importance of pro-
tecting the international marketplace 
of commerce from these trade practices 
which could be so distorting and which 
would defeat one of the basic principles 
of free trade which is that you encour-
age competition on a level playing field 
and whoever can prevail on that is the 
victor. This tilts the playing field to-
ward one company or one country be-
cause of practices that distort that 
level playing field. 

The amendment that Senator NELSON 
and I are offering today is the imple-
mentation of the objective of the Day-
ton-Craig amendment. Dayton-Craig 
intends to assure us that we will con-
tinue unless the Congress—and I think 
it is unlikely—would vote to eliminate 
our current laws against dumping and 
against providing government sub-
sidization at below the cost of produc-
tion—but assuming that those basic 
principles of fair trade prevail, what 
our amendment says is that the reduc-
tion in tariffs that are provided under 
the Trade Promotion Act ‘‘shall not 
apply to a product that is’’ at that 
time ‘‘the subject of an antidumping or 
countervailing duty order . . . un-
less’’—and the Senator from Texas, my 
good friend whom I respect and refer to 
as my Teutonic cousin, did not men-
tion the provision—‘‘unless the agree-
ment’’—that is, the trade agreement 
which purports to change the tariff on 
a particular product—‘‘provides that as 
a term, condition, or qualification of 
the tariff concession, the tariff reduc-
tion will not be implemented before 
the date that is 1 year after the date of 
termination or revocation of such anti-
dumping or countervailing duty order 
with respect to all exporters of such 
product.’’ 

Under our amendment, our nego-
tiators would be authorized to nego-
tiate tariff concessions, but at the 
same time they would have to nego-
tiate appropriate conditions or quali-
fications that would assure to the 
United States that those concessions 
would not be implemented until 1 year 
after that country or that company has 
met the requirement to rid itself of the 
antidumping or anticountervailing 
duty provision, which means that they 
had stopped the predatory practices 
that had disrupted the level playing 
field of international commerce. 

I do not find that to be a radical or 
extreme position. If you believe we 
should have these methods of enforcing 

fair trade, antidumping and counter-
vailing duties, then certainly you have 
to believe we should have the means of 
protecting ourselves against a country 
which has violated those laws, is under 
a sanction for that violation, and is 
now trying to get tariff concessions to 
increase their ability to act in a preda-
tory way against the United States. 

This issue should not be partisan. It 
should not be regional. It should not be 
a provision which divides the Senate, 
in my judgment, particularly based on 
the vote we took last week on Dayton- 
Craig. It ought to be a unifying amend-
ment. 

This issue has been a unifying issue 
in our State of Florida. I will submit 
for the RECORD a letter which was sent 
today by our State Governor, Jeb Bush, 
to both Senator BAUCUS and Senator 
GRASSLEY. I will submit it for the 
RECORD, but let me read in part: 

I fully recognize the importance of sup-
porting free but fair trade for all concerned. 
However, Florida’s citrus industry has been 
forced to compete for years with countries 
that implement unfair trade practices, forc-
ing the industry into financial decline. I sup-
port legislation that would require trade ne-
gotiators to take into consideration agri-
culture products that have been subject to 
antidumping or countervailing duty orders 
before negotiations begin. 

I believe this is a very important 
amendment, if we are dedicated to the 
principle of providing our President the 
capability to negotiate to expand trade 
in the United States. But we have re-
served for the Congress the right to re-
view specifically any changes that are 
made in that process that relate to our 
ability to enforce fair trade. 

And now with this amendment, we 
would give real teeth to that sanction 
by saying, having preserved our ability 
to maintain a level playing field of fair 
trade through the ability to impose 
countervailing duties against a nation 
or antidumping orders against a par-
ticular commercial entity, now we can 
give strength to that by saying, if you 
are under those sanctions, either one, 
you would not be eligible for tariff con-
cessions until you had purged yourself 
for 1 year of those predatory practices. 

I believe we should send a very 
strong signal to our trade partners that 
if they are willing to play by the basic 
rules of fair international commerce, 
we are prepared to open our markets 
even further to them. But until they 
are willing to do so, until they are will-
ing to give up their previous practices 
that have distorted that international 
market, they will have to pay the price 
of those actions in the form of their 
noneligibility to receive any tariff con-
cessions from the negotiations by our 
President which will be eventually sub-
mitted to this Congress for its up-or- 
down vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I 
thank our colleagues from Florida, 
Senator GRAHAM and, in particular in 
this case, Senator NELSON. They are 
really good Senators. Senators are 

elected to defend the interests of their 
State and defend their people and try 
to help economic growth and develop-
ment in their States. We all do that, 
all of us as Members of the Senate. For 
those folks in Florida who may be 
watching and are interested in this 
subject, I want them to know that 
their two Senators are doing a great 
job. I hear from Senator NELSON and 
Senator GRAHAM constantly on this 
issue: What we can do; how can we 
work this out; how can we compromise; 
what can we do to help here. I com-
mend the two of them for their very 
strong, valiant effort. 

This is a subject with which we are 
wrestling. We have to make a judgment 
as to where we draw the line with re-
spect to helping protect industries and 
products in our own country and 
States. The real question is, What 
about agricultural products which are 
by their nature sensitive? Under cur-
rent law, the President does not on his 
own have the authority to reduce tar-
iffs on such products. He has to get the 
approval of Congress. That is current 
law. The other body passed legislation 
which basically gives the President the 
authority to reduce tariffs on certain 
products by proclamation, up to 50 per-
cent of the current tariff rate. The 
other body added that the President 
may not reduce tariffs by proclamation 
with respect to import-sensitive agri-
cultural products; not only not by 50 
percent, but not a single percentage 
point in reduction of tariffs for these 
products. 

Our underlying bill has those same 
provisions; namely, the President has 
the authority, by proclamation, to re-
duce tariffs by up to 50 percent on most 
products, but not with respect to im-
port-sensitive agricultural products. 

There are other provisions in this bill 
which help address the concerns raised 
by the Senators from Florida. For ex-
ample, the bill provides a special con-
sultation procedure for negotiations on 
import-sensitive agricultural products. 
That is, before initiating negotiations 
on these products, the U.S. Trade Rep-
resentative is required, under the pro-
visions of this bill, to engage in special 
consultations with the Finance Com-
mittee and with the Ways and Means 
Committee in the other body and also 
with the Agriculture Committees in 
both bodies. 

This measure is designed to help give 
that extra protection for those very 
sensitive industries. I know the Sen-
ators from Florida would like to go fur-
ther. They would like the legislation to 
provide that the President may not 
come back to Congress with tariff re-
ductions. 

I ask unanimous consent to print the 
letter from which I quoted in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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STATE OF FLORIDA, 

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
Tallahassee, FL, May 22, 2002. 

Hon. MAX BAUCUS, 
Senate Finance Committee, Dirksen Senate Of-

fice Building, Washington, DC. 
DEAR CHAIRMAN BAUCUS: I am writing to 

bring to your attention an important issue 
concerning Florida citrus during your con-
sideration of Presidential Trade Promotion 
Authority. It is critical that the Congress 
support the citrus industry’s efforts to ad-
dress unfair trade practices and dumping 
against Florida’s agriculture interests. 

As Governor of a state with a large agri-
culture base and a vibrant international 
trade sector, I fully recognize the impor-
tance of supporting free but fair trade for all 
concerned. However, Florida’s citrus indus-
try has been forced to compete for years 
with countries that implement unfair trade 
practices, forcing the industry into financial 
decline. I support legislation that would re-
quire trade negotiators to take into consid-
eration agriculture products that have been 
subject to antidumping or countervailing 
duty orders before negotiations begin. The 
continued encroachment of unfairly traded 
imports will severely impact the citrus in-
dustry. 

In seeking to create legislation that will 
help promote free but fair trade for our coun-
try’s industries, I hope that you will take 
into consideration the need to support im-
port sensitive products in pending legisla-
tion and future negotiations. I appreciate 
your consideration of my comments. Please 
do not hesitate to contact me should you 
have questions or concerns. 

Sincerely, 
JEB BUSH, 

Governor. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Under the Nelson 
amendment, not only can the President 
not proclaim tariff reductions on im-
port-sensitive agricultural products, he 
cannot even negotiate a new agreement 
reducing tariffs on those products. To 
be truthful, that presents a lot of prob-
lems. It violates the principles of 
MFN—most-favored-nation trading sta-
tus—which is, whenever we grant a tar-
iff reduction to one country, it is 
granted to all countries. That is the 
basic underlying principle of GATT and 
WTO for all countries. What you give 
to one, you give to all. Otherwise, 
there would be this crazy system where 
it would be virtually impossible to 
trade. 

This amendment would violate MFN, 
because, if the United States were try-
ing to negotiate tariff reductions on a 
certain product in various countries, 
but at the same time there was an out-
standing order on the same product 
with respect to one particular country, 
this amendment would say the Presi-
dent cannot reduce tariffs because of 
that one country. If one particular 
country were under restrictions, this 
amendment would prevent the tariff 
from being reduced on that product for 
all countries. Therefore, it violates the 
principles of MFN. 

Madam President, I very much un-
derstand the efforts of the Senators. 
They make some good points. I just 
don’t know that it is proper to tie the 
President’s hands to such a great de-
gree. This amendment will prevent the 
President from coming back to Con-

gress in negotiating tariff reductions 
when there is an outstanding order. 

I urge Senators not to support this 
amendment. We have given a lot to im-
port-sensitive agricultural products in 
this bill. The pending amendment goes 
too far. I think it should be rejected. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Will the 
Senator from Montana yield? 

Mr. BAUCUS. Yes. 
Mr. NELSON of Florida. If there is no 

more debate, I am ready to put the 
question. If the Senator will instruct 
Senator GRAHAM and me when to put 
the question, we will request the yeas 
and nays. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, in 
answer to the Senator’s question, I 
know of no other debate. However, due 
to extraneous circumstances, we can-
not have a vote until at least 2:05. We 
can get the yeas and nays and order the 
vote for an up-or-down vote on the 
amendment. The vote can begin at 2:05. 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Is it in order 
to ask unanimous consent to have the 
yeas and nays and a vote to occur at 
2:05? 

Mr. REID. Madam President, we 
would have no objection from the Re-
publican side if that would be a motion 
to table rather than a straight up-or- 
down vote. 

I amend the request of my friend 
from Florida by asking unanimous con-
sent that we have a vote at 2:05 on this 
amendment, that it be on a motion to 
table that will be made, with no inter-
vening amendment to this, and then we 
can set this aside and move to some-
thing else for the next half hour or so. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request? 

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Reserving 
the right to object, I would like to put 
into the RECORD—and intended to do so 
earlier—a letter from the Florida cit-
rus industry indicating their support 
for our amendment. I ask unanimous 
consent that this letter be printed in 
the RECORD. 

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

FLORIDA CITRUS INDUSTRY, 
May 16, 2002. 

Hon. BILL NELSON, 
Hart Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR NELSON: First we want to 
express the appreciation of the Florida citrus 
industry for all your work on behalf of the 
industry with respect to Trade Promotion 
Authority. The industry knows the time and 
effort you and your staff have devoted to en-
suring additional safeguards are placed in 
TPA for Florida’s citrus industry. 

We would like to reiterate our support for 
the Nelson/Graham amendment with respect 
to anti-dumping and countervailing duties. 
We appreciate the efforts you and Senator 
Graham have made with Senator Baucus and 
the Administration in pursuing this lan-
guage, and the counterproposals offered by 
Senator Baucus and the Administration. 
However, we believe the alternative pre-
sented does not adequately address the un-
derlying concerns by the industry. As you re-
call in your meetings with the industry over 
the last several months, the growers are 
clear in their support for an exemption for 

citrus. We understand the Administration 
and Senate leadership were clear in opposing 
those attempts and we are appreciative of 
your willingness to look for creative ways to 
provide additional steps in TPA to help our 
industry. 

Again, thank you for offering the Nelson/ 
Graham amendment. It is an important issue 
for our industry and we appreciate your ef-
forts on this matter and look forward to 
working with you and your staff as negotia-
tions move forward both in Conference and 
in FTAA. 

Sincerely, 
BOB CRAWFORD, 

Executive Director, 
Florida Department 
of Citrus. 

ANDREW W. LAVIGNC, 
Executive Vice Presi-

dent/CEO, Florida 
Citrus Mutual. 

BARBARA CARLTON, 
Executive Director, 

Peace River Valley 
CGA. 

DOUG BOURNIQUE, 
Executive Director, In-

dian River Citrus 
League. 

RON HAMEL, 
Executive Director, 

Gulf Citrus GGA. 
RAY ROYCE, 

Executive Director, 
Highlands County 
CGA. 

LISA YOUNG RATH, 
Executive Vice Presi-

dent, Florida Citrus 
Processors. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Nevada? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. NELSON of Florida. I thank the 

Chair and thank the Senator from Ne-
vada. 

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

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

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, we 
have a long list of amendments ahead 
of us, many of which are not germane, 
particularly since the invocation of 
cloture. Clearly, they are not going to 
get 60 votes to override the point of 
order that would apply to them. 

In the greater interest of moving this 
bill, which I think is the desire of a 
very significant majority of Senators— 
witness the vote for cloture; 68 Sen-
ators voted for cloture—beginning 10 
minutes from now, I am going to begin 
calling up amendments that are on the 
list which will be declared not ger-
mane. I will make a point of order 
against each of those amendments that 
it is not germane. If the Chair agrees, 
we will, therefore, dispose of a lot of 
amendments accordingly. 

I give Senators 10-minute notice to 
come to the Chamber because if their 
amendment is yet to be called up and 
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they have not yet called it up, it will 
most likely be declared by the Chair as 
not germane. I am giving them an op-
portunity to come over and make their 
case publicly to the Chair for why they 
think the amendment should be ger-
mane. If they are not here within 10 
minutes, I am going to, on behalf of 
Senators who have amendments, call 
them up and make a point of order. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BAUCUS. I will be happy to 
yield. 

Mr. REID. I say to Senators, this is 
not something Senator BAUCUS has 
gone around lobbying, suddenly mak-
ing these nongermane or raise points of 
order because of the budget. This is 
something that has been done by the 
Parliamentarian. 

As the Senator indicated, if it is a 
germane point of order, it takes a sim-
ple majority to override that point of 
order. As we learned in the past, they 
are not going to get 51 Senators to 
override germane points of order. It 
has created real tangles for the Senate 
in the past. That is not going to hap-
pen. 

Those amendments relating to budg-
et matters, if they can get 60 votes, 
fine. We will have to see how that hap-
pens. I hope to facilitate moving this 
bill. The chairman of the committee, 
the manager of the bill, is doing the ab-
solutely right thing. It is going to hap-
pen at some time. As I indicated, those 
who are following their amendments 
know whether it is germane or not ger-
mane because the Parliamentarian 
made that decision a long time ago. 

Mr. BAUCUS. In the interest of fair-
ness and notice to Senators who I also 
hope are fair with respect to the rest of 
the body—and I know they will be—the 
amendments I have in mind are amend-
ment No. 3445 offered by Senator BAYH; 
amendment No. 3447 offered by Senator 
BYRD; amendment No. 3450 offered by 
Senator BYRD; amendment No. 3451 of-
fered by Senator BYRD; amendment No. 
3452 offered by Senator BYRD; amend-
ment No. 3453 offered by Senator BYRD; 
amendment No. 3431 offered by Sen-
ators BOXER and MURRAY; amendment 
No. 3432 offered by Senators BOXER, MI-
KULSKI, and DURBIN; amendment No. 
3457 offered by Senator DURBIN, as well 
as amendment No. 3459 offered by Sen-
ator HARKIN. 

They have about 6 more minutes. I 
thank the Chair and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant bill clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

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

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

Mr. WELLSTONE. Madam President, 
I call up amendment No. 3467. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BAUCUS. Reserving the right to 
object, will the Senator indicate which 
amendment he is calling up? 

Mr. WELLSTONE. This is the amend-
ment on human rights and democracy 
which is germane. I am trying to get 
the amendment offered. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Can we get a copy of 
the amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The senior assistant bill clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Madam 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. 3467 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Madam President, 

I call up amendment No. 3467. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

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

WELLSTONE] proposes an amendment num-
bered 3467. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Madam President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

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

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To protect human rights and 

democracy) 
On page 246, between lines 15 and 16, insert 

the following new paragraph: 
(12) HUMAN RIGHTS AND DEMOCRACY.—The 

principal negotiating objective regarding 
human rights and democracy is to obtain 
provisions in trade agreements that require 
parties to those agreements to strive to pro-
tect internationally recognized civil, polit-
ical, and human rights. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Madam President, 
I thank my colleagues for their gra-
ciousness. 

This amendment which I offer to the 
fast-track portion of the substitute is 
critical to ensuring fairness in this 
global trading regime. It will improve 
the majority of the lives of Americans 
and our trading partners. 

The amendment adds a principled ne-
gotiating objective regarding human 
rights and democracy. It says to our 
negotiators that they should obtain 
provisions in trade agreements under 
which the parties to the agreements 
strive to protect internationally recog-
nized civil, political, and human rights. 
These are rights guaranteed under ex-
isting international covenants. 

This is not a debate about fast track, 
and again, I believe it is a profound 
mistake for us to give up our right to 
amend trade agreements because these 
trade agreements are going to have 
such a critical impact on the lives of 
the people we represent. 

This amendment says: The rules of 
international trade ought to reflect 
American values. Our country ought to 
be a leader when it comes to promoting 
the values of democracy, when it comes 
to promoting the values of respect for 
human rights. 

What we are saying is: U.S. trade ne-
gotiators, during your negotiations, we 
want you to obtain a provision in the 
trade agreement which makes it clear 
that the parties that they must make a 
commitment to strive to protect inter-
nationally recognized civil, political, 
and human rights. 

I say to Senators, in some ways I do 
not think this amendment should be 
controversial. 

There are some who say we have to 
be a part of this international econ-
omy. I agree. The international econ-
omy is a new reality. I agree. We 
should not put up walls on our border. 
I agree. Free trade—or I would argue 
fair trade—could work well for our con-
sumers and make our businesses more 
competitive. 

As we lead in this new international 
economy, let’s lead with our values. We 
ought to at least say to our trading 
partners: We call on you to respect 
human rights and democratic prin-
ciples. It is an important proposition 
and, at a minimum, we should demand 
countries try to do better. That is what 
this amendment says. 

Here are some examples of the behav-
ior of some of our trading partners. 
From the State Department Country 
Reports on Human Rights, 2001 for 
China: Police and other elements of the 
security apparatus employ torture and 
other degrading treatment in dealing 
with some detainees and prisoners. 
Former detainees and press reported 
that officials used electric shocks, pro-
longed periods of solitary confinement, 
incommunicado detention, beatings, 
shackles, and the list goes on. 

Is it too much to ask that our trade 
agreements have a provision that calls 
upon our partners to strive to meet the 
standards of recognized international 
covenants meant to protect the civil, 
political and human rights of the citi-
zens of the world? 

Another example is Russia. Again, 
this is from our own State Department 
Country Reports, 2001. There were cred-
ible reports that some law enforcement 
officials used torture regularly to co-
erce confessions from suspects and that 
the Government does not hold most of-
ficials accountable. Torture that was 
recognized in the State Department re-
port takes one of four forms: Beating 
with fists, batons, or other objects; as-
phyxiation using gas masks or bags 
sometimes filled with mace; electric 
shocks; or suspension by body parts. 

Again, all I am saying is, if you have 
governments that engage in the prac-
tice of torture, when we enter into 
trade agreements with those govern-
ments, shouldn’t we have as a goal of 
the agreement that the government 
will strive to protect internationally 
recognized civil, political, and human 
rights? Can’t we make it a negotiating 
objective to get that commitment? 

Another example is Colombia. From 
the Amnesty International Global Re-
port of 2001: The human rights crisis 
continues to deepen. More than 4,000 
people were victims of political 
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killings, over 300 ‘‘disappeared,’’ and an 
estimated 300,000 people were inter-
nally displaced. 

The report notes that some of this 
was the work of the FARC, the radical 
left guerilla group, but it also reports 
that some of the mass killings were 
done by the paramilitary, often linked 
to the military. 

My point is simple. It is un-American 
to allow an agreement to come to this 
body that we cannot change, that we 
may not even get a decent amount of 
time to talk about, that allows us to 
trade unconditionally with nations 
that torture their citizens, that sum-
marily execute people for exercising 
their basic right to question the gov-
ernment, that practice forced abortion, 
and that arbitrarily arrest, detain, and 
exile their citizens. 

I make the point again. It is un- 
American to allow an agreement to 
come to this body that we cannot 
change, that we may not even get a de-
cent amount of time to talk about, 
that allows us to trade unconditionally 
with nations that torture their citi-
zens. 

We should include in this fast-track 
bill a negotiating objective that calls 
upon our trading partners to strive to 
live up to international civil, political 
and human rights standards. We ought 
to do that. We ought to lead with our 
values. We ought to say this should be 
a part of any negotiating strategy. 

It is un-American to trade uncondi-
tionally with nations that deprive citi-
zens of fundamental rights guaranteed 
by the Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights and the International Covenant 
on Civil Rights and Political Rights, 
such as the right to worship and the 
right to a fair trial. 

If we are going to enter into agree-
ments with countries that deny people 
the right of worship or the right to a 
fair trial or that torture their citizens, 
or that summarily execute people be-
cause they question these govern-
ments, at the very minimum, we 
should make it clear, the Senate 
should make it clear, that we want to 
have a provision in these trade agree-
ments that at least calls upon these 
countries to strive to live up to these 
basic standards. 

I also argue it is un-American to 
trade unconditionally with nations 
that intimidate their citizens and are 
so corrupt that public participation is 
out of the question. 

It is important to lead with our val-
ues. We ought to be promoting human 
rights. What makes me most proud to 
be an American citizen, to be a first- 
generation American, to be a Senator 
from Minnesota, is the way our coun-
try stands for human rights and for de-
mocracy and for freedom. I am saying 
in mild, moderate language, that our 
trade negotiators should have a prin-
ciple negotiating objective, like the 
ones already in this bill for intellectual 
property rights and agriculture, that 
calls upon our partners to strive to live 
up to international human rights 

standards. Why not have the U.S. Gov-
ernment be part of that? 

I am not saying don’t trade with 
them. And my amendment doesn’t say 
don’t trade with them. I am saying 
trade in a way that lives up to Amer-
ican standards. Use trade agreement to 
get commitments out of trading part-
ners to shape up—to respect the rights 
of their citizens. 

In the January/February 2000 edition 
of Foreign Affairs National Security 
Advisor Condoleezza Rice said: ‘‘There 
are no guarantees, but in scores of 
cases from Chile to Spain to Taiwan, 
the link between democracy and eco-
nomic liberalization has proven power-
ful over the long run.’’ In remarks 
made to the Society of American Busi-
ness Editors and Writers last April, 
USTR Zoellick said: ‘‘. . . we have to 
ensure that trade policies are aligned 
with our society’s values. Free trade is 
about more than economic efficiency. 
It promotes freedom abroad.’’ In an ad-
dress to the Council of the America’s 
earlier this month, he said: ‘‘Democ-
racy is more than just holding elec-
tions. It is the Liberal idea embodied 
by the phrase, ‘The rule of law, not of 
men.’ It is a neutral, comprehensive 
framework of rules enforced impar-
tially and justly.’’ 

And Monday, when talking about 
Cuba, the President said: 

Political and economic freedoms go hand 
in hand . . . Without major steps by Cuba to 
open up its political system and its economic 
system, trade with Cuba will not help the 
Cuban people. It’s important for Americans 
to understand, without political reform, 
without economic reform, trade with Cuba 
will merely enrich Fidel Castro and his cro-
nies. With real political and economic re-
form, trade can benefit the Cuban people and 
allow them to share in the progress of our 
times. 

It seems the administration has the 
rhetoric linking political and economic 
progress—especially when it comes to 
embargoes. But where is the commit-
ment? Where is the commitment to en-
sure this progress with our trading 
partners? It is with our trading part-
ners that we can actually make a dif-
ference. How can we stand here and de-
bate a bill that doesn’t even demand 
that our trading partners try to do bet-
ter when it comes to human rights and 
political freedom? Economic, political, 
and social progress have always gone 
hand-in-hand. If public participation in 
the political process, if transparency in 
government, if acknowledgment of the 
fundamental rights of man come sec-
ond to trade—to economic property 
rights—it is exploitation. It is the text 
book definition of exploitation because 
someone owns those property rights— 
rights that affect everyone in society— 
but very few have had a say in their 
distribution. Today there are nego-
tiators at the table at the WTO negoti-
ating away rights over which the citi-
zens of those respective nations have 
absolutely no say. 

If that is the case, why does this fast 
track bill make anti-corruption in the 
trading regime and transparency at the 

WTO, principal objectives for U.S. 
trade negotiators? Why do those advo-
cating this bill think these things are 
important enough to demand them 
from countries in the trading arena, 
but not important enough to demand 
that these same nations allow such 
public participation in decisionmaking 
for their own citizens? Why? I will tell 
you why—it is because the current 
trading regime is all about protecting 
the rights of the investor regardless of 
the situation of the worker. 

When I look at some of the state-
ments made by the administration, in 
the abstract, there are some I abso-
lutely agree with. We have to promote 
human rights and democracy. We must 
insist on it in our foreign relations. 
But this must be more than rhetoric. 
We must have a commitment. Includ-
ing a principle negotiating objective 
calling upon our trading partners to 
strive to live up to these standards is a 
way to show that commitment. 

I have been talking about values but 
I could talk about competitive dis-
advantages too. A lot of what is going 
on throughout the world puts our 
working people at a severe disadvan-
tage. Whether I look at Mexico, Colom-
bia, or many other countries around 
the world, the situation is the same. 
People, quite often, if they try to orga-
nize and bargain collectively to get a 
better wage and working conditions, 
wind up in prison. They end up being 
tortured. 

Who pays the price? The people in 
the other countries pay the price for it. 
Our workers pay the price for it. It is 
hard for working people in our country 
to compete against a corporation that 
can go to another country, exploit chil-
dren, work them 18 hours a day, and 
not abide by fair labor standards or 
abide by human rights standards. They 
can not compete against it and they 
should not have to. In my opinion, this 
treatment: persistent violations of 
human rights, payment of slave wages, 
exploitation of people at the workplace 
by making them work under the most 
uncivilized working conditions, is a 
trade barrier. I don’t think our cor-
porations and our companies and 
American businesses or American 
workers should have to compete with 
this. 

Given the floor situation I will make 
my final two points. This amendment 
is about values and this amendment is 
about economics. We should lead with 
our values. If we are going to enter 
into trade agreements with other coun-
tries, can’t we at least have a provision 
in the trade agreements that calls on 
them to live up to basic human rights 
standards? Should we be silent on these 
questions? Should we be doing business 
with countries all around the world 
without at least calling on them to live 
up to the international covenants re-
specting basic civil, political, and 
human rights? I think not. 

The United States of America should 
not be silent when it comes to human 
rights. We should not be silent when it 
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comes to persecution against people 
trying to practice their religion. We 
should not be silent when it comes to 
people being rounded up and impris-
oned for trying to organize a labor 
union and having decent working con-
ditions and wages to support their fam-
ilies. 

Finally, without at least some lan-
guage dealing with democracy and 
human rights, we put American compa-
nies and American workers at a severe 
economic disadvantage. We find it very 
difficult to compete with companies lo-
cated in countries whose governments 
violate basic human rights standards, 
that allow children to be worked to 
death, that allows slave wages, that 
allow uncivilized working conditions, 
and that crack heads when people try 
to organize and join a union in order to 
get a better standard of living. This 
human rights and democracy amend-
ment strengthens this legislation and I 
urge my colleagues to support it. Since 
my colleagues were gracious enough to 
let me speak, I yield the floor and ea-
gerly await their response. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3445 WITHDRAWN 
Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent amendment No. 
3445 that was introduced by Senator 
BAYH be withdrawn. I have his permis-
sion. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota. 

Mr. WELLSTONE. Madam President, 
I do not want to interfere with other 
colleagues who might come out and 
offer amendments. If colleagues are not 
anxious to speak now, I would like to 
make another point or two. Senator 
GRASSLEY indicates that is fine. 

I want to read from the International 
Confederation of Trade Unions Annual 
Survey of Violations of Trade Union 
Rights for 2001. 

In Mexico: 
Independent trade unionists faced difficul-

ties in organizing during the year . . . there 
are frequent abuses in the country’s 4000 or 
so maquiladoras; 1.3 million workers are paid 
less than six dollars a day to work in often 
deplorable conditions and only 40% of them 
stay more than 3 months in their job; unpaid 
overtime, sexual harrassment, discrimina-
tion in employment, non-existent health and 
safety precautions and unfair dismissals are 
just a few examples of the daily lot of 
maquiladora workers. 

In Colombia: 
In 2000, more trade unionists were killed in 

Colombia than in the whole world in 1999! 
One hundred and thirty-five trade unionists, 
both leaders and members, were assassinated 
during the year, bringing the total number 
of trade unionists killed since 1991 to several 
thousand. At least another 1,600 have re-
ceived death threats over the last three 
years, including 180 in 2000. 37 were unfairly 
arrested and 155 had to flee their home re-
gion; another 24 were abducted, 17 dis-
appeared, and 14 were the victims of physical 
attack. 

The 2002 International Labor Organi-
zation (ILO) Global Report on Child 
Labor has estimated that over 8 mil-
lion children worldwide are trapped in 

the unconditional worst forms of child 
labor—which are internationally de-
fined as slavery, trafficking, debt bond-
age, and other forms of forced labor, 
forced recruitment for use in armed 
conflict, prostitution, and pornog-
raphy, and illicit activities. 

Madam President, 180 million chil-
dren aged 5–17—or 73 percent of all 
child laborers—are now believed to be 
engaged in the worst forms of child 
labor, comprising hazardous work and 
the unconditional worst forms of child 
labor. This amounts to one child in 
every eight in the world. Of the 171 mil-
lion children engaged in hazardous 
work, nearly 2⁄3 are under 15 and should 
be immediately withdrawn from this 
work and rehabilitated. 

From an April 2002 Human Rights Re-
port titled ‘‘Tainted Harvest: Child 
Labor and Obstacles to Organizing on 
Ecuador’s Banana Plantations’’: 

In 1994, according to government esti-
mates, approximately 38 percent of all chil-
dren in Ecuador between the ages of 10 and 17 
worked, or roughly 808,000 children approxi-
mately 1⁄2 of these children were between the 
ages of 10 and 14; in the rural sector, roughly 
59 percent of children between ages 10 and 17 
worked, or approximately 568,000 children. In 
1998, another government survey indicated 
that the percentage of children at work be-
tween the ages of 10 and 17 in Ecuador had 
risen to 45 percent. Child workers were ex-
posed to toxic chemicals, handled insecti-
cide-treated plastics, worked under fun-
gicide-spraying airplanes in the fields, and 
directly applied post-harvest pesticides in 
packing plants. They described using sharp 
tools, including knives, short curved blades, 
and machetes, and lacking potable water and 
sanitation facilities. One child described his 
situation when he was 11: ‘‘I went under the 
packing plant roof until the [fumigation] 
plane left—less than an hour. I became in-
toxicated. My eyes were red. I was nauseous. 
I was dizzy. I had a headache. I vomited.’’ 

Of course nations must be held ac-
countable. But where is corporate ac-
countability? 

There are numerous reports that 
Coca Cola is not taking decisive public 
action to prevent the killing of union 
members at its plants in Colombia. 
You can be certain that if a Coca Cola 
plant in Colombia found a product de-
fect there, it would call out the dogs. 
Coca Cola personnel would be on the 
first plane out of Atlanta and in Co-
lombia doing immediate quality con-
trol, figuring out where the problem is 
and finding a solution. I am outraged 
there isn’t the same response when it 
comes to credible reports of violence 
against union leaders and activists in 
its plants. Is a life worth less than a 
trademark? A recent investigative re-
port into the closing of a Phillips-Van 
Heusen Corporation factory in Guate-
mala by the U.S./Labor Education in 
the Americas Project found that PVH 
closed the factory and busted the only 
union with a collective bargaining 
agreement in Guatemala in order to 
shift production to poverty-wage 
sweatshops that are in flagrant viola-
tion of Guatemalan labor law, as well 
as the White-House-initiated Apparel 
Industry Partnership code of conduct. 

I have many examples of absolutely 
deplorable working conditions, people 
who are exploited, people who die at 
work, many of whom are children. 

I will say it one more time: U.S. com-
panies cannot compete with this. More 
importantly, they should not have to. 
We ought to at least call upon our 
trading partners to shape up when it 
comes to basic worker rights. We ought 
not be undermining our own economy. 
We ought not be undermining our own 
companies. We ought not be under-
mining Americans with this trade pol-
icy. 

I say to my colleague from Iowa, this 
is a perfect marriage of values and eco-
nomics. There are a lot of governments 
in this world, at least 70, that system-
atically torture their citizens. If we 
know this is the case, and we are enter-
ing into trade agreements with these 
nations, shouldn’t we at least have a 
provision in the trade agreement that 
calls upon them to strive to live up to 
internationally recognized human 
rights standards? How can anybody be 
against that proposition? 

When it comes to economics, I will 
say it one more time, one of the rea-
sons there is so much suspicion about 
these trade agreements, which can be 
very good, is that often times they are 
not in the best interest of working peo-
ple. Workers in Minnesota understand 
this and workers across the country 
understand it. They know they cannot 
compete against workers who make $6 
a day, or $3 a day, and who work under 
deplorable working conditions. They 
cannot compete a country that lacks 
respect for basic human rights stand-
ards, that lacks respect for basic eco-
nomic conditions, that doesn’t allow 
people to speak up and call for a dif-
ferent policy without ending up in pris-
on and being tortured. 

Colleagues, I have a democracy and 
human rights amendment on the floor. 
I am calling on the Senate to be its 
best. I am calling on us to support 
these values. 

I did not say that, as a condition of 
trade, we should say to these govern-
ments that they must live up to these 
standards though that is my wish. In-
stead, I am saying, at the very min-
imum we make it a priority in our 
trade negotiations and in our trade re-
lations with other countries to at least 
call upon those countries to strive to 
meet internationally recognized civil, 
political and human rights standards. 
This amendment ask only that coun-
tries try. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port it. 

I yield the floor. 
VOTE ON AMENDMENT NO. 3454 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the question recurs 
on the amendment of the Senator from 
Florida, Mr. NELSON, No. 3454. 

The Senator from Montana. 
Mr. BAUCUS. I move to table the 

amendment and ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 
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The question is on agreeing to the 

motion. The clerk will call the roll. 
The senior assistant bill clerk called 

the roll. 
Mr. REID. I announce that the Sen-

ator from Hawaii (Mr. INOUYE) is nec-
essarily absent. 

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the 
Senator from North Carolina (Mr. 
HELMS) is necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. CAR-
PER). Are there any other Senators in 
the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 60, 
nays 38, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 123 Leg.] 
YEAS—60 

Allard 
Allen 
Baucus 
Bennett 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Breaux 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Campbell 
Cantwell 
Carper 
Chafee 
Cochran 
Collins 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeWine 

Domenici 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Fitzgerald 
Frist 
Gramm 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Hutchinson 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Kohl 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lincoln 
Lott 
Lugar 
McCain 

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

NAYS—38 

Akaka 
Bayh 
Boxer 
Byrd 
Carnahan 
Cleland 
Clinton 
Conrad 
Corzine 
Daschle 
Dayton 
Dodd 
Dorgan 

Durbin 
Edwards 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Graham 
Harkin 
Hollings 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Leahy 
Levin 

Lieberman 
Mikulski 
Nelson (FL) 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Stabenow 
Torricelli 
Wellstone 
Wyden 

NOT VOTING—2 

Helms Inouye 

The motion was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Montana. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, what is 

the regular order? 
AMENDMENT NO. 3474, AS MODIFIED, TO 

AMENDMENT NO. 3446 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reg-

ular order is the Grassley second-de-
gree amendment to the Brownback 
first-degree amendment. 

The Senator from California. 
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, if the 

Senator will yield, I want to do a unan-
imous consent request. I have an 
amendment that has been offered and 
is pending, amendment No. 3431. That 
amendment is not germane 
postcloture, but I do have a germane 
version of the amendment. The amend-
ment deals with making sure that the 
truckdrivers who will lose their jobs 
when we start having trucks coming 
into this country driven by noncitizens 
through the NAFTA agreement would 
be eligible for help. 

I ask unanimous consent to sub-
stitute amendment No. 3511 for amend-
ment No. 3431 and that it be considered 
in the same order as amendment No. 
3431. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I am not 

surprised that my friend would object 
to this. I will simply make one more 
unanimous consent request, and then I 
will yield the floor. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
pending amendments be set aside tem-
porarily so I might call up amendment 
No. 3511. This would put my amend-
ment that is germane on the list at the 
end of the list. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. GRAMM. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I am 

very sorry that we can’t vote on this 
issue because I believe truckdrivers, 
who are some of the hardest working 
people in this country, are going to be 
thrown out of work. It is very sad. 

Fortunately, I have talked to Major-
ity Leader DASCHLE. He has assured me 
that we will have a vote on or in rela-
tion to this particular issue on the 
next bill that comes up that is not an 
appropriations bill. 

I am very pleased at that. I thank 
the majority leader and thank my 
friends. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President. I rise to 
support the amendment that Senator 
GRASSLEY has offered to the Brown-
back amendment. 

On the eve of the President’s summit 
with President Putin, I join my col-
leagues in recognizing the importance 
of out ties with Russia and the Central 
Asian republics. These countries have 
been very reliable allies in our war on 
terrorism. They have shared intel-
ligence with us, granted overflight and 
refueling rights, and cooperated in the 
stationing of U.S. troops. They also 
have supported our efforts in the 
United Nations to undermine terrorist 
organizations. 

All of these efforts warrant our rec-
ognition and our gratitude. It is my ex-
pectation that President Bush will be 
conveying the sincere appreciation of 
the American people for Russia’s close 
cooperation with the U.S. in recent 
months. 

I want to draw attention to a key 
provision in the resolution. It states 
that the Senate ‘‘supports terminating 
the application of title IV of the Trade 
Act of 1974 to Russia in an appropriate 
and timely manner.’’ 

Title IV of the Trade Act refers to 
the so-called Jackson-Vanik amend-
ment. In order for Russia to have per-
manent normal trade relations— 
PNTR—with the U.S. we have to termi-
nate application of Jackson-Vanik. 
Granting PNTR will be a requirement 
when Russia joins the WTO, which may 
still be a year or more away. 

I want to be clear about what we 
mean when we say that PNTR should 

be granted ‘‘in an appropriate and 
timely manner.’’ It means that we 
should extend PNTR when we have a 
clear picture of the terms on which 
Russia will join the WTO. 

That is the responsible thing to do. 
That is how we approached PNTR for 
China. It also is how we approached 
PNTR for other Jackson Vanik coun-
tries, including Albania, Bulgaria, Ro-
mania, Mongolia, Georgia, and 
Kyrgyzstan. 

I look forward to the day when we 
can welcome Russia into the WTO, 
along with other countries covered by 
this resolution. At that time, I hope 
and expect that Congress will give its 
strongest backing for PNTR. 
AMENDMENT NO. 3474, AS FURTHER MODIFIED, TO 

AMENDMENT NO. 3446 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 

send a further modification of my 
amendment to the desk. The purpose of 
the modification is to make some 
changes to satisfy the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The amendment, as further modified, 

is as follows: 
(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate 

regarding the United States-Russian Fed-
eration summit meeting, May 2002) 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-

serted inset the following: 
SEC. ll. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING 

THE UNITED STATES-RUSSIAN FED-
ERATION SUMMIT MEETING, MAY 
2002.≤ 

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that— 
(1) President George W. Bush will visit the 

Russian Federation May 23-25, 2002, to meet 
with his Russian counterpart, President 
Vladimir V. Putin; 

(2) the President and President Putin, and 
the United States and Russian governments, 
continue to cooperate closely in the fight 
against international terrorism; 

(3) the President seeks Russian coopera-
tion in containing the war-making capabili-
ties of Iraq, including that country’s ongoing 
program to develop and deploy weapons of 
mass destruction; 

(4) during his visit, the President expects 
to sign a treaty to significantly reduce de-
ployed American and Russian nuclear weap-
ons by 2012; 

(5) the President and his NATO partners 
have further institutionalized United States- 
Russian security cooperation through estab-
lishment of the NATO-Russia Council, which 
meets for the first time on May 28, 2002, in 
Rome, Italy; 

(6) during his visit, the President will con-
tinue to address religious freedom and 
human rights concerns through open and 
candid discussions with President Putin, 
with leading Russian activists, and with rep-
resentatives of Russia’s revitalized and di-
verse Jewish community; and 

(7) recognizing Russia’s progress on reli-
gious freedom and a broad range of other 
mechanisms to address remaining concerns, 
the President has asked the Congress to ter-
minate application to Russian of title IV of 
the Trade Act of 1974 (commonly known as 
the ‘‘Jackson-Vanik Amendment’’) and au-
thorize the extension of normal trade rela-
tions to the products of Russia. 

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—The Senate— 
(1) supports the President’s efforts to deep-

en the friendship between the American and 
Russian peoples; 
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(2) further supports the policy objectives of 

the President mentioned in this section with 
respect to the Russian Federation; 

(3) supports terminating the application of 
title IV of the Trade Act of 1974 to Russia in 
an appropriate and timely manner; and 

(4) looks forward to learning the results of 
the President’s discussions with President 
Putin and other representatives of the Rus-
sian government and Russian society. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, on 
the eve of President Bush’s European 
visit, it is appropriate to point out how 
attitudes have changed regarding the 
President’s actions with respect to the 
Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty. A little 
more than a year ago there was wide-
spread concern over President Bush’s 
decision to withdraw the United States 
from the ABM treaty. Recently there 
has been a general change of mind. It 
appears that many of Bush’s biggest 
critics incorrectly guessed Russian 
President Vladimir Putin’s reaction. 
Instead of renewing cold war tensions 
by increasing nuclear arsenals, the 
United States and Russia have contin-
ued to strengthen their friendship. 

I ask unanimous consent to print a 
copy of an article in today’s Wash-
ington Post that underscores President 
Bush’s foresight in dealing with Russia 
and the ABM treaty. 

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

CRITICISM SOFTENS ON ABM MOVE 

(By Dana Milbank) 

A year ago, on President Bush’s first presi-
dential trip to Europe, allies in Western Eu-
rope and congressional Cassandras worried 
about the administration’s plan to abrogate 
the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty with 
Russia. 

They argued that Bush’s plans for a missile 
defense system, at the same time NATO was 
expanding to Russia’s border, would throw 
the world into a nuclear arms race. ‘‘We need 
to preserve these strategic balances, of 
which the ABM Treaty is a pillar,’’ said 
French President Jacques Chirac. German 
Chancellor Gerhard Schroeder joined Chirac 
in issuing a joint statement defending the 
ABM. 

As Bush arrives tonight in Berlin for a 
seven-day overseas trip, European leaders 
still oppose the White House’s policy on 
issues ranging from Iraq to global warming. 
But many concede Bush may have been right 
about Russia and the ABM. 

The United States pulled out of the ABM 
Treaty, and NATO expansion in the Baltic 
nations is on track. Instead of an arms race 
and hostility resulting, Bush and Russian 
President Vladimir Putin became fast 
friends. They agreed on an accord reducing 
nuclear weapons and are pursuing new ways 
to cooperate in commerce, intelligence and 
defense. 

‘‘We were worried a year ago that Bush’s 
position would create a terrible confronta-
tion,’’ a senior German diplomat said. 
‘‘Maybe we underestimated Putin’s 
creativeness and farsightedness.’’ 

Bush loyalists say the administration had 
a clearer view than Western Europeans did 
on Russia. Bush, like Putin, understood the 
conflict had shifted from one of East against 
West to a new struggle of wealthy democ-
racies against dictatorial regimes and state-
less terrorists. Bush also perceived that 
Putin wished to be on the side of the wealthy 
democracies. 

‘‘It has been a pattern for 50 years that 
people yell Chicken Little any time we ask 
the Russians to do anything,’’ said Kenneth 
Adelman, who ran the Arms Control and Dis-
armament Agency in the Reagan administra-
tion. ‘‘It’s all been wrong and predictably 
wrong.’’ 

In the new, ‘‘asymmetrical’’ warfare 
against rogue states, the Russians are allies, 
Adelman said. ‘‘They’ll be with us on these 
issues probably more than France, and 
they’ll be more important. They fear Islamic 
radicalism, they fear weapons of mass de-
struction, and they need Western investment 
and Western ways and means.’’ 

Officially, the Bush administration is not 
gloating. But Bush aides did compile a list of 
Chicken Little remarks made by politicians 
and commentators last year. Its title: 
‘‘Quotes of Criticism on ABM Withdraw and 
National Missile Defense.’’ 

The list, mostly Democrats, includes Clin-
ton national security adviser Samuel R. 
‘‘Sandy’’ Berger saying Bush had put the na-
tion on a ‘‘collision course’’ with Russia and 
NATO allies. 

Senate Majority Leader Thomas A. 
Daschle (D-S.D.) declared: ‘‘I believe it would 
be a grave mistake for the United States to 
unilaterally abrogate the ABM treaty in 
order to deploy a robust national defense 
system. Unilateral actions will trigger reac-
tions all around the world. Those reactions 
themselves could make our nation less se-
cure.’’ 

House Minority Leader Richard A. Gep-
hardt (D-Mo.) vowed to block any missile de-
fense system that violated the ABM Treaty. 
‘‘Europeans are worried,’’ Gephardt said, 
saying the administration may ‘‘prevent us 
from seizing a historic opportunity for en-
gagement with Russia.’’ 

And former president Jimmy Carter said 
Bush’s missile defense plan, which required 
abrogating the ABM Treaty, was ‘‘techno-
logically ridiculous’’ and would ‘‘re-escalate 
the nuclear arms race.’’ 

One Republican made the compilation. 
Sen. John W. Warner (Va.) said Bush should 
leave ‘‘some vestiges of the ABM Treaty in 
place’’ to assure allies. 

Included in the collection of quotes was a 
press release quoting Washington arms con-
trol expert Daryl G. Kimball predicting 
Bush’s missile defense idea and ABM posi-
tion would ‘‘set off a dangerous action/reac-
tion cycle, involving the United States, Rus-
sia, and China.’’ 

Gephardt spokesman Erik Smith, asked 
about his boss’s old remarks, acknowledged 
that ‘‘the White House has made progress’’ 
with Russia. But he said Bush has yet to 
make progress with Russia on nuclear pro-
liferation, Iraq and dismantling nuclear 
weapons. ‘‘There were several other points 
. . . that have not been addressed,’’ Smith 
said. 

Kimball was unrepentant about his earlier 
words. ‘‘I stand behind the quote,’’ he said. 
‘‘The potential for a dangerous action/reac-
tion cycle remains, especially because the 
Bush administration has failed to lock in 
verifiable reductions of Russia’s nuclear 
forces.’’ 

Bush aids dismiss such concerns. 
‘‘What keeps Russia and the United States 

from going to war today is not the number of 
nuclear weapons that they have on either 
side or the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty or 
some outdated notion of strategic stability,’’ 
national security adviser Condoleezza Rice 
said. ‘‘It’s that they have nothing to go to 
war about.’’ 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I move adoption of 
the amendment. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I say to my 
friend, we are still waiting to hear 

from one Senator. We should be able to 
do that momentarily, if he will with-
hold. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas. 

Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 
rise to speak briefly on the matter in 
front of the body, the Grassley sub-
stitute amendment on granting Russia 
and central Asian countries permanent 
normal trade relations. I am glad we 
have taken up the resolution itself, the 
sense of the Senate. It is a positive 
statement. We should take up PNTR. 
Otherwise, as I stated last night, I rec-
ognize that the votes are not here 
today to deal with that issue for Russia 
or some of the central Asian countries, 
but I want to take this opportunity to 
address the body on this particular 
point because we really need to recog-
nize what has taken place and move 
with some speed in the near future to 
address this topic because of what is 
taking place in the world. 

I realize we are a body that takes 
time, and it takes some time and effort 
to move some of these issues. But look 
at what has taken place. The President 
of the United States is going to Russia 
this week. Last week Russia announced 
a two-thirds reduction in nuclear mis-
sile capacity, an enormous agreement. 
Last week Russia joined closer and 
closer to NATO, the very organization 
that previously had been structured to 
defend against the Soviet Union. Now 
the successor organization of Russia is 
joining closer to NATO. 

Jackson-Vanik, that is what PNTR is 
addressed toward—permanent normal 
trade relations is not granted until a 
Jackson-Vanik waiver is granted. 
Jackson-Vanik addresses the issue of 
whether you allow free immigration of 
religious minorities, particularly Jews, 
out of the former Soviet Union. That is 
what the particular bill was directed 
toward. That is taking place. There is 
no question but that is taking place in 
Russia. As we look to the future and as 
we seek to reduce dependence on Mid-
eastern oil, Russia and central Asia are 
going to figure larger and larger into 
the picture, along with their own do-
mestic production. 

I make the point as well that we have 
granted China PNTR after a long, ex-
tended debate about that. Yes, we have 
granted China permanent normal trade 
relations. If we look at their human 
rights record versus that taking place 
in Russia—you have a number of 
abuses, a number of people not being 
allowed to leave China—that is occur-
ring in Russia. But the different stand-
ard we are putting forward here is 
striking. 

Even today, there are a number of 
North Koreans who have gone to China 
from North Korea, who don’t want to 
go back to North Korea. Yet they are 
being forced to, by bounties given by 
the Chinese, to round them up and send 
them back to North Korea. That is not 
human rights and religious freedom in 
China. Yet we have granted permanent 
normal trade relations with them. I 
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voted for it. I thought we should be-
cause the overall issue is about us en-
gaging these places in the world, en-
gaging China. 

Now, clearly, we should be engaging 
Russia. The President has developed a 
strong relationship with President 
Putin. President Putin is leaning for-
ward a long way with his country in 
engaging the West in a remarkable 
fashion—a fashion that I think any-
body here would have to say is nothing 
short of miraculous, about how far for-
ward he is taking his country in a 
short period of time in working with 
the West. These are breathtaking re-
sults, really. 

The notion that we would hold up 
and be slow about an issue of perma-
nent normal trade relations when we 
granted it to China, which has missiles 
pointed this way, has human rights 
abuses, and is selling weapons tech-
nology to rogue regimes around the 
world—it is striking that it would be 
different. 

As far as central Asia—and that is 
what else was in the base bill. In Uz-
bekistan, we have troops. In 
Kazakhstan, we have troops. In Azer-
baijan, we have landing rights. In Ar-
menia, Armenian Americans are seek-
ing development. What we are talking 
about with PNTR is the ability of hav-
ing normal trade relations with this 
country so they might grow with us. 

Realizing the votes are not here 
today to grant PNTR to these coun-
tries, I think it is time we pick up the 
pace on doing this because of the speed 
of events taking place, and it is so im-
portant that we engage these areas. 
Hopefully, in the near future, we will 
reduce our dependence on oil in the 
Middle East and have more coming 
from U.S. domestic sources and coun-
tries such as Kazakhstan and Russia. 
There will be a closer economic tie 
that should be basic in the relation-
ship. 

We need to send a strong message of 
support from the United States to the 
Russian Duma and President Putin 
that we deeply appreciate and agree 
with the actions he has taken on behalf 
of Russia last week. He did incredible 
things last week. We are doing a sense 
of the Senate. It is a positive state-
ment. We should do that. It is a right 
sort of statement for us to make to 
Russia. It pales in comparison to what 
the Russians have done themselves. All 
we are asking is that we put forward 
basically a normal trade relationship 
between the United States and Rus-
sia—a country that seeks to grow much 
closer to the United States. We should 
encourage that with a great deal of 
speed and effort on our part. 

So I rise in support of the Grassley 
substitute for Russia and central Asia. 
The central Asian and south Caucasus 
nations are a part of this. We should be 
granting PNTR and engaging as they 
are with us. They are frontline for us 
in the war on terrorism. They were in 
the Afghan conflict when our men were 
based out of Uzbekistan to go into Af-

ghanistan. Without them, we would 
have a great deal of difficulty. This is 
a modest proposal for us to move for-
ward. I support the Grassley sub-
stitute. I hope we can be more forward- 
leaning ourselves in engaging central 
Asia and Russia in this overall effort. I 
support the Grassley amendment. 

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

ator from Nevada. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. WELLSTONE. 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. 3467 
Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I 

am going to try to make the most effi-
cient use of time. When colleagues are 
ready to do some other work, I will cer-
tainly be pleased to yield the floor. 
There is no surprise here. I say to Sen-
ator GRASSLEY, as I said to the Senator 
from Montana, I am going to speak for 
a few minutes. When we are ready to 
get back to business, I will be pleased 
to yield the floor. This is no 5-hour 
speech that I have planned right now. 

Mr. President, I want to one more 
time discuss the human rights and de-
mocracy amendment. For the life of 
me, I actually do not understand the 
basis of opposition. 

In the legislation before us, there is a 
listing of objectives. Believe me, one of 
the objectives is to do everything we 
can to protect property rights, to do 
everything we can to make sure pat-
ents are protected—you name it—intel-
lectual property is protected. Fine. 

What this amendment says is one of 
the listed goals of trade policy ought to 
be the promotion of human rights and 
democracy. It should be one of our 
goals. We should list this as a goal of 
trade policy and then call upon our 
trading partners to strive to meet 
these standards. 

I want to say in not the hardest hit-
ting way but in a little softer way at 
first that this is the greatness of our 
country. We should lead with our val-
ues. We should be promoting human 
rights in the world. 

I gave examples of any number of dif-
ferent countries right out of our own 
State Department report where govern-
ments systematically torture citizens, 
where people who dare to speak up and 
challenge a government are impris-
oned, where people who dare to orga-
nize a union to make better wages and 
support their families wind up in pris-
on. There are at least 70 governments 
in the world that systematically still 
use torture against their citizens. 

I am saying that I think it would 
make us a better Senate and would 
make each Senator a better Senator if 
we would say one of our goals—that is 
all this says—should be the promotion 

of democracy and human rights and 
that we should at least call upon our 
trading partners to strive to meet 
internationally recognized civil, polit-
ical, and human rights. 

I do not understand the opposition. I 
know we are now in a situation where 
cloture has been invoked—this is a ger-
mane amendment—where we have a 
limited amount of time. That is why I 
came to the Chamber now. Other Sen-
ators have amendments, and I do not 
want to crowd out their amendments, 
but I certainly would like the opposi-
tion at some time before a vote to ex-
plain the basis of a ‘‘no’’ vote. 

I believe as a first-generation Amer-
ican Senator from a human rights 
State, Minnesota, which has always 
been at the forefront in promoting 
human rights and has always been at 
the forefront in promoting democ-
racy—and, by the way, many refugees 
who have fled persecution have come to 
Minnesota—I do not understand why 
the Senate would not go on record with 
a 100-to-0 vote that one of the goals of 
our trade policy should be the pro-
motion of human rights and democracy 
and that we would call upon our trad-
ing partners to strive to meet those 
goals. 

Haven’t we read about enough re-
ports dealing with deplorable child 
labor conditions? How many more chil-
dren need to die? How many more 
brave men and women need to be tor-
tured? How many working people in 
these other countries need to wind up 
in prison? How many workers need to 
die at an early age because of the car-
cinogenic substances they work with 
because there is no protection, and if 
they dare to speak out, they wind up in 
prison? 

How many more men and women in 
our country are going to have to lose 
their jobs because we have no trade 
agreements that call upon govern-
ments to live up to these standards? 

This is a values vote, and it is a 
working family vote. It is a values vote 
because we should lead with our values, 
and we should at least vote to make 
this a goal of our trade policy. 

My colleagues know me. This is my 
pragmatic best. This is the most prag-
matic language I can come up with: 
That we should list human rights and 
democracy as a goal and call upon our 
trading partners to strive to meet that 
goal. 

Now, to be more serious, we should 
lead with our values. This is what I 
love about our country: Promoting 
human rights. I am in awe of the men 
and women I have met in my life. I do 
not know how they do it. You live in 
some of these countries, and you dare 
to speak up when you know it is not 
just that you might be rounded up and 
tortured—here is what is worse, Mr. 
President, here is how these govern-
ments silence citizens: They threaten 
that they will round up your children 
or your wife, your husband, your loved 
ones, and they will be tortured or they 
will be raped or they will be murdered. 
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I am saying today in this Chamber 

that we ought to at least vote to make 
a goal of our trade policy respect for 
human rights and democracy. 

My second point is a working family 
point. I am positive that the families I 
represent with this vote are not lob-
bying furiously because they are not 
usually the ones with that much clout. 
The vast majority of people in our 
country and the vast majority of peo-
ple in Minnesota are absolutely for 
good trade policy, but I think people 
would like some reassurance that we 
would strive in our trade agreements 
with other countries to establish some 
goals where they do not get put out of 
work because they are competing with 
a 13-year-old who has to work 19 hours 
a day at 30 cents an hour. It is not good 
for that 13-year-old, and it is not good 
for workers in our country. 

I see colleagues in the Chamber. I 
will not belabor the point, but I will 
come back to this again. Frankly, I 
think opposition to this amendment, 
unfortunately, tells a larger story 
about what is profoundly wrong with 
this legislation. Legislation that does 
not establish that goal and is afraid to 
speak out on promoting the goal of 
human rights and democracy in the 
world is legislation that does not de-
serve support. I hope there will be sup-
port for this amendment. 

I yield the floor. 
ORDER FOR RECESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The act-
ing majority leader. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that between 4:30 p.m. 
and 5:30 p.m. today, the Senate stand in 
recess and that the hour away from the 
Senate will be counted against the 30 
hours postcloture. The reason for this 
is that Secretary Rumsfeld is here for 
a secret briefing and all Senators 
should go to it. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 3474, AS FURTHER MODIFIED 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I 

urge adoption of the Grassley second- 
degree amendment to the Brownback 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
further debate on the amendment? 

If not, the question is on agreeing to 
amendment No. 3474, as further modi-
fied. 

The amendment (No. 3474), as further 
modified, was agreed to. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I move to recon-
sider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3446 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

further debate on the first-degree 
amendment, as amended? 

If not, the question is on agreeing to 
amendment No. 3446, as amended. 

The amendment (No. 3446), as amend-
ed, was agreed to. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I move to recon-
sider the vote. 

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

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

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

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

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

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have spo-
ken to the managers of the bill. What 
we would like to do now is move off the 
Dorgan amendment No. 3442. Senator 
DORGAN is going to be here momen-
tarily to deal with that amendment. 
We would like to move off that and 
move to amendment No. 3443, the 
amendment of Senator REED. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 3443 
Mr. REID. It is my understanding 

now that we are on this amendment, 
the Senator from Rhode Island wants 
to ask unanimous consent for some-
thing. After having done that, we will 
deal with his amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I have an 
amendment that is now pending that, 
prior to the cloture vote, would have 
been in order for consideration, but 
after cloture, at this point I ask unani-
mous consent I be allowed to sub-
stitute another amendment which is in 
order for consideration if accepted by 
the body. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
Mr. REED. Mr. President, I appre-

ciate the point that has just been 
made. My amendment, if I was allowed 
to proceed, would have dealt with the 
issue of secondary workers, providing 
them the same types of protections 
which are available to workers in fa-
cilities that are directly affected by 
trade actions. This is an amendment 
that is cosponsored by Senator BINGA-
MAN, the Presiding Officer, Senator 
CORZINE, and others. It comes directly 
from the original legislation that Sen-
ator BINGAMAN submitted, S. 1209, 
which recognizes that the effects of 
trade are not discretely limited to indi-
vidual companies but also affect those 
vendors, suppliers, and workers who 
support that company. I think that is a 
principle that is beyond debate. 

When a factory closes, it is not just 
the factory workers, it is the truckers, 
it is the tradesmen who work in that 
facility who very often see their liveli-
hoods completely exhausted by the ef-
fects of trade. 

As a result, this legislation was origi-
nally proposed by Senator BINGAMAN. 
It was part of the proposal Senator 
DASCHLE made. It was part of the dis-
cussions. Unfortunately, regretfully, 
and I think unfairly, it was deleted 
from the provision which is in the un-
derlying bill. 

As a result, I would have offered ei-
ther the substitute amendment or, in-
deed, would offer the amendment now 
which would have included the effects 
of the trade adjustment benefits for 
those secondary workers. Again, I 
think it makes quite a bit of sense. 

Our definition of a secondary worker 
is someone who must have supplied a 
service or contract to the firm that has 
been certified as going out of business 
due to the direct effect of international 
trade. Perhaps the most compelling ex-
amples are those individual teamsters 
who service businesses that might, in 
fact, go out of business because of 
trade. They, too, lose their livelihood. 

I know my colleague, Senator BOXER 
of California, has offered an amend-
ment that deals directly with the issue 
of truckers and teamsters. My amend-
ment would apply to any worker who 
could validly make the claim of being, 
as I said, by contract or some relation-
ship, related to a factory that is being 
closed down. 

The point I should also make is this 
provision would only give the workers 
or their representatives the oppor-
tunity to apply for these benefits be-
cause they have to be certified. It has 
to be shown that they have lost their 
job because of the effects of trade. The 
certification process, as we all know, is 
a rather difficult one. It is not pre-
sumed. It has to be proven. In this con-
text, we are not opening up the flood-
gates. We are merely giving people who 
have lost their livelihood because of 
trade a fair chance. 

The most compelling point I urge in 
this whole area is we did precisely this 
under the NAFTA agreement. We pro-
vided for TAA benefits for workers, 
secondary workers, who were affected 
by the NAFTA agreement. 

So I urge very strongly that we over-
look any of the procedural impedi-
ments and go to the heart of this mat-
ter. Give secondary workers the same 
rights as those factory workers who 
might lose their jobs because of the ad-
verse effect of trade. 

We can do that by accepting the 
Reed-Bingaman-Corzine amendment. 
We can do that as we did in NAFTA 
and give all workers who have lost 
their jobs because of trade the benefits 
of the TAA assistance that has been 
provided on a limited basis in the un-
derlying agreement. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
effort. 

At this time I retain the remainder 
of my time and yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3442 
Mr. REID. I ask we return to the reg-

ular order, which I understand is the 
Dorgan amendment. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has that right. The regular order 
is amendment No. 3442. 

Mr. REID. 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. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, the 
pending business is amendment No. 
3442; am I correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3442 WITHDRAWN 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I of-

fered this amendment prior to the clo-
ture vote. I understand a point of order 
would lie against it postcloture be-
cause it is not germane postcloture. I 
will withdraw it because I do not think 
at this point the amendment would 
survive the vote because it is not ger-
mane. But I am, frankly, surprised. 
The first amendment I offered pre-
vailed here in the Senate on a rather 
significant vote. 

This amendment is an interesting 
amendment. It is very simple. Those 
who come to the floor of the Senate 
and talk about trade normally turn the 
volume up a bit and talk about how 
this country needs to be able to com-
pete, that we need to be able to do so 
around the world. 

Let me talk about competition for a 
second and what this amendment is 
about. 

We had an investigation with respect 
to Canadian wheat. It has flooded into 
this country unfairly. It has done so for 
years following the United States-Can-
ada Free Trade Agreement. In fact, 
that flood, that avalanche of Canadian 
grain, was in contravention to an 
agreement that Mr. Yeutter put in 
writing to the Congress saying: This 
won’t happen. The representation of 
good faith on both sides of the border 
post-United States-Canada Free Trade 
Agreement means we will not have a 
significant change in the flow of grain 
across our border. He put that in writ-
ing to the Congress. 

Guess what happened. That trade 
agreement was approved—not with my 
vote. I voted against it. But instantly 
we had an avalanche of unfairly traded 
grain coming into this country. Did 
anyone lift a finger to do anything 
about it? We have had all of this dis-
cussion about helping the American 
farmer, but no one was willing to lift a 
finger to do anything. 

The farmers had to put their own 
money together in a 301 investigation 
that went through the ITC and the U.S. 
Trade Representative. The U.S. Trade 
Representative and the ITC concluded 
that Canada is guilty of unfair trade. It 
hurt our farmers. So the judgment was 
guilty. 

What is the remedy? The remedy is 
we are going to say you had better 

watch it. We are not going to do any-
thing about it. There is no trade rem-
edy, no sanction, and no tariff quota— 
no nothing. 

Here we are. The farmers spent their 
money in a section 301 action. They 
won. Canada is guilty of unfair trade 
and is taking money right out of fam-
ily farmers’ pockets. And we have peo-
ple prancing around the floor of the 
Senate talking about we ought to be 
able to compete anywhere in the world 
as long as the competition is fair. It is 
not fair. It has been judged to be un-
fair. Yet we can’t get a trade remedy. 

Why is the ambassador unwilling to 
stand up for family farmers? The trade 
ambassador stood up for steel. He stood 
up for lumber. Why is he unwilling to 
stand up for family farmers and pro-
pose a remedy—for example, a tariff 
quota? Why? Does anyone have an an-
swer to that? I don’t think so. 

So I offered the softest possible 
amendment. I offered that precloture. 
The amendment I understand now 
postcloture will fall on a point of order. 
So I shall withdraw it. 

But the amendment is very simple. 
Anyone who says they stand for family 
farmers ought to support this amend-
ment. It simply says we want the trade 
ambassador to report back to the Con-
gress within 6 months, telling us what 
his remedy is going to be for the judg-
ment that has already been rendered 
that Canada is guilty of unfair trade, 
yes, unfair trade, and shipping an ava-
lanche of unfairly subsidized Canadian 
grain into our market at secret prices 
by a state-sanctioned Canadian Wheat 
Board which is a monopoly that would 
be illegal in our country, and also 
underpricing us in other markets, par-
ticularly northern Africa and other 
places where we have been injured in 
international trade in other markets. 

My amendment simply says the am-
bassador shall report back to the Con-
gress within 6 months the specific pro-
posed trade remedy that will be admin-
istered on behalf of the American farm-
ers who have already been able to 
achieve through their own filing of a 
301 case and through the use of their 
own money to bring a case and get a 
guilty verdict against the Canadians. 

One is going to ask—and farmers cer-
tainly should ask—of what value is it 
to have a trade remedy if at the end of 
the day it is judged that farmers are 
victims of unfair trade and our trade 
authority? Our legislators say, by the 
way, the perpetrators of this unfair 
trade shall not have to bear any re-
sponsibility or any burden or be on the 
receiving end of financial sanctions. 

I just do not understand it. I do un-
derstand what is going on with respect 
to the fast-track trade agreement, 
which I don’t support. The effort here 
is to try to tighten it up, like putting 
a big tarp on a big truck. You tighten 
the rubber bands around it, hook it al-
together, don’t let any wind in, and 
drive it through as fast as you can. 

That is what this is all about. It is 
good for those who do it. 

After this particular legislation is 
enacted, they will see another increase 
in America’s trade deficit. In every sin-
gle circumstance in the last 15 years 
when we bragged about forcing open 
foreign markets, and when we passed 
fast-track trade authority and nego-
tiated another trade agreement, our 
trade deficit increased, yes, with Eu-
rope, with Mexico, with Canada, with 
Japan, and with China. In every single 
circumstance, that trade deficit is on a 
relentless path upward. Everybody 
knows it. 

Therefore, while everyone is sitting 
around saying let us ignore this huge, 
growing tumor called this trade deficit, 
over $1 billion a day, every single day, 
7 days a week represents the trade def-
icit. Over $1 billion every day is the 
amount of goods we bring into this 
country which exceeds the amount of 
goods we ship out. Somebody is going 
to have to pay for that. 

I used to teach economics in college. 
I have told my colleagues many times. 
But I have been able to overcome that 
experience and do other things in life 
as well. But what we taught in college 
in the field of economics was that you 
could explain a budget deficit by a def-
icit that you owe to yourself. That is a 
plausible explanation. Under the U.S. 
fiscal policy, a budget deficit is money 
we owe to ourselves. You cannot make 
a similar explanation with respect to 
the trade deficit. The trade deficit is 
money we owe to others. It will be 
someday, in some way, paid for by a 
lower standard of living in the United 
States. That is inevitable and is not de-
batable. 

The question is: When are we going 
to care about the trade deficit? When 
does an American trade deficit of $440 
billion-plus begin to matter to our 
country and to our economy, and, yes, 
to the children who will inherit that 
and will have to pay others around the 
world to settle that trade deficit? Part 
and parcel of that trade deficit are the 
trade circumstances in which our pro-
ducers and our workers are victimized. 

One instance of that is America’s 
farmers who produce this grain and 
lifestyle and find themselves victim-
ized by unfair trade. It is admonished 
by politicians of virtually every stripe 
that it is important for them to go for-
ward and to compete: You must com-
pete. You must be competitive. We can 
be competitive anywhere in the world. 
I am convinced of that. But you can’t 
do it with one hand tied behind your 
back. You can’t do it with rules that 
aren’t fair, especially with respect to 
grain. 

The judgment is already in. The ITC 
and the U.S. Trade Representative 
have already said our farmers are vic-
tims of unfair trade. It is just that the 
remedy is nonexistent. 

Unfortunately, I am not able, appar-
ently, to put on this piece of legisla-
tion a very simple amendment that 
would ask the Trade Representative 
within 6 months to report back a rem-
edy by which people stand up for and 
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support those who are victims of unfair 
trade with Canada; that is, family 
farmers and family ranchers across 
this country. 

I regret that. But then there will be 
other days and other ways to address 
this issue. This is the place to have ad-
dressed it. This is a trade bill. This is 
the place, and this is the time to have 
addressed this issue on behalf of family 
farmers. 

I regret that we could not get the 60 
votes necessary to overcome the point 
of order postcloture to stand up for 
family farmers on this matter. As a re-
sult, I will ask consent to withdraw the 
amendment, and I make such a re-
quest. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. REID. 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. BIDEN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

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

AMENDMENT NO. 3474, AS FURTHER MODIFIED 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, we just 

adopted, I understand by UC, a sense- 
of-the-Senate resolution that relates to 
Jackson-Vanik. With the permission of 
my colleagues, I would like to speak to 
that for just a few minutes. 

The sense-of-the-Senate resolution 
proposed by Senator GRASSLEY rein-
forces a commitment that I support, 
which is to extend all efforts to expand 
our relationship with Russia. 

Russia has taken very significant 
steps toward working with NATO, co-
operating with us against terrorism in 
central Asia and the north Caucasus, 
providing a stable world oil market, 
and opening up its domestic markets. 

But we have to keep in mind that 
while Russia, under President Putin, is 
moving toward greater acceptance of 
the rule of law, free trade, and a mar-
ket economy, it is not there yet. 

It hopes to join the World Trade Or-
ganization, it is seeking foreign invest-
ment, and it is working to revise its 
legal and business structures toward 
those ends. But it still falls by the 
wayside on significant points. 

Most visibly, on March 1 of this year, 
Russia imposed an unexpected and ar-
bitrary embargo on imports of U.S. 
chicken parts, causing serious grief and 
economic loss to an industry. 

Now, chickens and chicken parts are 
a multibillion-dollar industry, bigger 
than most of the industries in most of 
your States. And it is a big deal in my 
State. 

While I appreciate the worldwide 
problems of finding common health 
standards, the timing, as well as the 
arbitrary and sudden imposition of 
Russia’s ban, indicates that political 
and financial reasons, not the claimed 
health reasons, were the cause. They 
came up with a specious argument. 

After some intense negotiations and 
the President basically telling the Rus-
sians, ‘‘Hey, look, if you want to play 
in the world of international trade, you 
have to play by the rules. You have to 
be fair’’—they went ahead and ‘‘lifted’’ 
the embargo, which was specious from 
the outset. When they lifted the embar-
go, though, they lifted it only in prin-
ciple. The Russian bureaucracy, with 
or without the approval of the central 
authorities, continues to delay and 
limit imports of chicken parts. 

Let me explain what I mean. You 
have to have an importer in Russia to 
accept the chickens when they get 
there. They changed the law, and said 
no more embargo, but—guess what—all 
importers have to get new licenses. 
Now we cannot ship from Delaware, 
Allen Chickens or Perdue Chickens or 
Tyson Chickens, any chicken parts to 
Russia unless we are sending them to 
someone who is going to accept them. 

You have to have an importer’s li-
cense. Guess what. If you lift an embar-
go, but if you limit or do not give a li-
cense to somebody with whom I can 
deal, then I am still out of the market. 

Now, Russian officials and Russian 
parliamentarians and members of the 
Russian Senate are very frank with me 
in my meetings. They have said that 
the reason this is the way it is, is pure 
bribery—pure, unadulterated bribery 
and that the oligarchs have a piece of 
the action. 

There are only a couple of chicken 
outfits in Russia. I am serious, I am 
not joking about this. As long as im-
ported chicken parts do not come in, 
the price of chicken goes up. The 
oligarchs, who own and purchase those 
chickens, those chicken dealers—what 
happens? make money. As long as they 
can keep this dragging on, they are 
making money. 

So, in my view, it is possible that 
this isn’t something that is being co-
ordinated at the highest levels. But the 
bottom line is that responsible govern-
ments have to react. 

Last year, Russia imported $630 mil-
lion worth of chickens from the United 
States—8 percent of all U.S. poultry 
exports. Russian suppliers have not 
been able to fill that gap, and as a re-
sult, many Russian consumers, mostly 
pensioners who cannot afford the high-
er prices for Russian chicken, are suf-
fering. Right now, other countries are 
moving in to take over this lucrative 
market from our own U.S. suppliers. 
This move is a direct contradiction to 
Russia’s professed desire to join the 
world community of fair trade prac-
tices and a slap at our efforts to work 
with Russia in gaining accession into 
WTO. 

As everyone in this Chamber knows, 
I am a strong supporter of good rela-
tions with Russia and its President, the 
first leader since Peter the Great to 
look as far west as he has. 

I support and commend every effort 
the administration is making to sup-
port good working relations with Rus-
sia, including the discussion that will 
start in Moscow tomorrow. 

I met with Condoleezza Rice before 
they left for an extended period of time 
to discuss this. I am chairman of the 
Foreign Relations Committee. I have 
been one of the guys criticized on this 
floor for being too supportive of Rus-
sia. But before I can support taking 
steps, of any form, to lift trade limits 
on Russia, I want to make sure they 
have their act in order, and make sure 
Russia’s commitment to fair and open 
trade and the rule of law is in the 
works. 

Now, look, let me make something 
clear to you: You put a ban on Amer-
ican chicken. You then lift the ban. 
You then make it difficult or impos-
sible to get a license to move in, but 
you give other people licenses to move 
in. We lose the market. 

This is not like the drug companies 
in the State of my friend from New 
Jersey, or the drug companies in my 
State of Delaware. If they put a ban on 
our stuff, we have patents, so they 
can’t get it from anywhere else. We 
don’t lose the market. We lose the prof-
it margin. We lose the market tempo-
rarily, but we don’t lose it perma-
nently. 

This is a big deal. This is a multibil-
lion-dollar deal, over time, to us. So I 
want to let everybody know, I can ei-
ther be Russia’s best friend or worst 
enemy. And if they keep fooling around 
like this, they are going to have me as 
their worst enemy. 

This resolution expresses a sense of 
the Senate that supports terminating 
the application of Jackson-Vanik to 
Russia in an ‘‘appropriate and timely 
manner.’’ I am the guy who has been 
pushing that for a year—when the Rus-
sians are acting appropriately. 

But I tell you what. In my view, it 
will only be appropriate to act on such 
legislation when it is clear that Russia 
is living up to its bilateral trade agree-
ments and arrangements with the 
United States. I am not talking about 
trade disputes. I am not talking about 
legitimate trade disputes. I want them 
not only to live up to the letter of the 
law, but to the spirit of the law. Only 
then, only when we can be sure Russia 
is committed to adhering to commit-
ments already made, should we grad-
uate Russia from Jackson-Vanik, 
which in principle, I think we should. 

I am convinced we will be able to do 
that because I am convinced that 
President Putin has gotten the mes-
sage. And I was told personally that 
the President of the United States of 
America is going to raise this issue. 
Tomorrow it begins. He is going to 
raise this issue personally with the 
President of Russia. 

So I will be happy, at the appropriate 
time, to be one of those who moves for 
Russia’s graduation out of Jackson- 
Vanik. But I am not going to do that, 
as one Senator—and I think the chair-
man of the Finance Committee—unless 
the Russians begin to act appro-
priately. 

I thank my colleagues for their in-
dulgence, and I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent the order for the 
quorum call be dispensed with. 

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

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the man-
agers are trying to work out a number 
of things on this most important issue 
of postcloture. During the next hour we 
will work on that. 

f 

RECESS 

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 
the recess previously scheduled begin 
right now. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 4:24 p.m., recessed until 5:30 p.m. and 
reassembled when called to order by 
the Presiding Officer (Mr. MILLER). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized. 

f 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST— 
S. 2538 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, Sen-
ator KENNEDY and I are going to be in-
volved in a colloquy for a couple of 
minutes as we await another amend-
ment. It pertains to the minimum 
wage. I will have a unanimous consent 
request that I will propound in a mo-
ment. 

As we are debating new trade prac-
tices, we must not forget important 
protections for America’s workers. 
Many of these protections are ad-
dressed through the Trade Adjustment 
Assistance Act, but for the last 60 
years there has been another impor-
tant protection for workers, and that is 
the minimum wage. 

It has now been over 6 years since 
Congress voted to increase the min-
imum wage. In that time, the cost of 
living has increased 12 percent while 
the real value of the minimum wage 
has steadily declined. In fact, by 2003, 
all of the gain achieved through the 
last increase will have been wiped out. 

Today, minimum wage employees 
working 40 hours a week 52 weeks a 
year earn only $10,700—more than $4,000 
below the poverty line for a family of 
three. 

In the last 6 years, the purchasing 
power of the minimum wage has dete-
riorated to near record low levels. 
Teacher’s aides and health care work-
ers are among the hard-working Ameri-
cans who are unable to make ends meet 
on a $5.15 per hour wage. 

In fact, the current minimum wage 
does not provide enough income to 
allow full-time workers to afford ade-
quate housing in any area of the coun-
try. In my State of South Dakota, the 
minimum wage is hardly enough for a 
family to make ends meet. 

According to the National Low-In-
come Housing Coalition, a minimum 
wage earner can afford a monthly rent 

of no more than $268. In South Dakota, 
a worker earning the minimum wage 
must work 79 hours a week in order to 
afford a typical two-bedroom apart-
ment. In fact, estimates show that for 
a worker to be able to afford a two-bed-
room apartment in South Dakota, they 
would have to earn $10.12—nearly 200 
percent of the present minimum wage. 

That is why we need to pass Senator 
KENNEDY’s new minimum wage legisla-
tion. It would provide a $1.50 increase 
over the next 2 years. This is the least 
we can do, and it is long overdue. 

By increasing the minimum wage by 
$1.50, working families will receive an 
additional $3,000 per year in income. 
While this increase would not be 
enough to lift the family of three above 
the poverty line, it would provide the 
resources to buy over 15 months of gro-
ceries, 8 months of rent, 7 months of 
utilities, or tuition at a two-year com-
munity college. The reality is that 
American workers are working harder 
and harder for less and less. 

It is time for Congress to address the 
needs of America’s working families. It 
is time to act and raise the minimum 
wage. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I won-
der if the majority leader would be 
kind enough to yield for a few ques-
tions. 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I 
would be happy to yield to the Senator 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, now 
we are dealing with the trade bill 
which will provide benefits, obviously, 
to many corporations. We also ought to 
think of the workers, especially those 
workers at the bottom rung of the eco-
nomic ladder. 

I listened with interest to the Sen-
ator from South Dakota. As the Sen-
ator pointed out, if we fail to increase 
the minimum wage, which has not been 
increased in 6 years, the purchasing 
power of the minimum wage will near 
an all-time low. 

All we are trying to do is bring it up 
a little bit, which would be generally 
below what the average has been over 
recent years. 

Is the Senator aware that if we fail 
to act with an increase in the min-
imum wage, it will be virtually at an 
all-time low if we don’t act this year? 

Mr. DASCHLE. It is not as well 
known as I wish it were. But how ironic 
it would be if in the same Congress 
that passed tax breaks for those at the 
very top—tax breaks worth $50,000 a 
year to those in the top 1 percent—we 
could not do something to address the 
needs of those at the lowest end of the 
income scale. 

I certainly appreciate the graphic de-
piction of the trend of the minimum 
wage which the Senator from Massa-
chusetts has outlined. That is the 
whole idea behind this legislation. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I would like to ask 
the Senator a further question. Does 
the Senator not agree with me that for 
years this body—Republicans and 
Democrats—thought that people who 

worked 40 hours a week, 52 weeks of 
the year should not have to live in pov-
erty in the United States? Does the 
Senator understand now that the min-
imum wage is well below the poverty 
line for working families? 

Some will say we have an earned-in-
come tax credit. But still the fact is for 
a single mom, or even for families of 
three, they are still well below the pov-
erty line. 

Does the Senator not agree with me, 
as I believe most Democrats do, that 
work ought to pay and that those indi-
viduals who work 52 weeks of the year, 
40 hours a week should at least be at a 
poverty line, not a living wage even, 
but a poverty line? 

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, the 
answer to that would be emphatically 
yes, especially given the stated desire 
of Members of Congress who have 
passed welfare reform. The whole idea 
behind welfare reform was to make 
work pay, to make work more palat-
able than welfare. But it is hard for me 
to understand how a head of household 
can see how work pays when they are 
working for the minimum wage, 52 
weeks a year, 40 hours a week and 
earning only $10,700 a year. 

That is why we have people in South 
Dakota—and I am sure in Massachu-
setts—working two and three jobs. 
That is why we are concerned about 
the pressures on families these days. It 
is hard to raise children, and it is hard 
to address all of the other familial re-
sponsibilities if you are working two 
and three jobs a week in an effort to 
rise above that poverty line that the 
Senator’s chart illustrates. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Of course, I believe 
the increase in the minimum wage is a 
women’s issue because the majority of 
those earning the minimum wage are 
women. It is a children’s issue because 
so many of those women have children. 
It is a civil rights issue because great 
numbers of those who receive the min-
imum wage are men and women of 
color, and it is a fairness issue. 

In looking over the historic increases 
that have been enacted by the Congress 
since 1956, the proposal is an increase 
of $1.50—60 cents the first year, 50 cents 
the next year, and 40 cents. This rep-
resents in the bar chart what the per-
centage increase would be going back 
to 1956. It will be actually one of the 
lowest over the period of the next 3 
years. 

When the Senator propounds his 
unanimous consent request, we will 
probably hear those who will say this 
is new legislation when we talk about 
an increase in the minimum wage. We 
haven’t had a chance to study it. This 
is something that sort of takes us by 
surprise. 

Will the Senator not agree with me 
that this issue is as old as the 1930s, ef-
fectively, when we first enacted the 
minimum wage, and that this proposal 
of $1.50 over 3 years is actually a very 
modest proposal indeed? 

Mr. DASCHLE. The Senator is abso-
lutely right. Not only is it modest but 
it is overdue. 
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