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to do. I would come back over here seven
more times before I let these terrorists on
our soil. You can sleep safe in your home to-
night, enjoy every warm meal you have,
enjoy your warm shower tonight, and wake
up to a free world tomorrow because we are
over here fighting for you and your family.

Once again—Thanks! I just wanted you to
know that your package that you sent did
not go unnoticed.

Mr. President, these stories need to
be told. Our soldiers are sacrificing
their lives for us; they are putting
themselves in harm’s way each and
every day over there, and missing valu-
able time with their families and loved
ones. They need to know that we sup-
port them, and that their bravery and
hard work is not going unnoticed.

We cannot allow critics here in the
United States to influence the men-
tality of our troops. They need to know
that we stand with them and that we
support their invaluable mission.

———

WHAT’S AT STAKE FOR U.S. AGRI-
CULTURE IN THE NEXT TWO
MONTHS?

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, our
top U.S. trade negotiators traveled this
week and last in Europe, Africa, and
Asia. They are making a concerted ef-
fort to encourage certain influential
countries among our 148 trading part-
ners in the World Trade Organization
to put meaningful agricultural offers
on the table in Geneva. We are coming
down to the wire in the most recent
round of multilateral trade negotia-
tions, referred to as the Doha Develop-
ment Round. The offers that our trad-
ing partners put on the table in the
next month or two are the starting
point for agricultural negotiators.
That deal in agriculture will be com-
bined with the results of similar nego-
tiations in the manufacturing and serv-
ices sectors of the economy. Together,
they constitute the outcome of the
round that has been going on for the
last 4 years. Without a deal in agri-
culture, however, the Doha Develop-
ment Round will falter.

While bilateral trade agreements are
beneficial to TU.S. exporters, it is
through multilateral negotiations that
across-the-board tariff reductions can
be achieved. That is why the Doha De-
velopment Round is so crucial.

The agricultural negotiations are sig-
nificant to all of us representing states
with agricultural constituencies. In the
case of Pennsylvania, production agri-
culture generated $4 billion in cash re-
ceipts in 2003, according to USDA sta-
tistics. That’s $4 billion for the pro-
ducers of livestock and commodities in
my State. Pennsylvania generates only
2 percent of agricultural cash receipts
received by producers nationwide, so
you can imagine how important agri-
culture is to the 31 States with larger
agricultural economies. Then there is
the added value to the Pennsylvania
economy of further processing and
manufacture of food products and their
export. Virtually every State has a
stake in these negotiations.
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The producers of U.S. food and fiber
no longer are producing for the U.S.
market alone. Those days are gone for-
ever. Our farmers are part of the global
economy. In fact, because they are so
efficient, they produce in excess of
what the U.S. can consume and must
gain access to global markets to ex-
pand sales opportunities.

Yet many markets overseas remain
closed to U.S. producers because of
high tariffs applied against U.S. ex-
ports. Particularly egregious are the
tariffs imposed by the European Union
and Japan among developed economies
and by certain developing countries
such as India and Brazil, where they
continue to claim developing status de-
spite making major advances in cer-
tain sectors of their economies.

These issues have been discussed at
the WTO during the past 4 years of the
current Doha Development Round,
with little movement in agriculture. In
an effort to move the round forward,
the U.S. last month put forth in Gene-
va an aggressive proposal to jumpstart
the stalled negotiations. Since U.S.
tariffs already are low compared to our
trading partners, there was little the
U.S. could offer in market access to en-
courage comparable reductions. So the
U.S. proposed to pull back its own do-
mestic subsidies in exchange for sig-
nificant cuts by our trading partners in
the tariffs protecting their market ac-
cess.

The rationale behind the offer is that
U.S. producers are so efficient that
they require minimal domestic sub-
sidies, as long as they have unfettered
access to expanding markets. Those
markets increasingly are found over-
seas where the increased prosperity of
growing middle classes demands the
kind of dietary diversity and conven-
ience we have long enjoyed. U.S. pro-
ducers and food manufacturers can sup-
ply both that diversity and conven-
ience and supply it year in and year
out.

But not all agriculture is as efficient
as that in the U.S. Rather than im-
prove efficiency, some countries pro-
tect producers excessively with high
tariff barriers to market access. And
they are not forthcoming with offers of
significance to begin the process of re-
ducing those barriers. Frankly, there
isn’t much time left. The round ends at
the end of 2006, and the initial offers
for negotiation should be on the table
this December at the Hong Kong min-
isterial meeting so negotiators are able
to assemble the final package of tariff
reductions and subsidy cuts in the next
year. They will need every minute to
do so.

After last week in Hurope, the Sec-
retary of Agriculture and the U.S.
Trade Representative were far from op-
timistic that the Hong Kong ministe-
rial meeting would grapple with the
type of formulas to be used in cutting
tariffs or with the number of ‘‘sen-
sitive” products that countries could
declare protected behind a high tariff.

And what happens if there is no
agreement or a face saving agreement
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with minimal substance? That’s what
worries me and should worry American
farmers. U.S. production agriculture
has been a partner in the international
effort of our trade negotiators to gain
market access. But how long can the
partnership last if the round fails?
Where do farmers and ranchers put
their efforts if the latest round of nego-
tiations fails to live up to its promise?

The European Union, for example, in-
sists that dairy is sensitive and de-
serves special protection. How can the
dairy farmers of the U.S. be convinced
that overseas market access is the key
to increased profitability if the Euro-
pean market remains unavailable be-
hind high tariff walls? I am concerned
that agriculture will lose patience with
the trade negotiation process and re-
turn to familiar domestic farm pro-
grams to augment its income because
the world market could not. What do
responsible Members of Congress do
then, facing the kind of fiscal con-
straints we do in 2006, just as existing
farm programs expire?

There is real potential under those
circumstances for backlash. Testimony
by commodity groups earlier this
month in the House has telegraphed
that already. Wheat, corn, and soy pro-
ducers all expressed reservations at the
degree of ambition and commitment to
trade liberalization shown by U.S.
trading partners, particularly the Eu-
ropean Union and the G-20 group of de-
veloping nations, as evidenced by their
counter proposals to the U.S. proposal
in the WTO. U.S. producers are savvy.
They see the inadequacy of those offers
by our trading partners and have no in-
tention of venturing too far in the di-
rection of liberalized trade alone with-
out a very strong safety net. The weak-
er the commitment to reform among
our trading partners, as evidenced by
the degree of success in the Doha De-
velopment Round, the more expensive
will be the net required by our pro-
ducers. That’s bad news for those in
Congress wishing to lead their agricul-
tural producers toward a more produc-
tive and profitable model based on in-
creased markets overseas, where 95 per-
cent of the world’s consumers live.

A recent study by Australia, a lead-
ing member of the Cairns Group of
trade-liberalizing nations within the
WTO, underscores the potential loss if
the more robust proposal of the U.S. in
the WTO is not realized. Australia’s ag-
ricultural economics bureau, ABARE,
estimates the U.S. proposal would de-
liver an extra $17.5 billion in gross in-
come per year to U.S. farmers from in-
creased exports. Much of that increase
would flow to producers of meat and
fruit and vegetables, who would benefit
from increased market access. In fact,
the U.S. proposal would benefit all effi-
cient producers in the world, according
to ABARE.

This is not the time to accept less
than the U.S. proposal in the negotia-
tions. ABARE estimates the European
Union proposal would yield only about
$3 billion, barely enough to account for
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assumption variables in the study, and
it would continue to protect a number
of its product lines where the U.S.
stands to gain the most from market
access. The proposal of the G-20 group
would yield an extra $7.5 billion per
year, a bare minimum.

Moreover, the benefit to U.S. produc-
tion agriculture from increased earn-
ings under the U.S. proposal would pro-
vide latitude for writers of the next
farm bill to adjust domestic programs
to accommodate two important reali-
ties. Some of our domestic programs
have been ruled trade-distorting under
the WTO. Ultimately we will have to
reform these programs. Either we
change our farm programs now by ne-
gotiation in the WTO where we can get
something in return for them, or we
will be forced to change them by litiga-
tion by which we don’t get anything for
them. Here is the perfect opportunity,
where we can gain market access and
income to offset changes made domes-
tically.

The second reality is the cost of farm
programs. That cost may not seem like
much in years of little budget competi-
tion. But today we are in a budgetary
climate where any policy that depends
on government financing is subject for
review. There is strong competition for
public outlays, and an effort to reduce
the deficit places new scrutiny on all
programs.

We all have just experienced the
budget reconciliation process in Con-
gress. In agriculture, we were obligated
to find $3 billion worth of savings to
accommodate budget targets. That is
just the beginning, and we are well ad-
vised to know the alternatives avail-
able to us to make adjustments in im-
portant programs in advance of the
need. This WTO negotiation provides
the U.S. with the opportunity to con-
vert its aggressive proposal for reform
into real income for farmers and agri-
business. For instance, if the U.S. pro-
gram crops like wheat, corn, rice, and
soybeans continue to be under pressure
in the WTO for the portions of their do-
mestic subsidy programs that ‘‘dis-
tort” trade, the advent of the next
farm bill provides us a chance to con-
vert supports for those crops into a for-
mat that conforms to WTO guidelines.
In return, we gain the market access
from our trading partners to sell them
U.S. fruit and vegetables, meat and
dairy products, and other specialty
crops not previously allowed into their
markets in sufficient quantity.

If we don’t succeed in opening those
opportunities for U.S. agriculture, we
will have nothing with which to per-
suade our producers to give up the ex-
pensive domestic subsidies to which
they have become accustomed. Another
expensive, non-innovative, and divisive
farm bill might unfortunately be the
result. Mr. President, a great deal is
riding on the success of the Doha
Round.
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REPRESENTATIVE JOHN
MURTHA’S SPEECH

Mr. AKAKA. Mr. President, I rise
today to talk about Representative
JOHN MURTHA’s statement on Iraq.
JOHN MURTHA is right. We need an exit
strategy from Iraq. The administration
should have had one before the war.

As I and other Members of Congress
consistently requested before Oper-
ation Iraqi Freedom, OIF, began, it was
imperative for the administration to
have a plan for both entering and, now
more importantly, for exiting Iraq. We
are 2 years into OIF with no clear end
in sight. There is no excuse for not
having one now.

We must provide the Iraqi people
with the tools necessary to stand on
their own. Only the Iraqi people can re-
build Iraq. Only the Iraqi people can
defend Iraq. We cannot do it for them.
We cannot want it more than they
want it. What we must do is provide
them with the means to accomplish
this, but what we are unable to do is to
give them the will.

Whether we leave Iraq tomorrow, or
in 6 months, or longer, the President
needs to tell the American people when
and how we will be able to withdraw
our troops. We cannot afford to lose
more Americans in Iraq.

JOHN MURTHA is a great patriotic
American. His service in the military
and in the U.S. Congress cannot be
measured. Those who disparage him
tarnish only themselves.

Everyone who knows JOHN MURTHA
knows that he believes in his heart and
soul in the American military and he
will do everything he can to help them.
He should be listened to for what he
has done, for who he is, and because he
is right.

——————

NATIONAL SECURITY PERSONNEL
SYSTEM REGULATIONS

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I am
very disappointed with the U.S. De-
partment of Defense and Office of Per-
sonnel Management’s final regulations
for the National Security Personnel
System, NSPS, that will affect more
than 350,000 defense civil service em-
ployees throughout our Nation. What
makes the new system dangerous is
that upon a cursory glance, it would al-
most appear ‘‘acceptable’ in the name
of national security. Scratch the sur-
face, however, and it becomes very
alarming.

The rhetoric does not match reality.
U.S. Defense Secretary Donald Rums-
feld in public testimony stated that
these new regulations ‘“would not end
collective bargaining,” but, rather,
would ‘‘bring collective bargaining to
the national level” to avoid duplica-
tion and inefficiency. This has not oc-
curred, nor do I believe there is a sin-
cere interest in the Pentagon to pursue
national collective bargaining. In fact,
I would suspect that the Pentagon’s
plan is just the opposite—to substan-
tially remove from the table the num-
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ber of subjects for good faith collective
bargaining.

For this reason, I am pleased that
the employee unions have gone to Fed-
eral court to challenge the regulations,
in the same fashion that they chal-
lenged the Department of Homeland
Security regulations. I hope they will
prevail in their call for injunctive re-
lief, as they did in the Homeland Secu-
rity case, as well as to prevail in the
final disposition of both cases.

While I would be the first to say that
the Federal civil service system is not
perfect, it is a system that has with-
stood the test of time as fair and im-
partial. To overhaul it in favor of vest-
ing the subjective power to hire, fire,
discipline and promote in the hands of
a few political appointees is very dan-
gerous. At this point, the ‘‘seemingly
acceptable’ national security rationale
for the wholesale stripping of employ-
ees’ rights fast begins to lose its luster.
It is no longer reasonable. There seems
to me to be an inherent conflict. In the
name of national security, this admin-
istration is willing to deny its own
workers a small modicum of security—
employment and family security—espe-
cially when I do not believe it is nec-
essary to achieve our goal of national
security. I call into question the moti-
vations behind their actions.

My position on the Pentagon’s
issuance of the NSPS regulations is
what I believe any decent fellow would
say: Now is the time for our Nation to
come together in support of our armed
services abroad. To do so, we must
stand behind our civilian defense work-
force from whom we are demanding
great productivity in support of our
troops.

Now is not the time to be divisive
and punitive of our Federal workforce.
It creates low morale, mistrust, and a
decreasing level of respect between
worker and management. The con-
sequences stemming from such insta-
bility, could be dire. For me, the stakes
in terms of human lives are too high to
be taking such a gamble. United we
stand—civilian and military together.
Divided we could fail.

———

NATIONAL DEFENSE
AUTHORIZATION ACT

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise to
speak in favor of my amendment No.
2528, unanimously adopted into the Na-
tional Defense Authorization Act for
fiscal year 2006, to provide targeted size
standard relief for small U.S. contrac-
tors incurring extraordinary security
and protection costs on foreign battle-
fields in the global war on terror.

Right now, in Iraq and Afghanistan,
there are many brave, small con-
tracting businesses working alongside
our uniformed soldiers in many cases.
Employees of these small contracting
firms get shot at and encounter road-
side bombs, suicide attacks, ambushes,
and Kkidnapings. Yet, in order to pro-
vide our military with desperately
needed goods and services, these small
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