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Senate 
The Senate met at 9 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Honorable 
LINDSEY O. GRAHAM, a Senator from 
the State of South Carolina. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Today’s 
prayer will be offered by our guest 
Chaplain, Dr. Beryl G. Rosenberger, 
Healing Ministries for the Church, An-
derson, SC. 

PRAYER 

The guest Chaplain offered the fol-
lowing prayer: 

Let us pray. 
O God, two centuries and 29 years ago 

this week, You called our Founding Fa-
thers to set in writing the Declaration 
of Independence. Fondly do we hope, 
fervently do we pray, that this docu-
ment stand as a beacon before all peo-
ples. 

And now, Lord God, You remind us to 
call unto You and that You will answer 
and tell us great and mighty things, 
which we do not know. You truly are 
our refuge and strength and ever- 
present help in trouble. These Senators 
assembled in this Chamber want wis-
dom and help in preparing for the next 
generation to continue this freedom of 
our generation. Any prayer that we 
pray begins with You and floods into 
our being, providing courage to come 
into Your presence with the assurance 
that You will answer. 

So come, Eternal God, and ignite us 
once again with the brand plucked 
from the fire to speak, to lead, and to 
give vision to those to come. 

Thank You for holding us account-
able in decisions we make here today 
that grant liberty and justice for all, 
and thank You for giving us wills of 
iron and hearts of tenderness, deter-
mination and compassion, stubborn-
ness and forgiveness as Your truth 
marches on. Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The Honorable LINDSEY O. GRAHAM 
led the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the previous order, the leadership time 
is reserved. 

f 

DOMINICAN REPUBLIC-CENTRAL 
AMERICA-UNITED STATES FREE 
TRADE AGREEMENT IMPLEMEN-
TATION ACT 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of S. 1307, which 
the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (S. 1307) to implement the Domini-

can Republic-Central America-United States 
Free Trade Agreement. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 
the previous order, there are 16 hours 
for debate equally divided. The major-
ity leader is recognized. 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, this morn-
ing we will resume consideration of the 
pending CAFTA legislation. Last night 
we began debate under the 20-hour time 
limitation. We now have 16 hours re-
maining and we do not expect to use 
the entire debate time allocated. 
Chairman GRASSLEY has indicated that 
he would not require all of the 8 hours 
remaining under his control. Thus, I 
hope we would be able to yield back 
some time, which would allow us to 
vote on this bill at a reasonable time 
today. 

As mentioned yesterday on a number 
of occasions, we have two additional 
appropriations measures to complete 
this week, one of which is the Legisla-
tive Branch appropriations bill. It is 
ready for floor consideration. That bill 
will require only a short debate and 
could be finished without a rollcall 
vote. 

Also, we expect to consider and com-
plete the Energy and Water appropria-
tions bill. It is possible we could finish 
both of those late tonight. It depends 
on how much debate time is used on 
the CAFTA bill and also how much 
time Energy and Water will require. 

We have a number of other items to 
be completed before our recess, includ-
ing the highway extension, as well as 
some nominations. It will take a lot of 
cooperation and a lot of hard work to 
be able to complete all of this. Again, 
there is a possibility we could finish 
late tonight but, if not, we are going to 
complete all this business, including 
the two appropriations bills, by Friday, 
and we could have votes into Friday as 
well. 

We have our jobs and our tasks laid 
out for us. We need to stay here until 
we complete them before we leave for 
our recess. 

CENTRAL AMERICAN FREE TRADE AGREEMENT 

Mr. President, I want to comment on 
the CAFTA legislation which we 
turned to last night, the Central Amer-
ican Free Trade Agreement. We will 
vote on final passage of that agreement 
later today. CAFTA is a good bill. It is 
a fair bill and an evenhanded bill that 
Members from both sides of the aisle 
should be able to support in that this 
legislation expands the market for 
America’s goods and thereby grows 
jobs here at home. 

The agreement which President Bush 
signed in May of 2004 promises to elimi-
nate trade barriers between the United 
States, Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guate-
mala, Honduras, Nicaragua, and the 
Dominican Republic. By doing so, it 
will level the playing field and by lev-
eling the playing field will stimulate 
economic growth which, in turn, will 
stimulate job creation. America’s mar-
ket is already open. Nearly 80 percent 
of exports from the CAFTA region to 
the United States come into America 
duty free. Those barriers are already 
down. 
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Under CAFTA, the six CAFTA coun-

tries would reciprocate and imme-
diately allow 80 percent of our exports 
to enter their countries duty free, low-
ering that barrier. As a result, CAFTA 
will create our second largest export 
market in Latin America, behind only 
Mexico. From Washington State apples 
all the way across the country to Flor-
ida oranges, America’s producers will 
thrive. 

This represents a tremendous oppor-
tunity both for sellers and buyers and 
for all the people who make trans-
actions happen—again, economic 
growth, creation of jobs. 

If I look back—and become a little 
bit provincial—to my home State of 
Tennessee, we are the third largest ag-
ricultural exporter to the CAFTA 
countries. Last year Tennessee busi-
nesses sold $271 million worth of goods 
and services to the CAFTA region. Ten-
nessee farmers and factory workers 
rely on exports for their jobs and their 
livelihoods. One plant, the Levi Straus 
plant in Powell, TN, for example, ex-
ported $34.8 million in apparel last year 
to these countries. The Memphis-based 
company, Drexel Chemical, has been 
exporting to Guatemala for the last 30 
years, since the early 1970s. Its chair-
man tells the Memphis Commercial 
Appeal newspaper that CAFTA would 
have a tremendous impact on her busi-
ness. 

She has good cause to be optimistic. 
Since America signed NAFTA, the 
North American Free Trade Agree-
ment, in 1993, Tennessee’s combined ex-
ports to Canada and Mexico have 
grown a whopping 190 percent. 

Free trade grows America’s busi-
nesses and puts more money in the 
pockets of America’s families. It is es-
timated that NAFTA and the Uruguay 
Round generate $1,300 to $2,000 a year 
for the average American family of 
four. 

CAFTA will open the doors to 44 mil-
lion new consumers of American goods. 
More sales to Central America means 
more jobs right here at home. 
Strengthening our mutual economic 
interest also will strengthen our na-
tional security. Twenty years ago, only 
two of the CAFTA nations, Costa Rica 
and the United States, were established 
democracies. Today, all seven can be 
counted among the free nations of the 
world. 

Unfortunately, however, the forces of 
totalitarianism and oppression still 
hover on the edges of these young de-
mocracies. Fidel Castro still oppresses 
the Cuban people and denies them pre-
cious human freedoms. Hugo Chavez 
moves Venezuela closer and closer to 
Castro every day. These regimes tend 
to work to spread their brutal methods 
and totalitarian philosophies, trying to 
infect the rest of Latin America and we 
simply cannot let them succeed. 

The free nations of Latin America 
need our support. They deserve our 
support. That support can be reflected 
through CAFTA. By linking their 
economies with democratic capitalism, 

CAFTA will help gird these nations 
against the threats at their door. It 
will strengthen their democracies and 
provide a model for freedom, a model 
for freedom seekers—indeed, freedom 
seekers around the world. 

The Washington Post agrees that: 
CAFTA and similar alliances provide hard 

evidence of America’s lasting commit to 
strengthening alliances, fighting global pov-
erty, and creating the building blocks of de-
mocracy. 

In 1823, James Monroe warned that 
continued European efforts to colonize 
the New World would endanger Amer-
ican peace and safety. He understood 
that advancing liberty throughout the 
world required that we begin in our 
own backyard. 

Since then, the United States has 
worked to protect the freedom and 
independence of our hemisphere. I urge 
my colleagues to support growth and 
prosperity. The United States has al-
ways stood for freedom and liberty 
around the world. Under CAFTA we 
will help keep the Americas moving 
forward. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Under 

the previous order the time on the 
Democratic side shall be divided with 5 
hours under the control of the Senator 
from North Dakota, Mr. DORGAN, and 3 
hours under the control of the Senator 
from Montana, Mr. BAUCUS. 

Who yields time? The Senator from 
Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, par-
liamentary inquiry: Does the other side 
of the aisle control any time? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. It was 
previously announced that there is 16 
hours for debate equally divided. The 
majority side is under the control of 
Senator GRASSLEY. 

Mr. BAUCUS. How much time does 
he have? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. He 
has 7 hours 54 minutes. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum, and I ask 
the time be equally divided between 
both sides. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With-
out objection, it is so ordered. 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 (Mr. 
SUNUNU). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, last 
night we started debate on the Central 
American Free Trade Agreement. Last 
night, in addition to the economic fac-
tors involved in the approving of this 
bill, I spoke about the national secu-
rity importance of this Central Amer-
ican Free Trade Agreement. I also 
talked—as, obviously, we do on most 
trade legislation—about the benefits of 
the agreement to the U.S. economy in 
general. This morning, I will focus on 
the benefits of this agreement for U.S. 
agriculture. 

As a Senator from Iowa and as a per-
son who lives on and has an interest in 
a family farm my son operates, I have 
major interest in the U.S. agricultural 
policies that benefit American farmers. 
Moreover, as chairman of the Finance 
Committee, I pay particularly close at-
tention to trade issues as they affect 
agriculture. 

I consulted frequently with the U.S. 
Trade Representative during negotia-
tions on this agreement, the Central 
American Free Trade Agreement. I do 
that because that is the responsibility 
my committee has under trade pro-
motion authority, which is a process 
by which Congress delegates the proc-
ess of our carrying out our constitu-
tional responsibility of control over 
international trade to the President to 
negotiate because it is quite imprac-
tical for 535 Members of Congress to ne-
gotiate with foreign countries. 

U.S. negotiators went to great 
lengths to see that the Central Amer-
ican Free Trade Agreement would be a 
good agreement for American farmers. 
Their efforts were successful. The nego-
tiations resulted in an agreement that 
is particularly strong for U.S. agri-
culture and the agribusiness commu-
nity that affects so many nonfarm jobs 
throughout the United States. 

I am fully convinced that implemen-
tation of this Central American Free 
Trade Agreement by the United States 
is in the best interests of U.S. agricul-
tural producers. That is why I go to 
great lengths urging my colleagues to 
support it. 

U.S. farmers and ranchers are well 
aware of the fact that the inter-
national playing field for agricultural 
exports is presently far from level. Av-
erage tariffs of other countries on im-
ports of U.S. agricultural products in 
the case of most commodities is sig-
nificantly higher than those imposed 
by the United States. That worldwide 
average would be 60-some percent of 
tariffs of U.S. agricultural products 
going into another country, whereas 
those same countries throughout the 
world bringing products into the 
United States face an average of only 
an 11-percent tariff. 

It is common sense to negotiate 
other countries’ tariffs against our ag-
ricultural products down some or a lot 
and hopefully down to a point where we 
are in a win-win situation for Amer-
ican agriculture and the nonfarm jobs 
involved in the processing and handling 
of agricultural products. That is our 
long-term goal. In fact, that is the goal 
we have right now in the Doha round 
World Trade Organization negotiations 
going on this year. That is for the en-
tire 150 countries that are members of 
the World Trade Organization. We hope 
that Doha round is a major break-
through for the reduction of high 
worldwide tariffs against agricultural 
products. 

Now, as this unequal situation I just 
described has clearly demonstrated, 
and specifically in this trade relation-
ship we have between the United 
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States and these five countries of Cen-
tral America, over 99 percent of agri-
cultural products from Central Amer-
ican countries coming to the United 
States currently come in here not with 
an 11-percent average tariff I talked 
about worldwide, they come in with 
hardly any duty—except for an occa-
sional product—and are duty free right 
now. That is unfair to American farm-
ers. 

When we send products down there, 
the average bound tariff of these five 
Central American countries is over 44 
percent. The current trading relation-
ship between the United States and the 
CAFTA countries is not only an 
unlevel playing field but also a one- 
way street. CAFTA farm products do 
not pay tolls to enter the U.S. market 
today. Yet U.S. agricultural products 
are charged hefty tolls to enter the 
markets of these five countries. This is 
all going to be changed by the Central 
American Free Trade Agreement. A 
downhill one-way street will become a 
level two-lane road. 

Under the agreement, the CAFTA 
countries will eliminate tariffs on vir-
tually all products. U.S. tariffs will re-
main largely unchanged. After all, the 
vast majority of agricultural products 
of the CAFTA countries already enters 
the United States duty free. For exam-
ple, the treatment under the agree-
ment of the four major U.S. commod-
ities—pork, beef, corn, and soybeans— 
demonstrates how the Central Amer-
ican Free Trade Agreement will re-
move disadvantages faced by U.S. agri-
cultural producers. These commodities 
are of importance not only to my State 
of Iowa but to most agricultural States 
in our country. 

The Central American Free Trade 
Agreement countries currently apply 
tariffs of up to 47 percent on imports of 
U.S. pork. Their bound rates reach as 
high as 60 percent. Under the agree-
ment, these tariffs of the Central 
American countries will be reduced to 
zero. 

With beef, they apply tariffs of up to 
30 percent on imports of U.S. beef. 
Their bound rates reach as high as 79 
percent. Under CAFTA, these tariffs of 
the Central American countries will be 
reduced for our U.S. farmers to zero. 

The CAFTA countries currently 
apply tariffs of up to 45 percent on im-
ports of U.S. corn. Their bound rates 
reach as high as 75 percent. Under the 
agreement, tariffs of CAFTA countries 
on corn, the predominant product we 
export, will be reduced to zero, with 
the exception of the Dominican Repub-
lic, in which case duty-free access will 
be locked in. 

Soybeans is another example. CAFTA 
countries currently apply tariffs up to 
5 percent on imports of our soybeans 
and up to 20 percent on U.S. soybean 
oil. Their bound rates reach as high as 
91 percent for soybeans, 60 percent for 
bean meal, and 232 percent for the soy-
bean oil. Under the agreement, tariffs 
of the CAFTA countries on U.S. soy-
beans, bean meal, and soybean oil will 
be reduced to zero. 

The leveling of the playing field with 
regard to CAFTA countries will result 
in real gains for U.S. agriculture. Ac-
cording to the Farm Bureau Federa-
tion, CAFTA would increase U.S. agri-
cultural exports to those countries by 
$1.5 billion at the end of the full imple-
mentation. CAFTA will result in dol-
lars in the pockets of U.S. farmers and 
ranchers. 

Recognizing that CAFTA will profit 
their members, numerous agriculture 
and food organizations have expressed 
their support for this agreement. I 
have a letter from 73 such groups that 
back the agreement. These organiza-
tions represent diverse commodities 
produced in the area regions including 
among the 73 the Farm Bureau Federa-
tion, Soybean Association, Chicken 
Council, Corn Growers, Milk Pro-
ducers, Pork Producers, Potato Coun-
cil, Turkey Federation, Rice Federa-
tion. 

Moreover, six former U.S. Secretaries 
of Agriculture, both Republican and 
Democrat, have announced their sup-
port for the Central American Free 
Trade Agreement. Let me read those: 
Ann Veneman, Republican; Dan Glick-
man, a Democrat; Mike Espy, Demo-
crat; Clayton Yeutter, Republican; 
John Block, Republican; Bob Bergland, 
Democrat. They all noted in a recent 
letter to Congress that they back 
CAFTA ‘‘because the benefits are very 
significant and the costs are minimal.’’ 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
that letter printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
LETTER FROM FORMER SECRETARIES OF AGRI-

CULTURE TO MEMBERS OF THE U.S. HOUSE OF 
REPRESENTATIVES AND THE U.S. SENATE 
DEAR MEMBER OF CONGRESS: As former sec-

retaries of agriculture, we understand the 
importance of negotiating trade deals that 
minimize the costs and maximize the bene-
fits to U.S. farmers, ranchers, and food and 
agriculture organizations. We support the 
Free Trade Agreement with Central America 
and the Dominican Republic (CAFTA–DR) 
because the benefits are very significant and 
the costs are minimal. We urge you to pass 
CAFTA–DR quickly and without amend-
ment. 

A vote for CAFTA–DR is a vote for fairness 
and for reciprocal market access. Under 
CAFTA–DR all of our food and farm products 
will receive duty free treatment when the 
agreement is fully implemented. 

A vote against CAFTA–DR is a vote for 
one-way trade. Virtually all of what we im-
port from the six CAFTA countries now en-
ters the U.S. duty free as a result of the Gen-
eralized System of Preferences (GSP) and 
the Caribbean Basin Initiative (CBI). Yet, 
our food and agricultural exports to these six 
nations are restricted significantly because 
of high tariffs. As a result of the current one- 
way trade deal, we are running an agricul-
tural trade deficit with these six countries. 

In addition, a formal trade agreement with 
the United States will help ensure the eco-
nomic stability and growth that the region 
needs to avoid a return to the civil wars, 
insurgencies, and dictatorships of the recent 
past. As economic freedom and democracy 
take deeper root, incomes will increase and 
demand for our food and agriculture prod-
ucts will expand. 

Failure to approve CAFTA–DR will have a 
devastating effect on U.S. efforts to nego-
tiate trade agreements on behalf of U.S. ag-
riculture. The World Trade Organization 
Doha Development Round would be dealt a 
serious blow. Other countries would be less 
willing to negotiate with the United States 
knowing that CAFTA–DR, a trade agreement 
so clearly beneficial to U.S. interests, could 
be rejected by the U.S. Congress. 

The future of American agriculture con-
tinues to lay in expanding opportunities for 
our exports in the global marketplace, where 
96 percent of the world’s population lives. We 
must not forego these opportunities, espe-
cially when the benefits to our nation are so 
unmistakable. 

ANN M. VENEMAN. 
DAN GLICKMAN. 
MIKE ESPY. 
CLAYTON YEUTTER. 
JOHN BLOCK. 
BOB BERGLAND. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Most sectors of U.S. 
agriculture support the CAFTA. I real-
ize one—sugar—is a commodity we did 
not have their support. I respect the 
sugar industry. They are very impor-
tant. Outside of that group, we have 
agriculture represented behind this 
group. 

An economic study by the American 
Farm Bureau Federation confirms that 
CAFTA will not harm the U.S. sugar 
program or other agricultural com-
modities. 

While CAFTA is important in itself 
for U.S. agriculture, the implementa-
tion of this agreement would boost 
U.S. efforts to liberalize agricultural 
trade around the world. The implemen-
tation of CAFTA would give further 
momentum toward the completion of 
agricultural negotiations in the Doha 
Round of the World Trade Organiza-
tion, negotiations in which the United 
States is seeking to cut tariffs, har-
monize levels of domestic support, and 
eliminate export subsidies. 

Mr. President, CAFTA is a straight-
forward win for the bulk of U.S. agri-
cultural producers. A current one-way 
trading relationship will end. The 
CAFTA countries will dismantle their 
tariffs to U.S. agricultural products 
while the United States will provide 
little additional access for CAFTA 
commodities. This will result in in-
creased sales for U.S. agricultural ex-
porters, sales of up to $1.5 billion a 
year by the end of the agreement’s full 
implementation. Not surprisingly, 
CAFTA is widely supported in the U.S. 
agricultural community. 

The CAFTA is good agricultural pol-
icy and good trade policy. I urge my 
colleagues to support it. 

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator 
whatever time he needs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina is recognized. 

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, I rise to 
speak in favor of S. 1307, the CAFTA 
Implementation Act, because it ad-
vances America’s economic and secu-
rity interests. As someone who spent 
over 20 years in business before enter-
ing public service, I continue to be 
amazed by those in Washington who 
support outdated policies that make it 
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harder and harder for American busi-
nesses to compete. Excessive taxation, 
regulation and litigation are driving 
American employers out of their minds 
and American jobs overseas. Yet too 
many politicians continue to support 
higher taxes, junk lawsuits, and trade 
barriers that effectively put signs on 
our beaches that say: Go do business 
somewhere else. 

If we are going to have the best jobs 
in the world, we must make America 
the best place in the world to do busi-
ness. This starts by reforming our com-
plicated Tax Code, reducing mindless 
Government regulations, and elimi-
nating frivolous lawsuits that, to-
gether, add mountains of needless costs 
on our businesses. Creating a pro-busi-
ness environment in the United States 
also means we must open international 
markets to American exports so our 
workers can compete on a level playing 
field. CAFTA, for example, would ex-
pand the market for U.S. goods with 44 
million consumers in Costa Rica, El 
Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Nica-
ragua, and the Dominican Republic. 

Nearly 80 percent of goods from the 
six CAFTA countries currently enter 
the United States duty-free. Yet Amer-
ican exports are taxed virtually across 
the board when they enter CAFTA 
markets. 

On U.S. motor vehicles and parts, 
CAFTA countries levy an average tariff 
of 11 percent, while the U.S. rate is 
zero. On vegetables, fruits, and nuts, 
the CAFTA region’s average is 16.7 per-
cent, again compared with zero in the 
United States. On grains, it is 10.6 per-
cent to zero; and on meat products, it 
is 14.7 percent, while the U.S. rate is 
just 3 percent. CAFTA would eliminate 
these disparities. 

The agreement would level the play-
ing field by eliminating 80 percent of 
the tariffs on American exports imme-
diately, with the remaining tariffs 
phased out over 10 years. This would 
help exporters in my home State of 
South Carolina like BMW, Caterpillar 
and General Electric, as well as farm-
ers and ranchers raising soybeans, 
peaches, pork, and poultry. The Amer-
ican Farm Bureau Federation esti-
mates CAFTA could expand U.S. farm 
exports by $1.5 billion a year. Manufac-
turers would also benefit, especially in 
sectors like information technology 
products, agricultural and construction 
equipment, paper products, pharma-
ceuticals, and medical and scientific 
equipment. 

According to a recent economic im-
pact study conducted by the U.S. 
Chamber of Commerce, in the first year 
alone CAFTA would increase output in 
South Carolina by $167 million and cre-
ate over 900 new jobs. In 9 years, the 
study shows a potential increase in 
output across all industries of $701 mil-
lion and the creation of over 6,000 jobs. 
The South Carolina State Ports Au-
thority has told me CAFTA will con-
tribute to greater economic develop-
ment in South Carolina by stimulating 
commerce and the shipment of freight 

through the Port of Charleston. In 2004, 
Central America represented $359 mil-
lion of the total value of the Port’s 
business. In fact, Charleston’s exports 
to Central America have grown faster 
than the average export growth. Most 
exporters agree: CAFTA is a great deal 
for South Carolina business. 

Yet there is a small group in the tex-
tile industry whose opposition poses a 
threat to this step forward. They say 
CAFTA will allow China to exploit a 
‘‘loophole’’ in the agreement. But they 
fail to recognize that without CAFTA 
there will be no loop at all—just one 
giant hole that China will use to de-
stroy our industry. The truth is that a 
vote against CAFTA is a vote for 
China. Garment factories in Central 
America purchase large amounts of 
American fabric and yarn. In fact, the 
region is the second-largest world mar-
ket for U.S. textile fabrics and yarns. 
Under CAFTA, these garments made in 
the region will be duty-free and quota- 
free only if they use U.S. fabric and 
yarn. In fact, more than 90 percent of 
all apparel made in the region will be 
sewn from fabric and yarn made in the 
United States, thereby supporting U.S. 
textile exports and U.S. textile jobs. 
This is especially important for South 
Carolina workers. In 2004, South Caro-
lina’s exports of fabric mill products to 
the CAFTA region were valued at $180 
million, more than half of the State’s 
total exports to the region. 

If we going to continue to have these 
exports and not lose the business to 
Asia, we must pass CAFTA. The Amer-
ican Apparel and Footwear Association 
made this point in a recent letter to 
President Bush where it said, if CAFTA 
‘‘is not enacted soon, U.S. apparel and 
footwear companies will place more of 
their business outside this hemi-
sphere.’’ And the National Council of 
Textile Organizations recently en-
dorsed CAFTA, saying, Central Amer-
ica ‘‘is a very important part of the do-
mestic industry’s supply chain and we 
need (CAFTA) to ensure that the U.S. 
textile industry can remain competi-
tive against China.’’ 

The elimination of quotas on Chinese 
textiles has eroded the partnership the 
U.S. has with the Central American re-
gion. Our existing partnership is also 
weakened by burdensome documenta-
tion requirements and by the fact that 
it will expire soon. All of these factors 
reduce the incentive to make cloth 
ing in the region using U.S. inputs. 
CAFTA, however, will solidify and sta-
bilize this partnership by making the 
current program broader, easier to use, 
more flexible, permanent, and recip-
rocal. The agreement will create new 
sales opportunities for U.S. textile and 
apparel products by providing perma-
nent incentives for the use of U.S. 
yarns and fabrics in textile articles 
made in the region. And it will also 
give us new advantages over our com-
petitors by promoting duty-free access 
for U.S. textile and apparel exports to 
local markets in the region. 

I also thank the President and his ad-
ministration for their efforts to make 

the agreement even stronger. Specifi-
cally, I have worked closely with U.S. 
Trade Ambassador Rob Portman to 
strengthen provisions dealing with tex-
tile pocketing. On May 9 of this year, 
Ambassador Portman wrote me about 
his desire to use the agreement’s 
amendment mechanism to include 
pocketing in the rule of origin. He 
wrote: 

I assure you that USTR will utilize this 
mechanism, working closely with our textile 
industry, to seek an amendment to the 
CAFTA so that pocketing would have to 
originate in one of the signatory Parties. 

This is very important to textile manu-
facturers in South Carolina who make 
pockets and want to have a strong 
partnership with the CAFTA region. 

It is time to stop saying ‘‘no’’ to 
every trade agreement, regardless of 
the benefits. We must stop acting like 
we are operating in the business envi-
ronment of 50 years ago. We must 
stand up and fight for a better deal 
today. We can’t build a wall around our 
country and expect to remain competi-
tive. And we can’t keep sticking our 
heads in the sand. Instead, we must 
fight back with new agreements that 
knock down barriers and create new 
markets. We must fight back and win 
because that is what Americans do. We 
have the best workers in the world and 
we can compete with anyone in the 
world. 

CAFTA also provides a unique oppor-
tunity to promote democracy, security, 
and prosperity in a part of the world 
that was once characterized by oppres-
sion and military dictatorship. This 
agreement is critical to the economic 
and political stability of these young 
democracies, and it is a signal of our 
Nation’s commitment to democracy 
and prosperity in this hemisphere. As 
we continue to fight the war on ter-
rorism, America has a vested interest 
in making sure these countries do not 
turn their backs on freedom. 

I had the opportunity to personally 
meet with the Presidents from the 
CAFTA countries earlier this year, and 
many of them are taking significant 
political risks to promote economic 
freedom. We need to stand with them. 
We must stand with them and pass this 
agreement. The benefits of CAFTA are 
clear. The agreement will strengthen 
our economic ties with our democratic 
neighbors, it will promote opportunity 
and prosperity in the United States 
and the region, and it will strengthen 
our security at home by promoting de-
mocracy and prosperity in our hemi-
sphere. This agreement is a forward 
strategy for freedom, and I encourage 
my colleagues to support it. 

Mr. President, again, I thank you for 
this time this morning. I do stand to 
speak on behalf of CAFTA, and I appre-
ciate the Senator on the other side of 
the aisle yielding this morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself such time as I use. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator is recognized. 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, if ever 

there was a triumph of hope over expe-
rience, it is bringing this bill to the 
floor of this Senate: a new trade agree-
ment with the background of failed 
trade agreement after failed trade 
agreement, lost jobs after lost jobs, 
higher deficits every year, believing 
this new chapter of the same failed 
book of trade strategy will produce a 
different result. It is unbelievable to 
me. 

But before I begin, let me ask a ques-
tion. There is a substantial lack of op-
portunity to ask questions on the floor 
because very few will attend this de-
bate. But I was wondering whether in 
this trade agreement there is anything 
that has to do with exotic dancers or 
strip clubs. I wonder if anyone could 
respond to that. 

Let me tell you the reason I ask the 
question—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator should be aware that Senators are 
not permitted to ask other Senators 
questions unless they have been yield-
ed time on the floor. 

Mr. DORGAN. Let me say to the Pre-
siding Officer, it is a fair point. I have 
not directed questions to other Mem-
bers of the Senate. I ask a rhetorical 
question, and perhaps the Presiding Of-
ficer, in his capacity as a Senator from 
New Hampshire, would respond. But I 
ask the question, is there anything in 
this trade agreement that deals with 
exotic dancers or strip clubs? And if 
any of my colleagues would like to 
come to the floor to respond to that 
today, I would be glad to hear it. 

Let me tell you why I ask the ques-
tion. We debated something called 
NAFTA on the floor of the Senate some 
years ago. It did not turn out very 
well—huge trade deficits, American 
jobs rushing off to Mexico. It did not 
turn out well at all. But now I discov-
ered, going to the computer last night, 
using a Google search, that NAFTA 
had something in it about ‘‘special 
skills.’’ Let me read this to you. This is 
from my Google search last evening on 
the computer: ‘‘Claiming a shortage of 
homegrown talent, strip clubs in Can-
ada have used NAFTA to find new re-
cruits in Mexico.’’ 

I thought, well, that is interesting. 
NAFTA had something that allows 
strip clubs in Canada to search for 
dancers from Mexico? Well, I found out 
what that was with a little further 
Google search: Employment authoriza-
tions based on NAFTA agreements 
were available for professionals, com-
pany transferees, traders, investors, 
and people with special knowledge: ex-
otic dancers, et cetera—apparently, 
under this ‘‘special skills’’ category. 
Quite remarkable, isn’t it? 

Did anybody know that existed in 
NAFTA before it was voted on? Does 
anybody want to claim credit, I ask 
rhetorically? Does anybody want to 
claim credit for a provision in NAFTA 
that allows Canadian strip clubs to re-

cruit exotic dancers from Mexico? Oh, 
probably not. Probably no one wants to 
claim credit for that today. But, appar-
ently, that opportunity existed in 
NAFTA. It sure did. 

Is there anything in this trade agree-
ment we ought to know about? Is there 
anything in this trade agreement that 
will probably persuade me to come to 
the floor of the Senate 5 years from 
now, 2 years from now, and say: Did 
you know about this? We probably will 
not learn that today, either. Let me 
tell you what we should learn today. 
Here, as shown on this chart, are our 
trade deficits. These are our trade defi-
cits—year after year after year. I have 
always wondered what ‘‘reeducation’’ 
means as a term—‘‘reeducation.’’ It is 
quite clear to me there is no reeduca-
tion anywhere near this 50 or 60 square 
miles of ground because we are about, 
today, in the Senate to pass another 
trade agreement which is exactly the 
same kind of trade agreement that has 
caused a massive trade deficit year 
after year after year, a gathering trade 
debt that is dangerous to this country. 

On these red lines on this chart there 
are no names. But I can give you some 
names. And I will today. These are the 
people who lost their jobs, the people 
who came home one night after work 
and said: ‘‘Honey, I have been fired. I 
worked at my plant for 19 years. I was 
a good worker. I loved my job. But I 
got fired today. Do you know why? Oh, 
they are going to still make the prod-
ucts I made, but they are going to 
make them in China. They shipped my 
job to China because they found some-
body who can do it for 30 cents an 
hour.’’ 

Every one of these lines has tens of 
thousands—hundreds of thousands—of 
names of American workers who have 
lost their jobs. 

And so in the first 4 months of this 
year, our trade debt is up another 20 
percent. Last year it was a record. It is 
up another 20, 22 percent. We are head-
ed in exactly the wrong direction. 

What is the response of this Con-
gress? What is the response of the 
President? Well, let’s do some more of 
what we have been doing. This is the 
law of holes: Create a hole and just 
keep digging, according to these peo-
ple. 

Let me make a couple of other open-
ing observations. This bill should not 
be on the floor of the Senate. It does 
not comport with the Constitution of 
the United States. I think everyone in 
this Chamber knows that. This is a tar-
iff bill. My colleague from Iowa de-
scribed in great detail the tariff provi-
sions in the bill. This is a tariff bill. A 
tariff bill, by the U.S. Constitution, 
cannot originate here. It cannot. It 
must originate in the House of Rep-
resentatives. 

This bill is improperly on the floor of 
the Senate and I may today make a 
constitutional point of order. Every 
Senator knows it is not here in accord-
ance with the Constitution, and yet we 
all put on our dark suits and come to 

the Chamber and vent for hours, acting 
as if nothing has changed, nothing is 
wrong, we have not read the Constitu-
tion. Tariff bills must originate in the 
House, not in the Senate. 

So we will pass this today, I am told. 
I am told the votes exist to pass this 
failed trade agreement. And then what 
will happen is the House will take it 
up, take up their version of it, and at 
some point it will be sent over here to 
be exchanged for the version we have 
already completed in the Senate. The 
problem is, I would say to the leaders, 
then there will be another 20 hours 
under fast track, 20 hours of debate to 
which we are entitled. Perhaps this 
will not work out so well after all. 

I find it interesting. I must say to 
the majority leader, I apologize for 
being irritated last night, but that irri-
tation hasn’t abated this morning. I 
knew what was going to happen with 
CAFTA. It was negotiated over a year 
ago. It was signed over a year ago and 
has never been brought to this Cham-
ber. Why? Because they don’t know if 
they have the votes in the House. So 
over a year it languished. I knew at 
some point they were going to try to 
fold it up into a tight, little package 
and sort of stick it through the key-
hole before some kind of congressional 
recess. Sure enough, that is exactly 
what they have done. Lord knows, you 
don’t want to have a long debate on the 
floor of the Senate about trade strat-
egy. 

Having, for example, a debate of 3, 4, 
5 days on one of the most significant 
problems we face is not something the 
majority party wants, not something 
the President wants. Do an agreement. 
Sign it up. Wait for a year. Buy off the 
votes with roads, bridges and dams and 
perhaps some refrigerators. I don’t 
mean ‘‘buy up’’ votes; I mean persuade 
people by saying we will support your 
project—that was not a sensitive thing 
to say—persuade people who would 
have voted against you to decide they 
will vote for you, if you can get 3 or 4 
miles of road somewhere near the 
hometown. You get enough votes, and 
then, a year later, fit this into this lit-
tle crevice before the July recess. Then 
all the dust settles over the Fourth of 
July recess, and we come back and act 
as if there are no trade issues. 

So here we are. Some of my col-
leagues will speak about an issue that 
I care a lot about as well—sugar. This 
is the first step in the direction of de-
ciding to take the sugar program apart 
and to devastate, particularly in our 
region of the country, the beet grow-
ers—beet growers in the Red River Val-
ley of North Dakota—because they 
can’t compete with this kind of dump- 
price sugar that comes from these re-
gions. This agreement, in itself, will 
not ruin the sugar industry, but it is 
going to hurt it. It is the first step in 
a direction, a strategy, that will ruin 
the industry in which a lot of beet 
growers out there, working on the 
farm, who got up this morning hoping 
they could continue to make a living, 
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are going to be mighty concerned 
about where this heads. The next 
agreement that will come after this is 
the Free Trade Area of the Americas 
with Brazil and others. It is an omi-
nous direction and is a disservice to 
the one farm program that does work 
in this country. 

I would like to read a couple things. 
Most of you probably know Puff Daddy. 
Actually, Sean Combs is his name. He 
changed his name to P. Diddy. I never 
understood why somebody named Puff 
Daddy would change their name to P. 
Diddy. He is an artist, a musician. He 
also makes clothing, or at least he has 
someone make clothing with his name 
in the label. 

So I held a hearing one day. We had 
workers, from Honduras, working in a 
plant in Honduras. Their job was to sew 
the sleeves on the shirts that were the 
Sean John label rather than Puff 
Daddy or P. Diddy. It seems to me—I 
am not in the shirt business—that Puff 
Daddy or P. Diddy might have been a 
better label, but they chose Sean John. 
So they contracted out for shirts to be 
produced in a plant in Honduras. 

I have been there. I have watched. I 
have been to Honduras. I have watched 
people make cigars and various things. 
We had three employees of the plant in 
Honduras that makes these shirts come 
and testify. I invited Sean Combs to 
come and testify. He chose not to. Let 
me describe what was said at this hear-
ing. It is directly related to signing up 
to a trade agreement with these kind 
of economies and the allegation that 
will be made by my colleagues that 
there are no labor standards that are 
enforceable or are enforced in these 
countries. 

Let me read this. This was from 
Lydda Eli Gonzalez. In her report to us, 
she talks about her job. She says: 

I get up at 5 a.m.— 

She is a young woman— 
to go to work at 6:45. I take two buses. When 
I get to the factory, I have a tortilla with 
beans. I buy the cheapest lunch I can, just a 
small piece of chicken, rice, beans and water. 

And she describes the cost of that. 
And then she describes her day at the 
factory: 

My job is attaching sleeves to the shirt. 
There are different styles of Sean Jean 
shirts, but for long-sleeved shirts, a produc-
tion line of 20 workers has to sew 190 dozens 
shirts a day—that’s 2,280 shirts. Management 
demands we reach this goal, but it is impos-
sible. 

And she goes on: 
They call us filthy names—you can’t an-

swer—like ‘‘bitch,’’ ‘‘Maldito,’’ ‘‘donkey.’’ 
You can’t answer the supervisors or they will 
fire you. It is very hot in the factory. You 
are sweating all day. There is a lot of dust in 
the air. I breathe it in. You go into the fac-
tory with black hair. You come out with hair 
that is white or red or whatever the color of 
the shirts we are working on. It is forbidden 
to talk. You have to ask permission to use 
the bathroom. We have to get a pass from 
the supervisor and give it to the guard in 
front of the bathroom who also searches us 
before we go in. You can go once in the 
morning and once in the afternoon. Also 

they watch the time, and if you are gone 
more than three or four minutes, they call 
you on the loudspeaker. Another thing, the 
bathrooms are very dirty. There is almost 
never any toilet paper or soap. They don’t 
permit us to get up to get water. If the work-
er next to you goes, you try to take some ad-
vantage and see if they can bring just a bit 
of water to you. You have to focus, work as 
fast as you can, to complete the production 
goals, always under pressure. 

She talks about being fired. She was 
one of 20 workers who were fired. All 
the new employees are required to take 
a pregnancy test. If it comes out posi-
tive, they are fired. ‘‘Older workers suf-
fer harassment and discrimination be-
cause the management prefers workers 
between 17 and 25 years old. When a 
woman gets to be 30, she can’t work in 
these factories. And if she can get to 
work and if she is working, often she is 
harassed and sent to worse positions to 
try to make her quit.’’ 

She says: 
They search us physically when we enter 

the plant. If one of us has candy, gum or lip-
stick, they take it away because they think 
it could stain the clothing. They search 
them in the bathroom. 

The point is this, this young woman, 
with 20 others, decided they really 
needed to try to organize to see if they 
could improve their lot. And 15 of them 
began to organize, and they were fired. 
You can’t organize. Workers can’t get 
together to try to organize to nego-
tiate with management. They are 
fired—out of luck, out of a job. 

These countries say to us: We have 
labor standards. Sure they do. They 
have labor standards on the books, to-
tally unenforced. This is what we are 
signing up to. 

This was Sean Combs. You remember 
the stories about Kathy Gifford and 
others. Sean Combs, I believe, to his 
credit, said he did not know this con-
tracted labor was occurring, and I be-
lieve that he quickly took action to 
deal with that and moved this kind of 
production away from that plant. 

But let me ask the question: Does 
anybody think this is the competition 
for American workers that we ought to 
sign up for? Shouldn’t we be doing 
trade agreements with countries that 
have labor standards? Shouldn’t we de-
cide, on behalf of American workers, 
that we care first and foremost about 
American workers and, second, we also 
care about the workers in the country 
with whom we are going to do a trade 
agreement? What does it say about us, 
about our value system, to suggest it 
doesn’t matter? 

This is about money. This isn’t about 
workers. It is about companies being 
able to access cheap labor, working 
under any labor conditions, in order to 
boost and fatten profits. 

I am well aware that there are those 
who take a look at those of us who 
don’t support these trade agreements 
and they say: You are just a bunch of 
xenophobic isolationist stooges. You 
don’t understand it. You probably don’t 
have the capacity to understand it. We 
are describing a new world order. It is 
a global economy. Don’t you get it? 

I wonder when things changed in this 
country to decide that we should not 
stand up for our economic interests. 
When did that happen? When did it 
happen that it was OK to decide those 
who stood up for America’s economic 
interests—that is, for the demand that 
when we have a trade agreement, there 
would be fair labor standards, fair 
standards with respect to the environ-
ment, that we want to keep jobs in 
America—when did it become fashion-
able to say: You’re a protectionist. You 
don’t get it. You are sort of an eco-
nomic nationalist. You are one of these 
America-first types. Shame on you. 

It seems to me the first goal of every 
trade agreement should be to recog-
nize, from our standpoint, that we are 
interested in standing up for our eco-
nomic interests, for our jobs. But that 
is not the case. 

I would like anybody to explain to 
me these dramatic and deepening trade 
deficits—which Warren Buffett, not 
necessarily a shrinking violet, says is 
heading us toward becoming share-
croppers, and that is exactly the case— 
I would like anybody to explain to me 
how, with this background, the deci-
sion is made that we ought to do more 
of it. We are told over and over and 
over again what we are doing with this 
next trade agreement is we are opening 
foreign markets for American prod-
ucts. That is absolutely nonsense. Give 
us a break. We have been through this. 

Later today, I will talk specifically 
about China because we did a bilateral 
on China. We have had a lot of trade re-
lationships with China. The fact is, 
what we are doing with these trade 
agreements is not opening foreign mar-
kets, to any great degree, to American 
goods. I would love to take my time— 
and I have 5 hours allotted to me—to 
go through a debate. Others probably 
have different views. They believe it is 
fine, for example, for the country of 
Korea to ship us 680,000 cars a year on 
boats that land on the shores of the 
United States so American consumers 
can buy Korean cars. And then we only 
get 3,800 cars from the United States 
into Korea. That is fine, some people 
might think. I would love to debate 
that. Perhaps we have somebody who 
wants to stand up later today during 
my time and have a real discussion 
about that. I would be happy to do 
that. I don’t need three people. I would 
just like one person to say: ‘‘Boy, I like 
the way this is going. This sure looks 
good for America. And I sure like what 
is going to happen with China and bi-
lateral automobile trade, and I sure 
like what happened in the bilateral 
with China by which we are allowed to 
charge a tariff that is one-tenth the 
tariff charged by the Chinese in bilat-
eral automobile trade or I sure like the 
notion of what happened post- 
NAFTA.’’ 

Let me do this for a moment. I think 
it is important for people to under-
stand. We passed NAFTA, the North 
American Free Trade Agreement. When 
we did, we had a very slight trade sur-
plus with Mexico and a modest deficit 
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with Canada. We very quickly turned a 
slight trade surplus with Mexico into a 
very large deficit, and we turned a 
modest deficit with Canada into a very 
large deficit. 

The promises for NAFTA were grand 
promises about massive new numbers 
of American jobs and so on. None of 
that was accurate. There were those 
who stood on this floor and said, with 
respect to NAFTA: What that means is, 
we are going to get the product of un-
skilled labor coming in from Mexico. 
That is what that means. And so what 
are the three biggest imports from 
Mexico now? Automobiles, automobile 
parts, and electronics—all the product 
of high-skilled labor. They were all 
wrong. No one, of course, will stand on 
the floor and say: I admit that. But 
they have all been wrong. All we have 
seen is an exodus of American jobs. 
This chart is a certification to the U.S. 
Government of companies laying off 
U.S. workers due to NAFTA. We know 
that because they are required to cer-
tify to the Department of Labor in 
order for their workers to be available 
for trade adjustment assistance. Trade 
adjustment assistance is a melodic, 
soft-tone that says: When you fire your 
workers because of a trade agreement, 
you are able to get the Federal Govern-
ment to pay your workers a little 
something. It is like extra unemploy-
ment. 

So we know these companies have 
said: Because of NAFTA, we are laying 
off workers. We want them to be eligi-
ble for trade adjustment assistance. 

Let’s go down the list a bit. Fruit of 
the Loom. I can see the title on the 
book: ‘‘When America Lost its Shorts.’’ 
I remember the day that Fruit of the 
Loom announced that it was going to 
move its production out of this coun-
try. It was headline news, going to get 
rid of all the workers. Doesn’t mean 
they are not going to make shirts and 
shorts any more. They are going to 
make them elsewhere, Mexico and 
China. 

Levis, 15,676 workers making Levis. 
There is not much more all-American 
than Levis. 

What a great American brand, Levi. 
Everybody likes them. I wear Levis. 
Levis are gone. There is not one pair 
made in the United States—not one. 
And, furthermore, the company that 
made Levis has certified to the Federal 
Government that due to NAFTA, 15,676 
employees should be eligible for trade 
adjustment assistance. I will say that 
in English. It means that because we 
passed the NAFTA trade agreement, 
this company decided to get rid of 
15,676 workers, and they want, under 
trade adjustment assistance, to be eli-
gible to get extra money from the Fed-
eral Government. 

Is there anybody in the Senate who 
knows the name of a worker that made 
Levis and lost their job? I am guessing 
not. I am guessing that almost every 
one of these 15,676 people were like 
every other worker in this country— 
proud to get up in the morning, put on 

some clothes, go to work, and feel as 
though they had a sense of self worth 
to provide for their family and to do a 
job. Some probably worked 25, 30 years 
for that company and did the best they 
could. And they had to come home and 
say to their spouse: ‘‘Honey, I have lost 
my job. It doesn’t mean they are not 
going to make Levis anymore. They 
are just going to make them in Mexico 
or China or Indonesia or Sri Lanka or 
Bangladesh—you name it. They say I 
make too much money.’’ 

I have told this story repeatedly, and 
I will do it again even if it bores peo-
ple. Huffy bicycles is the classic one. It 
is the easiest to understand. I believe 
Huffy has about 20 percent of the 
American marketplace. You buy them 
at Wal-Mart, Sears, and K-Mart. Huffy 
bicycles used to be made in Ohio in this 
country by workers who, by one ac-
count, made $11 an hour plus benefits. 
Huffy wrote to me and said it was more 
than that. So whatever it is—it could 
have been $15 or $18 an hour plus bene-
fits—they made a good bicycle. They 
had a decal of the American flag on the 
front of them. They fired the workers 
who made Huffy bicycles. Those work-
ers are gone. In fact, the last job they 
performed was to take the American 
flag decal from the bicycle and replace 
it with a decal of the globe. All Huffys 
are now made in China by people who 
work for 30 cents an hour, 7 days a 
week, 12 to 14 hours a day. The folks in 
Ohio are told they cannot compete 
with that. I can understand why. 
Should you be expected to compete 
with people who make 30 cents an 
hour? 

So American workers lose their jobs. 
Do you think some people from Huffy 
Bicycle, who were proud to make them 
for many years, and came home to tell 
their families: ‘‘I lost my job because 
they found somebody in another part of 
the world—halfway around the world— 
who will work 7 days a week, 12 hours 
a day, and they can pay them 30 cents 
an hour—and they can hire kids, by the 
way.’’ Does anybody in this Chamber 
know the names of these people who 
worked for Levi’s or Huffy Bicycle or 
Fig Newton Cookies? Does anybody 
know the names of the people who 
worked for the company called Radio 
Flyer, which makes little red wagons? 
They are gone from America. 

I can stand here for an hour and talk 
about those kinds of issues. On this 
chart are the 100 largest companies cer-
tifying to the Department of Labor 
jobs lost due to these trade agree-
ments. Let me tell you something else. 
You cannot get these numbers any-
more. They are not available. Do you 
know why? The Department of Labor 
won’t make them available. This chart 
says ‘‘The Labor Department withheld 
trade reports.’’ Let me quote from this 
article: ‘‘The Labor Department has 
kept secret for more than a year, stud-
ies that supported Democratic oppo-
nents of the Bush administration’s new 
Central American trade deal.’’ 

There was a report paid for by public 
funds that documented the working 

conditions in CAFTA and the Central 
American countries of the type I just 
described, and, of course, that docu-
ment was covered up, kept secret. The 
official Government document from 
the Department of Labor that would 
have provided numbers of how many 
jobs were lost, as a result of certifi-
cations by companies that were going 
to get rid of their workers—this infor-
mation doesn’t exist anymore either. 

I have called the Secretary of Labor 
and said: You are collecting this data 
and you are choosing now not to make 
it public. Why? She says: I will look 
into it. 

I placed a second call yesterday, but 
I have not heard back. In fact, you can-
not get this information anymore. If 
there is bad news, cover it up, I guess. 
Don’t let bad news out. 

Madam President, let me just read 
for a moment from something written 
by someone I deeply admire. I like 
Warren Buffet a lot. I don’t know him 
well, but I consider him a friend. I have 
met him a good number of times. He is 
the second richest man in our country, 
or probably in the world. He is remark-
ably successful. He doesn’t walk the 
talk or sound like somebody with bil-
lions and billions of dollars. He is just 
a wonderful, remarkable guy with a 
great spirit. He wrote a piece to the 
shareholders of his company, Berk-
shire-Hathaway, that was very inter-
esting to me. I called Warren about his 
speech. He said this about the trade 
deficit, the current account deficit: 

Large and persistent current account defi-
cits produce an entirely different result. As 
time passes and as claims against us grow, 
we own less and less of what we produce. 

He means that we have a trade def-
icit of almost $2 billion every day, 7 
days a week, and it means foreign gov-
ernments or foreigners have assets in 
the form of American dollars, Amer-
ican stock, and are buying American 
real estate. That is why you saw that 
China wants to buy a big oil company. 
They have the money to do it. 

With respect to the trade deficit we 
have with China or the trade surplus 
they have with us, he says: 

Should we continue to run current account 
deficits comparable to those now prevailing, 
the net ownership of the United States by 
other countries and their citizens a decade 
from now will amount to roughly $11 trillion. 
And if foreign investors were to earn only 5 
percent on that net holding, we would need 
to send a net of one-half billion dollars in 
goods and services abroad every year just to 
service the U.S. investments then held by 
foreigners. 

A country that is now aspiring to be an 
ownership society will not find happiness in 
a sharecropper society. Yet, that is precisely 
where our trade policies, supported by Demo-
crats and Republicans alike, are taking us. 

Perhaps there are some in this Cham-
ber who think this is not the case, that 
these trade policies are just wonderful, 
that this red ink is just another inno-
cent color, that these trade agreements 
have really worked well for America. 
That is probably because nobody in 
this Chamber has ever lost their job to 
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a bad trade agreement. No journalist 
has either, for that matter. 

We have an interesting situation in 
this country. We have now, for about 
the last 30 years, seen a dramatic 
change in the economies of our country 
and others. It is described as a global 
economy. It has galloped forward in a 
very aggressive way, but the rules have 
not kept pace. So the largest inter-
national corporations—many of them 
American—have defined the new econ-
omy in their own image. They want to 
produce where it is cheap and sell into 
our marketplace. They want to be able 
to produce, for example, in China and 
Indonesia and Bangladesh and Sri 
Lanka and be able to sell that product 
to Des Moines, IA; Fargo, ND; Denver; 
Chicago; or Los Angeles. That is quite 
a strategy about fattening profits: 
Produce where it is cheap, where you 
can hire kids, where you can build a 
factory and not worry about having a 
safe workplace, where you can dump 
chemicals into the air and water, and 
especially where you can decide if your 
workers want to form a union, you can 
fire them just like that. If you produce 
there, you can produce for pennies, 
take that product and sell it into the 
established marketplace in the United 
States, and you can fatten your profits. 
Pretty good deal—if you are one of the 
companies who wants to do it. 

But the rules for this globalized econ-
omy have not kept pace at all. There 
have been virtually no rules. Everyone 
in this Chamber knows that we have 
signed up to trade agreements with 
countries that say to companies: You 
can fire your workers if they try to 
unionize. Now, that is not a compara-
tive advantage—going back to Ricardo. 
Ricardo described the doctrine of com-
parative advantage, which says it is 
easier to raise sheep and produce wool 
in England and easier to grow grapes 
and produce wine in Portugal; so each 
should do what is in its own best inter-
est and what it does best and then 
trade. So you raise sheep, you share 
the sheep, get the wool in England, 
grow the grapes and stomp the grapes 
and produce wine in Portugal, and the 
English trade their wool to Portugal, 
and the Portuguese send wine to the 
English. That is the doctrine of com-
parative advantage—doing what is 
most beneficial and efficient for each. 
There is no doctrine of comparative ad-
vantage when you have a country de-
ciding they are going to have 30-cent 
labor because we will fire people who 
try to unionize because we will not en-
force restrictions with respect to the 
requirement that you have safe work-
places. We will have cheap labor be-
cause we will let you hire 12-year-old 
kids, work them 12 hours a day, and 
pay 12 cents an hour, and we will turn 
the other way. That is a political ad-
vantage. That is a decision by a gov-
ernment to continue to repress its 
workers. 

Our trade agreements, historically, 
rather than lifting others up, which we 
ought to do in trade agreements, have 

had the effect of pushing American 
workers down. That can work for a 
while, but it cannot work for a long 
while because, ultimately, the question 
is going to be this: Who is going to buy 
those products made with 30-cent labor 
in China? Will it be the people who lost 
their jobs in the United States? Will it 
perhaps be one of these hundreds of 
thousands of people, each just a num-
ber, but each represented by a family? 
Will they buy those products when 
they are out of a job? You may say un-
employment is not so high here and 
many of these people have been re-
hired. Yes, many have—at lower wages. 
That is the way this global economy 
has been working. 

In my judgment, this does not work 
for our country. It is just not working. 
My colleague from Iowa made the 
point—a fair point—should we not 
want to lower tariffs in other coun-
tries? Absolutely. Can I remind my col-
leagues, and others, that we are so 
ham-handed and fundamentally incom-
petent in negotiating trade agree-
ments, using beef as an example—let’s 
go back for a moment prior to the dis-
covery of a Canadian cow that had mad 
cow disease in the United States. Prior 
to that time, we were 15 years away 
from a beef agreement we made with 
Japan in the late 1980s. Fifteen years 
later, after a beef agreement with 
Japan, a country with whom we have 
had a very large deficit always—and 
still do—there was a 50-percent tariff 
on every pound of American beef going 
into Japan. What a miserable failure 
that is. It happens to us in virtually 
every circumstance. 

I will mention one additional thing. 
Our trade negotiators do such a ter-
rible job on behalf of this country. I as-
sume they do it on behalf of whoever 
sends them out with instructions. Let 
me ask, if during the discussion 
today—and we will be here for some 
hours—I would like one Senator—if we 
can find somebody who knows the an-
swer to this—to tell me, in the bilat-
eral trade agreement with China, a 
country with whom we have a giant 
trade deficit, an alarming and dan-
gerous trade deficit, how it is justified 
that China shall impose a 25-percent 
tariff on any U.S. automobiles we sell 
in China, and we will impose a 2.5-per-
cent tariff on Chinese automobiles sold 
in the United States? 

How is it that we have a bilateral 
agreement that imposes a tariff 10 
times higher on U.S. cars that we sell 
in China than Chinese cars sold in the 
United States? I want one person—I 
have asked this question for years—I 
want one person to tell me how that 
happened because the Chinese are now 
gearing up an automobile export indus-
try. In fact, General Motors has gone 
to court to sue the Chinese because 
they say the Chinese have stolen the 
entire production line blueprints for a 
car called the QQ. General Motors said 
they stole the production line blue-
prints of a General Motors car. This 
company is called Chery, C-H-E-R-Y, 

which is interesting; it is one letter 
away from Chevy, C-H-E-V-Y. This Chi-
nese company called Chery is pro-
ducing a QQ car that General Motors 
says is the stolen production line blue-
prints of a car they have. They are 
doing that, and all the press says they 
are gearing up for a substantial Chi-
nese automobile export market. 

Guess what. When they do that, they 
will find a very friendly tariff in our 
country that is one-tenth the tariff 
that now exists in China by virtue of 
acceptance of a trade agreement we 
have with China. It is unbelievable to 
me, the incompetence of having that 
sort of thing happen. 

I will not go on at length. We do not 
make any automobiles in North Da-
kota, so I am not representing the 
automobile manufacturers. I am just 
telling my colleagues that it does not 
matter whether it is automobiles or 
textiles or farm products. 

My colleague from Iowa cares a lot, I 
am sure, about agricultural products. 
We work together on a lot of agricul-
tural issues. I know he cares a lot 
about family farmers. Interestingly 
enough, when we did the bilateral 
agreement with China, we had a provi-
sion in that agreement about the num-
ber of million metric tons of wheat 
that China would be expected to allow 
in duty free. Right after that was done, 
of course, the Chinese Agriculture Min-
ister went down to the southern part of 
China and said to the South Asia Post: 
‘‘That doesn’t mean anything; that 
doesn’t mean we are actually going to 
import that wheat from America. That 
is just something in writing.’’ Indeed, 
they have not. When will we under-
stand that promises not kept are not 
promises at all? 

I suppose you can make a case to 
hook up in a trade agreement with al-
most any region in the world. Some-
body said to me: How on Earth can you 
suggest these small countries would 
threaten our country? I am not sug-
gesting that. I am just saying when 
you are doing something wrong, stop 
doing it, change it, and do it right. 
That is not rocket science. 

This trade agreement, with its pa-
thetic provisions dealing with labor 
and its pathetic provisions protecting 
the environment, is exactly the same 
as all the other trade agreements. You 
can say the environmental provisions 
do not matter. Don’t they really? We 
inhabit this Earth. There are 6 billion 
of us. We have 6 billion neighbors on 
this little planet called Earth. We cir-
cle the Sun. Somehow we end up here 
in the United States—just in this 
place—and there is no place like it on 
the face of the Earth. We are living in 
a fishbowl. We can clean up our part of 
the fishbowl, but if somebody on the 
other side is pumping in sludge, we are 
all breathing it. So environmental 
standards and labor standards matter a 
lot. 

This trade agreement is exactly like 
the others. It hooks up the countries— 
and I already read the description— 
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that do not enforce their standards at 
all. Second, it decides we will have an-
other loophole by which you can trans-
ship goods through these countries into 
the United States. 

One of my colleagues said to me: So 
what, it is coming in anyway from 
China. So what? The fact is, if anybody 
in this Chamber were one of these sta-
tistics—and there are about 200,000 of 
them on this sheet—if anyone in this 
Chamber were one of these statistics, 
nobody would say ‘‘so what.’’ 

‘‘So what’’ is we are losing jobs in 
this country. There is no social pro-
gram we work on in this Chamber that 
is as important as a good job that pays 
well and allows people to take care of 
their families. There is no social pro-
gram as good as that. I am telling you, 
in case after case, we are seeing good 
jobs leaving our country because oth-
ers will do them for less under condi-
tions we would never accept in this 
country. 

I have said many times that we had 
people die in the streets of this country 
fighting to organize as workers. People 
were literally killed in the streets of 
America for that purpose. We had peo-
ple who went to the streets for Amer-
ica demanding the opportunity to work 
in a safe workplace. We have been 
through this for a century, describing 
the conditions of production in this 
country that were fair. And in a mo-
ment, some companies can pole-vault 
over all those impediments and say: I 
don’t like them, never liked them; they 
represent regulations, they represent 
things we don’t support, and we are 
going to move our jobs to China; and 
by the way, when we get there, we 
don’t have to worry about unions, we 
can fire them if they try to unionize, 
and if we don’t fire them, the Chinese 
Government will take care of them. 

What is happening is wrong. I am not 
saying we should build walls around 
our country. I am not saying we should 
retreat from the global economy. I am 
saying we ought to recognize there has 
to be a set of fair rules to represent 
this country’s economic interest. If we 
do not have that set of fair rules, then 
we cannot possibly succeed. 

Some say the Americans can compete 
anywhere, we can win anywhere. We 
can compete if the rules are fair. But 
post-Second World War, in the last 50 
years, some very shrewd economic 
competitors have developed in this 
world. 

These trade deficits I have shown de-
scribe a circumstance in which we can-
not compete with one arm tied behind 
our back. We cannot compete if it is 
unfair. We cannot ask American fami-
lies to decide if $10- or $15-an-hour 
wages is something of which they 
should be ashamed because it is so 
much more than would be paid to 
workers hired in Bangladesh or China. 
We cannot do that to American work-
ers without in the longer term dra-
matically changing the standard of liv-
ing in this country. 

Others will say: You are talking 
about manufacturing. You should un-

derstand that we are going to create 
new jobs; we are creating new jobs. 
Take a look at what is happening with 
software engineers, with white-collar 
jobs. Pick up the New York Times from 
last week on IBM and then go to India 
and go to China and find out what kind 
of jobs are coming in addition to fac-
tory jobs. It is not just factory work-
ers. It is white-collar jobs. It is engi-
neers. 

Every young person in this country 
who is in earshot of this debate should 
understand their future is going to be 
affected by what we are doing. Their 
opportunity for good jobs will be af-
fected by what we are doing. 

I, obviously, have additional com-
ments and additional time in which to 
do it later today. We have colleagues 
who have been waiting. I apologize for 
taking as much time as I did. This is a 
very important issue. I regret very 
much that we are doing it this way, 
just sticking it in a little keyhole 
crack between now and when we get 
out of here for the July Fourth week. I 
knew this was going to happen. One 
year ago, this bill got done. We did not 
hear about it for a year. I knew one day 
we would find it stuck in a little key-
hole, hoping we would not have a real 
debate about trade on the floor of the 
Senate. 

I guess now we are on autopilot. They 
are going to finish this maybe late to-
night, and they have accomplished 
their purpose, but they have done 
America no service. It is no service to 
America to avoid facing straight in the 
eye a serious problem facing this coun-
try. 

Once again, to all those listening who 
call this protectionism, you are just 
wrong. This is not about protecting in 
the sense of being a protectionist and 
wanting to build walls around our 
country. It is about standing up for 
American interests. It is about trade 
agreements that should be mutually 
beneficial, not one-way trade agree-
ments, and it is about finally sug-
gesting that we be hardheaded and 
make trade agreements economic poli-
cies, not softheaded foreign policy 
down at the State Department. 

I could talk later about, for example, 
it is recommended we take action 
against China on this and that for 
trade, but the State Department says: 
You can’t do that; that is all foreign 
policy. So our country walks around 
half hunched over worried about lost 
jobs and not willing to talk about it. 
And what do we do? We negotiate an-
other trade agreement of the same 
type. Is anybody thinking? Let’s hope 
through this debate perhaps we can 
begin to think through some of these 
issues and turn a corner. 

Let me also say it was probably im-
politic of me at the start of this discus-
sion to ask about exotic dancers in 
strip clubs. I will ask again just be-
cause it probably is impolitic if there 
is anything in this trade agreement 
about exotic dancers in strip clubs. The 
reason I ask is because in the NAFTA 

agreement that passed the Congress, 
according to what I have found doing a 
Google search, Canadian strip clubs 
have used NAFTA to find dancers from 
Mexico under the extended visas and 
employment applications in NAFTA— 
exotic dancers were part of the provi-
sion dealing with special skills. I am 
just guessing that there is no one in 
the Chamber of the Senate who voted 
on NAFTA who would have guessed it 
would have application to exotic danc-
ers having special skills. Maybe I am 
wrong. 

I ask the question: Is there anything 
in this trade agreement that we should 
know about that perhaps I will come to 
the floor of the Senate and talk about 
several years from now, such as this? 

The point I am making is, most peo-
ple do not understand what is in these 
trade agreements. They do not under-
stand the circumstances and the con-
sequences of the trade agreements. All 
we hear is just more tired-sounding 
platitudes about reducing tariffs. 

By the way, when we passed NAFTA, 
as my colleagues know, NAFTA re-
evaluated the peso, meaning it obliter-
ated everything under NAFTA with re-
spect to tariffs almost immediately. 

I will cover additional material at a 
later point today. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. MUR-
KOWSKI). Who yields time? The Senator 
from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam president, I 
yield such time as the Senator from 
Colorado may use. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado. 

Mr. ALLARD. Madam President, I 
thank the chairman of the Finance 
Committee for yielding. I compliment 
him on his tremendous leadership in 
the Finance Committee, particularly 
on the issue of trade. 

I rise today in strong support of the 
U.S. Central America and Dominican 
Republic Free Trade Agreement, 
known as CAFTA, and our administra-
tion’s current trade policies. 

We sometimes forget what history 
has taught us. If we look back to the 
early part of the 20th century, the 
early 1900s, our country was struggling 
economically. One of the reasons, it 
was decided after a while, is because we 
were too restrictive on our trade poli-
cies. We had high tariffs on a lot of dif-
ferent products coming into this coun-
try. All of a sudden, the economists 
began to wake up: If we liberalize our 
trade policies, we begin to open trade 
to the entire world, and we benefit. Lo 
and behold, we found our country 
began to do better economically. 

We forget what history taught us. We 
do not want to go back to some of the 
old tried-and-failed solutions some of 
my colleagues on the other side are 
talking about. They do not work. It de-
stroys your economy. 

If we look with other countries to 
liberalize our trade agreements, we 
raise the entire tide. Sure, other coun-
tries benefit, but we benefit even more. 
We will see that as we move forward 
with this debate. 
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NAFTA has not hurt this country, it 

has helped it. It has created more jobs, 
not less. So many figures we will hear 
presented here are focused on one par-
ticular group, it is one side of the ledg-
er. Nobody talks about what has hap-
pened on the other side of the ledger 
when we created more jobs, particu-
larly on the service side of our econ-
omy. 

Another point I would make is look 
at the poor countries in the world 
today. They have more trade restric-
tions than those more modern coun-
tries that are doing well economically. 
Doesn’t that tell us something? 
Doesn’t that tell us that if we can get 
them to relax their tariffs, they can 
begin to benefit with us and what is 
happening in the growth of our econo-
mies? Not only do we help them, but 
we help ourselves. So it is a mutual 
win-win agreement on these inter-
national trade agreements. 

We can look at all these trade agree-
ments and see how they have helped us 
economically. They have helped our 
friends and trading allies. They have 
helped us to export the idea of democ-
racy and what free markets are all 
about. It is what makes a difference be-
tween our success and many other 
countries that do not have a democ-
racy, that do not talk about how im-
portant it is to have free markets. 

I rise today in strong support of this 
trade agreement. Prior to the Bush ad-
ministration, momentum of trade lib-
eralization had clearly slowed. Thank-
fully, Congress reapproved executive 
authority for trade agreements, and 
with the leadership of President Bush, 
the administration has made inter-
national trade a high priority for the 
health and well-being of the American 
economy. That is good. 

We have acted to strengthen the 
President’s ability to eliminate trade 
barriers with other countries. The first 
steps have been taken toward a new era 
of trade liberalization. 

At the end of 2002, the Bush adminis-
tration completed free-trade negotia-
tions with Chile and Singapore which 
were first begun by the Clinton admin-
istration in 2000. This is not a partisan 
issue, it is a bipartisan issue. These 
free-trade agreements with Chile and 
Singapore entered into force on Janu-
ary 1, 2004. 

In 2004, the agreements with Aus-
tralia and Morocco were signed and ap-
proved by Congress, and this Aus-
tralian trade agreement recently came 
into force this January. 

These agreements make a strong 
statement about the commitment of 
the United States to international 
trade, and CAFTA continues the trend 
of reaching bilateral trade agreements 
in our own hemisphere and abroad. 

The countries entering into CAFTA 
are among the developing countries 
that already enjoy duty-free access to 
U.S. markets for the majority of their 
exports. That is their goods coming 
into our country. While these devel-
oping countries have high tariff and 

nontariff barriers on U.S. exports and 
impose restrictions on U.S. businesses, 
the agreement will liberalize trade in 
goods, services, government procure-
ment, intellectual property invest-
ment, and address important labor and 
environmental issues. We are going to 
let them join with us in our economic 
prosperity. That is not going to hurt 
the United States. It is going to benefit 
our economy. 

Trade between the United States and 
CAFTA countries totaled over $33 bil-
lion alone last year. The United States 
exported almost $16 billion in goods to 
five Central American countries and 
the Dominican Republic in 2004—more 
than all exports to Russia, India, and 
Saudi Arabia combined. 

This agreement will create the sec-
ond largest U.S. export market in 
Latin America—$16 billion—behind 
only Mexico, and the 14th largest U.S. 
export market in the world. The mar-
ket access and trade discipline pro-
vided by CAFTA offer an opportunity 
to expand U.S. exports to a region that 
is already seeing high export growth 
rates. In fact, from 2000 through 2004 
export shipments to CAFTA designa-
tions grew by almost 16 percent com-
pared to 5 percent for U.S. overall ex-
ports. 

CAFTA also helps to move the cur-
rent trading relationship from one-way 
preferences to a more reciprocal part-
nership. Currently, about 80 percent of 
the region’s exports enter the United 
States duty free, while U.S. goods ex-
ported to CAFTA countries face signifi-
cant tariffs. However, with this agree-
ment in place CAFTA will boost oppor-
tunities for exporters throughout the 
country, providing new market access 
for these producers. 

Specific to my home State’s inter-
ests, the State of Colorado, CAFTA im-
mediately eliminates tariffs on 80 per-
cent of U.S. exports and eliminates all 
tariffs within 10 years, including up to 
15 percent tariffs on Colorado’s exports 
of machinery, manufactured products, 
and transportation equipment. The in-
formation technology producers will 
also gain with the elimination of dis-
tribution barriers and elimination of 
information technology tariffs, as well 
as the opening of key information tech-
nology services, including tele-
communications, and will also protect 
intellectual property rights. 

For Colorado’s farmers and ranchers 
CAFTA will eliminate tariffs on 50 per-
cent of U.S. exports immediately and 
most remaining duties within 15 years, 
benefiting beef and pork producers 
with the immediate elimination of tar-
iffs over 15 years; dairy products with 
duty-free tariff rate quotas that will 
expand from over 10,000 tons in year 1 
and out of quota tariffs eliminated over 
20 years; and finally corn, wheat, and 
grain products with the immediate 
binding at zero of tariffs on wheat, bar-
ley, oats, and rye as well as for corn in 
Costa Rica and sorghum in the Domini-
can Republic and Guatemala. All re-
maining tariffs on feedgrains will be 
eliminated over 15 years. 

Clearly, this agreement greatly bene-
fits my State of Colorado and the Na-
tion as a whole. I am pleased to stand 
behind the agreement reached by 
former U.S. Trade Representative Rob-
ert Zoellick and our current USTR, 
Rob Portman. 

On noneconomic impact, I have al-
ready said that even if we were to set 
aside all the economic benefits for con-
tinuing liberalization of international 
trade like CAFTA, there are still many 
other reasons, most notably humani-
tarian reasons. History has shown it is 
the isolated closed societies that are 
the most brutal and repressed. Inter-
national contact brought about by in-
creased trade with businessmen, for-
eign goods exchanges, corporate pres-
ence, and marketing serves to increase 
access to a higher standard of living 
and a better quality of life. 

International trade also requires im-
portant reforms of the domestic, legal, 
and business environment that are key 
to encouraging business development 
and investment. Such reforms include 
providing greater transparency for 
Government to strengthen the rule of 
law and improving protection and en-
forcement of intellectual property 
rights. We must always remember that 
America’s No. 1 export is democracy, 
and overreaction to our trade deficit, 
increasing tariffs, or other false bar-
riers to trade will damage not only our 
bottom line but also our national secu-
rity interests. We cannot allow that to 
happen. 

Madam President, we have heard a 
lot of doomsday predictions from oppo-
nents of this fair trade agreement that 
CAFTA will lead to all kinds of job loss 
both here and in Central America. A 
lot of these people said the same thing 
about NAFTA. Remember the great 
sucking sound of jobs that were sup-
posed to go to Mexico? Well, it just did 
not happen. 

Let’s take a look at this chart. This 
is the chart on U.S. jobs from 1993 to 
2004. Remember that we adopted 
NAFTA in 1993, I guess 1994. What this 
chart shows is the number of jobs in 
the United States from 1993 out to 2004, 
that if the trade critics were right, you 
would expect to see a fall in the num-
ber of jobs in the United States. Fol-
lowing the passage of NAFTA, look at 
it. It just did not happen. The blue line 
is manufacturing jobs—basically, a 
straight line, a little bit of reduction 
on the end. And look at what has hap-
pened, though, to nonmanufacturing 
jobs. This is the purple line or the light 
pink line, what is happening in the 
growth. We simply have not lost any 
jobs since the start of NAFTA. In fact, 
the United States had almost 17 mil-
lion manufacturing jobs in 1994. That 
number rose to 17.26 million by 2000. 
Now it is falling only after the reces-
sion hit us in the year 2000. That was 
about the time we had 9/11. In fact, 
after NAFTA passed, the U.S. unem-
ployment rate dropped. 

Take a look at the U.S. unemploy-
ment rate from 1993 to 1994. In 1993, the 
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U.S. unemployment rate was about 6.9 
percent as reflected here, and in 1994, 
the year NAFTA passed—right in here 
reflected by this chart—it fell to 6.1 
percent, and then it continued to fall 
reaching only 4 percent in 2000. Then at 
its peak postrecession point, the unem-
ployment rate was 5.5, still lower than 
it was in 1994, I might add. So NAFTA 
clearly did not cause massive unem-
ployment in the United States as pre-
dicted by trade critics. 

Well, then the critics will say that 
maybe they were wrong with the num-
bers. Maybe there was no massive loss 
of jobs, but NAFTA caused us to sub-
stitute good-paying jobs for bad-paying 
jobs. Again, the facts show that they 
were wrong. Let’s take a look at real 
hourly wages from 1983 to 2004. What 
we see happening here is a drop in real 
hourly wages until we get down to 1994 
when we then adopted NAFTA. 

Lo and behold, look what happens to 
wages, both the real average manufac-
turing wages, which is reflected by this 
top line, and then what has happened 
with the real hourly wages in the pri-
vate sector. Look at the climb that we 
have seen in real hourly wages. Real 
hourly wages have risen since NAFTA 
for all workers. In fact, wages that 
were in decline in the decade prior to 
NAFTA have increased steadily since 
the NAFTA agreement was reached. 

We also heard that NAFTA would re-
sult in the flood of cheap imports from 
Mexico. Again, the critics were simply 
wrong. I point to this next chart which 
reflects U.S. imports from Mexico prior 
to NAFTA, and under NAFTA, as a 
share of total U.S. imports. U.S. im-
ports from Mexico have held fairly 
steady at 7 percent, as we can look 
across here, as a percent of total U.S. 
imports, not much higher than they 
were in the 5 years prior to NAFTA. 

We also heard that U.S. companies 
would start investing all their money 
in Mexico because U.S. workers can’t 
compete with Mexico’s wage rates. 
Again, the doom and gloom crowd was 
simply wrong. Look at the chart. What 
we see, talking about U.S. direct in-
vestments, is that U.S. investments 
didn’t migrate to low-wage countries 
as predicted. In fact, after NAFTA 
went into effect, U.S. investment in 
Europe increased by 48.5 percent of 
total U.S. investment abroad to 53.8 
percent in 2003. 

Here is what happened with the in-
vestment in Mexico. If we look at the 
larger peaks that we have over here, 
this reflects what has happened with 
Europe. These are modern countries 
that we are dealing with, and we have 
the poorer countries down here. We did 
not see our investments being soaked 
up by low-wage countries. We still con-
tinue to maintain our trade with mod-
ern countries. So our challenge is to 
get poorer countries up into our mod-
ern sphere. 

In contrast, U.S. direct investment in 
Mexico accounted for 2.8 percent in 1994 
and just 3.4 percent 10 years later. Put 
another way, Europe’s share of invest-

ment increased by 5.3 percentage 
points, and Mexico’s by .6 percentage 
points. 

We also heard that Mexico was just 
too poor to buy our product so we 
should not trade with them. Wrong 
again. Mexican consumers increased 
their purchases of U.S. consumer goods 
since NAFTA went into effect. In fact, 
U.S. exports of consumer goods are 66 
percent higher in 2004 than they were 
in 1993. 

U.S. exports of home entertainment 
equipment grew from $984 million to 
$1.293 billion. Exports of household 
goods have grown from $1.4 billion to 
$2.1 billion. And U.S. agriculture has 
benefitted. Since the implementation 
of the agreement, U.S. agricultural ex-
ports to Mexico have nearly doubled. 
Mexico now imports nearly $6.5 billion 
of U.S. agricultural products, making 
them our third largest market. 

It is important for all of us to realize 
that we can take some of these figures, 
if we just talk about certain individual 
commodities or certain individual in-
dustries, and we can talk about just 
that particular—we can single out in-
dustries that for one reason or another 
have problems. The overall figures 
shown on these charts indicate what is 
happening with trade and what is hap-
pening with the economy as a result of 
liberalizing our trade and opening it 
up. I don’t think anybody can deny 
that we have not benefitted. And I 
don’t think that anybody can deny 
those countries that have traded with 
us have not benefitted. So we all ben-
efit from this rising tide. That is why 
I feel so strongly that we need to move 
forward. I think the doomsday sce-
narios predicted by the critics did not 
happen. They were wrong about the 
North American Free Trade Agreement 
then and they are wrong about the Cen-
tral American Free Trade Agreement 
now. 

Madam President, we need to move 
forward. I applaud the leadership for 
moving this issue forward quickly. I 
particularly applaud the chairman of 
the Finance Committee for his superb 
leadership on this particular issue. I 
know it is difficult and demanding, but 
it is important, important to the wel-
fare of everyone in America, not just a 
few. It is important to the welfare of 
our trading partners, not just a few. 
This is an overall policy where many 
people benefit, and we should not for-
get that the whole economy of the 
United States will be better because we 
have liberalized our trade. What we 
saw in the early 1900s is a lesson we 
should not forget because we had high 
tariffs and trade restrictions that did 
not work. Now we are in a different 
era. We don’t want to forget the les-
sons history taught us. 

Madam President, I want to yield the 
floor and thank the leadership and par-
ticularly Chairman GRASSLEY on this 
issue. 

I ask unanimous consent to have two 
editorials printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the (Denver) Rocky Mountain News, 

May 14, 2005] 
CAFTA STILL CRITICAL 

Six Latin American presidents made an 
unprecedented joint trek to the Capitol this 
week in a last-ditch effort to drum up sup-
port for the Central American Free Trade 
Agreement. But the protectionist mood 
sweeping much of the nation appears to have 
infected all too many of Washington’s polit-
ical elites. 

At risk is America’s global economic lead-
ership, which some lawmakers seem all too 
willing to trade away for support from Big 
Labor, environmental groups and especially 
the sugar lobby. Because it is having trouble 
mustering the votes for passage, the White 
House has in recent days taken to reminding 
Congress that CAFTA is also necessary to 
help secure democracy and development in a 
region wracked by civil war, drugs, human 
trafficking and economic stagnation over 
the past two decades. 

Interestingly enough, this same argu-
ment—that CAFTA is good for our own na-
tional security—is being made by a conga 
line of diplomats from both political parties, 
including former Secretary of State Warren 
Christopher, former defense secretaries Wil-
liam Cohen and William Perry, Bill Clinton’s 
special envoy to the Americas, Thomas 
McLarty, and Jimmy Carter’s trade rep-
resentative Robert Strauss, to name but a 
few. 

CAFTA would end duties on 80 percent of 
the $15 billion in U.S. exports to the 44 mil-
lion consumers of Costa Rica, Honduras, El 
Salvador, Guatemala, Nicaragua, and the 
Dominican Republic in the Caribbean. Cur-
rently, those countries levy average tariffs 
ranging from 10 percent to 20 percent on a 
host of U.S. goods such as motor vehicles, 
grain and meat, while the U.S. rate is zero. 
The U.S. Chamber of Commerce predicts U.S. 
sales to the region could expand by more 
than $3 billion in the first year once CAFTA 
tariff limits take effect. The American Farm 
Bureau estimates agriculture exports—about 
$1.6 billion in 2003—would grow $1.5 billion a 
year. Winners would include Colorado’s feed, 
potato, grain, pork and cattle industries. 

If CAFTA fails, it will be in part because 
the powerful U.S. sugar lobby has plied Cap-
itol Hill with a fictional doomsday scenario 
in which the trade pact destroys the domes-
tic industry. The truth is American sugar 
import quotas would rise by a scant 1 per-
cent of the total U.S. market in the first 
year, and ascend over the next 15 years to a 
whopping 1.7 percent. What’s really at stake 
for the sugar industry is prices that are two 
to three times the world market. 

Democrats are leading the assault on 
CAFTA, claiming the pact’s requirement 
that the countries enforce their own labor 
and environmental standards is too weak. 
But this objection ignores the fact that 
wherever U.S. companies plant themselves in 
the world, labor and environmental stand-
ards invariably rise over time. Voting 
CAFTA down would surely deal a blow to 
Central America’s reform-minded political 
leaders. But defeat would also mean the loss 
of new markets for U.S. workers and farm-
ers, a failure that could cripple America’s 
ability to forge more far-reaching trade lib-
eralization in the coming years. 

[From the Denver Post, Mar. 26, 2005] 
CAFTA WORTH OUR SUPPORT 

In two weeks, Congress starts debating a 
treaty that will shape America’s future role 
in our hemisphere. Since lawmakers pre-
viously gave President Bush ‘‘fast track’’ au-
thority to negotiate the pact, lawmakers 
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can’t change any provisions in the Domini-
can Republic-Central American Free Trade 
Agreement (CAFTA)—they can only vote yes 
or no. We think that vote should be yes. 

CAFTA is modeled on free trade deals Con-
gress OK’d a decade ago with Mexico and 
Canada, in 2000 with Jordan and in 2004 with 
Morocco. CAFTA would eliminate trade bar-
riers on most goods and services and encour-
age commerce among the United States, the 
Dominican Republic, Costa Rica, Honduras, 
El Salvador, Guatemala and Nicaragua. 

The issue splits Colorado’s congressional 
delegation. Leaning in favor of it are Repub-
lican Reps. Bob Beauprez of metro suburbs 
and Marilyn Musgrave of the Eastern Plains. 
Leaning against it are Democratic Reps. 
Mark Udall of Boulder and John Salazar of 
the Western Slope. Undecided are Democrats 
Sen. Ken Salazar and Rep. Diana DeGette of 
Denver, and Republican Reps. Joel Hefley of 
Colorado Springs and Tom Tancredo of the 
metro suburbs. Sen. Wayne Allard, a Repub-
lican, declined comment. 

Colorado’s sugar beet farmers oppose 
CAFTA because they say it will let cheap, 
subsidized sugar flood U.S. markets. While 
concerns may be understandable, Congress 
shouldn’t let one industry decide U.S. hemi-
spheric policy. 

The real arguments in favor of CAFTA in-
volve global issues and the future of our 
hemisphere’s small democracies. Central 
America will never rival U.S. economic 
clout—but China is trying. CAFTA could 
help the Western Hemisphere better position 
itself to compete with China’s burgeoning in-
dustries, Central American leaders say. 

As a tool that can help rebuild Central 
America’s struggling economies, CAFTA also 
has a political dimension. Although Costa 
Rica has been a stable democracy for more 
than a half century, its neighbors endured 
dictatorships, civil wars and insurgencies 
through the 1990s. 

Central America’s democracies are still 
fragile, and its governments need to show 
their impoverished people there’s a hope for 
a brighter future. CAFTA is one tool to nur-
ture that hope. 

U.S. foreign policy interests would be well- 
served by helping to build prosperity and 
freedom among all the nations in our hemi-
sphere. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? The Senator from Mon-
tana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I 
yield 20 minutes to the Senator from 
Massachusetts, and ask it be taken off 
the time allocated to the Senator from 
North Dakota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon. 

Mr. WYDEN. Madam President, be-
cause we have a number of Senators on 
the floor—I am happy to defer to my 
senior colleagues, but if we could es-
tablish a kind of queue? I know Sen-
ator LEAHY has a statement. I am in-
terested in speaking on CAFTA. I ask 
the distinguished Senator from Mon-
tana, could we see if we could get an 
order among the Senators who are on 
the floor? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I modify the request: 
20 minutes to the Senator from Massa-
chusetts taken from the time of the 
Senator from North Dakota; when he 
has finished, 5 minutes to the Senator 
from Vermont, that time to be taken 
off the time allocated to the Senator 

from Iowa. Then, following that, I yield 
15 minutes to the Senator from Oregon, 
that time to be taken off the time allo-
cated to me. 

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

The Senator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I 

wish my friend from Colorado were on 
the floor. I listened very carefully to 
his description of the state of our econ-
omy from 1993 on. As we remember, 
President Clinton was elected in 1992. I 
think modern economists would say we 
had the longest period of economic 
growth and price stability in this cen-
tury—certainly in this century, and for 
at least 100 years during that period of 
time. That is what is reflected in these 
numbers. 

To tie those into questions about lost 
manufacturing jobs in terms of 
NAFTA, it is better to look at the var-
ious analyses, the business analyses 
that have been done. The EPI studies 
show that more than 900,000 manufac-
turing jobs have actually been lost due 
to NAFTA. 

I am proud of the record of President 
Clinton. I was proud to vote in support 
of his economic policies, to put that 
into play. As a matter of fact, it did 
not have a single vote here by a Repub-
lican in the Senate. It does reflect in 
the strong economic indicators that 
the Senator from Colorado showed, but 
relating that to what were the manu-
facturing jobs that were lost, in terms 
of NAFTA, I did not hear explained 
very closely. 

I support free trade. I have long 
voted for trade agreements that truly 
leveled the playing field for our coun-
try and for our workers. 

Will the Chair let me know when I 
have 3 minutes left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will do so. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Free trade removes 
unfair barriers to American goods and 
world markets and creates a fair play-
ing field for competition between 
American workers and workers abroad. 
Free and fair trade creates jobs and 
strengthens our economy. But this 
Central American agreement is not 
free trade. I urge the Senate to reject 
this unfair agreement. 

Especially at this time when Amer-
ican workers are deeply concerned 
about their jobs being outsourced over-
seas, the Bush administration is wrong 
to negotiate an agreement that refuses 
to protect them. I am coming back to 
that in a moment. It allows partici-
pating countries to use labor practices 
that fail to meet international stand-
ards. It means that American workers, 
the best in the world, will be forced to 
compete with countries whose workers 
are abused and exploited. That is not 
fair trade. 

I am for progress and economic devel-
opment in Central America, dating 
back to President Kennedy’s Alliance 
for Progress. But this agreement does 
nothing to improve labor rights for the 
workers in the CAFTA nations. All it 

asks is that they enforce their existing 
laws. It does nothing to create a com-
munity of nations that respects the 
basic rights and dignity of workers. 

Most CAFTA nations give their 
workers no real rights such as an 8- 
hour day, overtime pay, or protection 
against discrimination. Laws in some 
CAFTA nations are even hostile to or-
ganized labor. Workers in El Salvador, 
Nicaragua, and Honduras can be fired 
for joining a union or even intending to 
organize a union. In Nicaragua, strikes 
are prohibited without government 
permission. Even where laws do exist, 
violations often cannot lead to fines or 
sanctions. 

Those working conditions are not 
just what I have to say. There is an ex-
cellent study that was commissioned 
by the Department of Labor to review 
the working conditions among these 
countries that would be affected by 
this agreement. When the results came 
in, what did the administration do? 
They tried to hide the report. They 
went out and pulled all the paper that 
the study had been written on. What 
the study showed very clearly—and I 
will read the excerpts. The Govern-
ment-paid study concludes: 

Countries proposed for free trade status 
have poor working environments and fail to 
protect workers’ rights. The department in-
structed its contractors to remove the re-
ports from its web, ordered it to retrieve 
paper copies before they could be made pub-
lic, banned the release of the new informa-
tion from the reports, and even told the con-
tractor it could not discuss the studies with 
outsiders. The working countries are so bad 
in those countries that the administration’s 
own independent report stated so. Do we 
have anything in this particular agreement 
that will do anything about it? Absolutely 
not. 

Have we at other times tried to do 
something about the conditions in 
these other countries? We certainly 
have. The agreement which stands out 
is the Jordanian agreement. In the Jor-
danian agreement they have very clear 
understanding about what the Jor-
danians were going to do to try to real-
ize the international labor standards. 
No. 1, they were going to eliminate 
slave trade; No. 2, they were going to 
make advances moving ahead on child 
labor; No. 3, they were going to permit 
the organizing of various labor organi-
zations with real enforcement going in 
there, and penalties and sanctions if 
there were a violation. In other words, 
under the labor provisions in the Jor-
danian agreement that was passed by 
this body, we were moving forward, up-
ward, to meet the international labor 
conditions. That is what ought to be in 
this agreement. 

But is it in this agreement? Abso-
lutely not. Were there any provisions 
in this agreement that, as a result of 
this agreement, American workers 
would get some kind of compensation 
for loss of their jobs as we have done at 
other times? Absolutely not. That pro-
posal was defeated in the Finance Com-
mittee. 

In other words, we are leaving Amer-
ican workers out there, high and dry, 
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and are asked to go ahead and pass this 
without any serious effort to provide at 
least some protection for workers in 
those countries where there are going 
to be profits that will certainly not 
trickle down to the workers in that 
country and where real American 
workers will pay with the loss of their 
jobs because of this agreement. 

CAFTA does not just ignore inter-
national standards for Central Amer-
ican workers; it also fails to include 
the aid for American workers likely to 
be displaced. When the Senate Finance 
Committee debated this agreement, it 
recommended that CAFTA include aid 
for displaced American workers, but 
the White House ignored the bipartisan 
recommendation. The President effec-
tively abused his power and presented 
Congress and the American people with 
a take-it-or-leave-it plan. We know it 
can be better and we should reject this 
defective agreement, send it to the 
White House and go back to the draw-
ing board. 

Although CAFTA is the administra-
tion’s top trade priority, it actually 
does very little to reduce the Nation’s 
growing overall trade deficit. Trade in 
the region accounts for less than 1.5 
percent of total U.S. trade. It will bare-
ly lead to any improvement in GDP, an 
increase of only one-tenth of 1 percent. 
Instead of a policy to reduce our trade 
imbalance with China and deal with its 
currency manipulations and WTO vio-
lations, the administration has spent 
more than a year on this trade agree-
ment that will do embarrassingly little 
to improve jobs and the economy. It is 
out of touch with sensible trade prior-
ities for this country and ignores the 
needs of American families. 

I want to take a few moments to 
show the pressure American families 
are under and why they are wondering 
why we are considering this legislation 
that provides no protection even for 
the workers in those countries and why 
it will accelerate additional pressures 
on American workers. Look what is 
happening in this country. More than 
37 million Americans, 28 percent of the 
workforce, work more than 40 hours a 
week. Nearly 1 in 5 workers work more 
than 50 hours a week. More than 7.4 
million Americans are working at 2 or 
more jobs, and 300,000 have 2 full-time 
jobs. Americans’ work hours have in-
creased more than in any other indus-
trialized nation. American workers are 
working longer, are doing better, are 
increasing their productivity. Is there 
any recognition and respect for this ex-
traordinary achievement? I certainly 
do not see it. 

What do we have here? Workers are 
not benefiting from their work. This 
chart shows there is an increase in pro-
ductivity from 2001 to 2004. Produc-
tivity is growing 43 times faster than 
wages. 

Generally, in our country, when we 
have seen the expansion in produc-
tivity, we have also seen a growth in 
American workers’ wages. That is the 
way it has been since we have been an 

industrial nation, with the exception of 
the present, current time. Currently, 
workers have been increasing their pro-
ductivity—they are working longer, 
they are working harder, and they are 
increasing their productivity—but ef-
fectively their wages are stagnant. 

What kind of life do these American 
workers face? They face an increase in 
their health insurance. Their wages are 
stagnant, their health insurance costs 
increase 59 percent; college tuition for 
their children is up 35 percent; housing 
is up 36 percent; and gas 38 percent. We 
just passed an energy bill. You would 
have thought in an energy bill we 
would try to do something about the 
cost of gas that working families and 
middle-income families are paying 
every single day. Right? Wrong. Wrong. 
We did nothing. We did nothing about 
the increased cost of gas. 

We took care of the major companies 
that are producing it, but effectively 
we have done nothing that has helped 
the workers in that particular pro-
gram. 

Look at what has happened. This 
President is the first President since 
Herbert Hoover to lose private sector 
jobs. These are the figures: 2001, 
111,622,000 were working in the private 
sector. Now we are 111,598,000 in May of 
2005. We have seen the reduction of jobs 
that are available in the private sector. 
There has been some growth, but it has 
all been in the public sector, not the 
private sector. 

I saw the earlier presentation of the 
Senator from Colorado. He talked 
about the recoveries we have had. We 
have seen in this recovery of this ad-
ministration, it is the lowest one we 
have had in recent years. What we find 
now is, as a result, we have 7.6 million 
Americans who are out of work; 1.6 
million more unemployed than in 2001. 
These are the numbers of Americans 
who are out of work. The ones who are 
working are working longer and work-
ing harder. 

This is a quote from Kevin Hassed, 
director of Economic Policy Studies, 
the American Enterprise Institute, 
which is a conservative institute: 

Usually at this point in a recovery job cre-
ation is skyrocketing, but so far that hasn’t 
happened: It’s not a partisan issue, it’s a 
fact. The labor market is worse than in a 
typical recovery. 

These are the economic conditions. 
Now we have of those 7.6 million Amer-
icans, they are trying to compete for 
job openings. There are 3.6 million job 
openings in this country. These are 
hard-working Americans, trying to 
compete for a limited number of jobs. 

Another very important point to 
know about the condition of American 
workers is the number of those who are 
long-term unemployed. We have seen 
that grow from 680,000 in 2001 to this in 
May of 2005, up 1.5 million. These are 
the workers who have been unemployed 
for 26 weeks or longer. This is an indi-
cation of the stagnation of our econ-
omy. Here we have seen 2.8 million 
manufacturing jobs lost over the period 

since 2001. There it is, 2.8 million jobs 
lost, manufacturing jobs lost. They 
have been lost in virtually every one of 
the States; 47 States have lost manu-
facturing jobs. Now we are being asked 
to pass another piece of legislation 
that is going to accelerate that? That 
is what this legislation will do. 

We know what is happening to the 
American workforce. They are working 
longer, harder. They have a greater in-
crease in productivity. Their wages are 
flat. The things they pay for are going 
through the roof. And we know those 
workers are going to lose their jobs. 
What jobs are out there for them? This 
is the growth in the next decade, low- 
paying occupations. Seven of the ten 
fastest growing occupations pay $27,000 
a year: Retail, food prep, cashiers, jani-
tors, waiters, customer reps, and nurs-
ing reps. 

We should be in the Senate debating 
and arguing how we can ensure our 
workforce is employed in the country 
that has the greatest economy, cer-
tainly the greatest national security, 
and the greatest military. We want to 
keep it that way. The way to keep 
strong is with a manufacturing base. 
The way to do that is invest, invest, in-
vest; invest in those workers to make 
sure they have good training, upgrade 
their training, invest in innovative and 
creative ways to expand our ability to 
manufacture and expand. 

Are we debating those issues? No, we 
are trying to pass legislation that is 
going to put workers that do have jobs 
at greater risk. That is what this does. 

It is against this background I men-
tion the latest UNICEF study from 2004 
revealed Costa Rica has 127,000 children 
working in their plants. Guatemala, 
virtually the same. Those countries are 
virtually the same. Will this legisla-
tion get those children out of those 
plants and factories? No. Absolutely, 
no. 

The interesting aspect, there is one 
limited program sponsored by the 
Labor Department that permits the 
Labor Department to inspect plants 
and factories across the country re-
garding employment of child labor. 
What did this administration do? It cut 
the guts out of it, 80 percent of the ap-
propriation. They cut the guts out of 
it. Does this add up or make sense; an 
80-percent reduction in appropriations 
of the program that provides the in-
spection for child labor in these coun-
tries? The children are going to be in 
those sweat houses. Our workers will 
be losing jobs. The American workers 
are going to be losing jobs. There is 
virtually no penalty. Actually, yes, 
there is a penalty that could be im-
posed against the country but not 
against the specific industry. The in-
dustries really do not care. Those coun-
tries will be negotiating those pen-
alties. 

It does not have to be this way. We 
ought to be able to have a program 
that is going to be fair to American 
workers, uplift the working conditions 
of those countries around the world, 
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and also be something that all mem-
bers of this Senate would be proud to 
support. That is not this legislation. It 
is heavily flawed. As a result, there 
will be not only enormous numbers of 
people in that region that are going to 
be exploited, but we will pay for it with 
the price of American workers. 

I yield back my remaining time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

BURR). The Senator from Vermont, 
under a previous order, is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

(The remarks of Mr. LEAHY are print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Morning 
Business.’’) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senator from 
Oregon is recognized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, I have 
decided to support CAFTA. Because I 
know I will have a lot of welts on my 
back for it, I want to take a few min-
utes to describe how I arrived at my 
decision. 

A special concern to me is that if 
CAFTA is rejected, China will have yet 
another opportunity to grow its econ-
omy and strengthen its economic base 
at America’s expense. Why Americans 
would want to do that defies logic. 

China is already an economic jug-
gernaut. But as of now, they are not 
going to get duty-free exports to Cen-
tral America. Only the United States 
has that prospect, and only with 
CAFTA–DR. If America walks away 
from this agreement, does anyone real-
ly think the Chinese will sit on the 
sidelines? As the kids say, ‘‘hello!’’ 

The Chinese would love the oppor-
tunity to get an economic toehold in 
our backyard. I, for one, don’t think we 
ought to give them that opportunity. 
Personally, I believe we ought to be 
more vigilant in terms of watchdogging 
trade with China than we have been. 
That is why last week I pushed the 
Bush administration to immediately 
move to do a review of the proposed 
purchase of Unocal by China’s state- 
run oil company under the Exon-Floria 
law, to examine the national security 
and economic implications of a deal 
that is essentially unprecedented. 

If you are a free trader—and I am 
willing to be called that—you ought to 
protect your interests. That is why I 
favor, for example, doing a vigorous re-
view of that proposed purchase of 
Unocal, and I also propose standing up 
for our interests in Central America 
rather than walking away from the re-
gion and handing the Chinese yet an-
other golden economic opportunity to 
strengthen their economic base. In my 
view, it will be an opportunity we have 
given up, and gratuitously so. 

My view is that with respect to inter-
national trade, we ought to make 
things and grow things in the United 
States of America and then sell them 
around the world. Particularly, I want 
to sell more value-added products made 
in the United States of America. There 
is an opportunity in Central America 
to sell those value-added products 
made in the United States such as 

health care equipment, energy produc-
tion and conservation goods, computer 
chips, communications gear—a whole 
host of products. The reason I say that 
is that the Presidents of various coun-
tries in Central America have written 
me indicating they are prepared to now 
make those purchases. They are inter-
ested in U.S. suppliers. 

Some have asked, how is someone in 
Central America going to have the 
money to purchase these health care 
products and chips, computers, and 
communications gear? The reality is, 
the first purchases will be made by 
governments in Central America. The 
governments have indicated to me they 
are the ones that want to spend on our 
value-added products: computers and 
chips and energy-production devices. 

For example, Honduras is starting a 
‘‘Telephony for All’’ program. They in-
tend to increase dramatically the num-
ber of telephones, wireless devices, and 
the various technologies that will 
allow them to be part of the informa-
tion age. We ought to make sure those 
products are made in our country and 
sold there. We will have an opportunity 
to do more of that under this agree-
ment, which will allow us to send 
American exports into Central America 
duty free. 

Now, I would be the first to say this 
is not the agreement I would have writ-
ten. For example, I feel very strongly 
about using the Jordan Free Trade 
Agreement as the model for labor and 
environmental standards. I think it is 
a major mistake that was not done. I 
also think our inability to get a strong 
trade adjustment package into this leg-
islation is something the Senate will 
greatly regret. 

I see my good friend from Montana 
on the floor, Senator BAUCUS. He has 
championed Trade Adjustment Assist-
ance, along with myself and Senator 
ROCKEFELLER and Senator COLEMAN. 
We got 54 votes in the Senate not long 
ago for our bipartisan legislation to try 
to assist workers who are adversely af-
fected by trade. 

It seems incomprehensible that we 
cannot modernize this program. It is 
decades old. It ought to be extended to 
service workers. There is bipartisan 
support for it in the Senate. It would 
be yet another message to the workers 
of this country, who are out on the 
shop floors, that we are concerned first 
and foremost for their well-being. 

So I am going to continue to come 
back and prosecute this cause with the 
Senator from Montana. The chairman 
of our committee, Senator GRASSLEY, 
knows full well how strongly Senator 
COLEMAN and I feel about it, because it 
is unacceptable to me there is not a 
trampoline for workers who are ad-
versely affected by trade to get other 
family-wage jobs. We ought to have 
that opportunity for them to bounce 
back when they are adversely affected 
by trade. We have it in other areas. 
The failure to extend it to service 
workers, who could be affected by this 
and other trade agreements, I think is 
a major mistake. 

There are other changes I would have 
wanted, particularly in the pharma-
ceutical area. I think this legislation is 
not well conceived in that it clearly fa-
vors brand names over generic ingredi-
ents. But I will say to colleagues that 
even with these concerns—the inability 
to have a modernization of the trade 
adjustment program and some of the 
labor issues addressed in the way I 
would—it is a bigger mistake to reject 
this agreement. If you reject this 
agreement, you send a message to 
China: You ought to head for Central 
America as fast as you can because you 
have an opportunity to get a toehold in 
America’s backyard. 

You are denying the opportunity to a 
lot of American exporters, people in 
Oregon and other states who make 
those value-added products, the high- 
skill, high-wage products and tech-
nologies to sell those goods in Central 
America. 

I want colleagues to know I have met 
with a lot of those companies and the 
governments in Central America. I 
would like to see us bring them to-
gether. There is no reason why energy 
production and conservation products 
made in our country, and computers 
and chips and health care technologies, 
should not be sold in Central America, 
when the governments in that part of 
the world are prepared to make major 
purchases. 

Let’s do more to try to make sure 
those purchases come from American 
exporters rather then Chinese export-
ers. I urge colleagues to support the 
agreement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

The Senator from Montana. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the following 
Senators be recognized in this order: 
Senator ROBERTS, 15 minutes, with the 
time to be taken out of the time allo-
cated to the Senator from Iowa, Mr. 
GRASSLEY; Senator HARKIN, 20 minutes, 
with the time to be taken out of the 
time allocated to the Senator from 
North Dakota; and Senator GRAHAM, 15 
minutes, with the time to be taken out 
of the time allocated to Senator 
GRASSLEY. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Senator from North Dakota. 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, might 

we at this point find out what time re-
mains of the three allocations of time 
on this bill? You can proceed with the 
unanimous consent and then perhaps 
give us the time remaining. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa has 7 hours 7 minutes 
remaining. The Senator from Montana 
has 2 hours 50 minutes remaining. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Two hours 50 minutes? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two 

hours 50 minutes. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Thank you. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota has 3 hours 52 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. DORGAN. I thank the Presiding 
Officer. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection to the unanimous consent re-
quest for ROBERTS, 15 minutes; HARKIN, 
20 minutes; and GRAHAM, 15 minutes? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Kansas is recog-

nized for 15 minutes under the previous 
order. 

Mr. ROBERTS. I thank the Presiding 
Officer. 

Mr. President, today I rise in support 
of the Central American and Domini-
can Republic Free Trade Agreement 
called CAFTA. I also want to state a 
word of caution in regards to an issue 
that is commensurate with this vote; 
and that is the waning support for free 
trade in this country, more especially 
in farm country. 

It was not long ago when the pros-
pect of expanding our trading opportu-
nities with our neighbors across the 
ocean—the 96 percent of the rest of the 
world in terms of trade—was met with 
great optimism and urgency. I do not 
know of anybody who made a farm 
speech who did not say: OK, point No. 
2, point No. 3—in the laundry list of 
things they were trying to get done in 
Washington—without involving trade 
and expanding exports. Times have 
changed. 

Today I think we are suffering from 
what I call ‘‘trade fatigue.’’ That is to 
say, many times we oversell and we 
overestimate what is going to happen 
in regard to the expectations of a par-
ticular trade agreement. We oversell it. 
I know that many more times we over-
criticize them. As a result, in farm 
country, I think our producers of food 
and fiber are a little weary and a little 
wary of this animal we let out of the 
chute called free trade. 

There have to be better examples, 
specific examples, in regard to how our 
producers basically benefit from free 
trade during very challenging times in 
farm country—a time when we see a lot 
of industry concentration going on and 
consolidation, not only in farm coun-
try but throughout our entire econ-
omy. 

Well, I am privileged to represent the 
State of Kansas where farm exports 
support over 47,000 jobs, both on the 
farm and in food processing and trans-
portation. Farm exports from the State 
of Kansas are estimated at $3 billion, 
compromising one-third of all farm in-
come. Our State is the Nation’s top ex-
porter of wheat and the second largest 
beef exporter, both of which rely heav-
ily on increased market access. In 
short, an opportunity such as CAFTA 
is going to be essential for Kansas. 

But in my hometown of Dodge City, 
and in the rest of farm country, you 
hear the discussion of trade and ex-
ports, and there is some reservation, 
not expectation. I do not think it is 
isolationism. I do not think it is pro-
tectionism. Too many times farm orga-
nizations and commodity groups are 
looking out for their own commodity 
interest instead of the big picture, 
which involves opportunity for all 
American farmers and businesses. 

Perhaps more importantly, this is an 
issue of national security and stability, 
just south of our border as well. Let me 
touch on that. 

Our country has benefitted from 
trade agreements with Chile, Aus-
tralia, Canada, and Mexico. Since 
NAFTA was signed—you do not get the 
specific instances of this in the press; 
you always get the instances of some-
body who has suffered economically or 
seen their job outsourced or whatever— 
but basically, these Kansas exports to 
Canada and Mexico combined have in-
creased by more than 120 percent. In 
the first year of the Chilean Free Trade 
Agreement, our Kansas exports to 
Chile actually grew by more than 9 per-
cent. 

CAFTA will build on this trend by se-
curing 44 million new consumers. 
Under the agreement, half of the cur-
rent U.S. farm exports to CAFTA coun-
tries will become duty free imme-
diately. This includes high-quality cuts 
of beef and cotton and wheat and soy-
beans—major commodities. 

Under the existing World Trade Orga-
nization commitments and tariff pref-
erences, most exports under CAFTA 
countries already enter the U.S. duty 
free. However, U.S. exports could face 
potential tariffs of up to 250 percent in 
the case of beef. Despite these tariffs, 
why, our producers in Kansas exported 
to CAFTA countries a total of $23 mil-
lion last year. 

Earlier this month, the U.S. Census 
Bureau reported that our Nation’s 
international trade deficit measured 
$57 billion. That was a $4 billion in-
crease from previous reporting. As we 
face the growing competition in global 
agriculture, it is more important than 
ever to secure duty-free rates in these 
countries. 

Now I want to touch on this business 
of security just south of our country. 
As chairman of the Intelligence Com-
mittee, and as a member of the Armed 
Services Committee, I must stress this 
agreement is not only about expanding 
market access. We are talking about 
stability, stability within these coun-
tries, and our own national security. 
Specifically, I am talking about the big 
issues of immigration, drug traf-
ficking, and energy. 

If you put in Mexico and Venezuela, 
for instance, albeit they are adjacent 
to the CAFTA countries, we are talk-
ing about 23 percent of our energy sup-
ply. I do not think it is an exaggera-
tion to say that without this trade 
agreement we run the risk of these 
countries falling prey to others who 
have far less interest in democracy and 
stability than in manipulation and 
power within these countries. I do not 
want to go back to the days of the 
1980s. I do not want to go back to the 
Nicaraguan situation and Danny Or-
tega. That is not in the best interests 
of these countries in the region, and it 
certainly is not in the best interests of 
our national security. 

So given this reality, it is difficult to 
understand how the interests of one 

commodity—one commodity; and I am 
talking about sugar—has largely out-
weighed the potential for regional sta-
bility in CAFTA countries. In the past, 
whether in trade agreements or trade 
disputes, whether it be in farm bills or 
budget reconciliations, our commodity 
and producer groups sank or swam to-
gether. We either hung separately or 
we basically tried to hang together. 

But today that is not the case. And, 
I am not trying to pick on the sugar in-
dustry or the sugar representatives or 
the hard-pressed sugar producers in the 
United States. It is just that I am ter-
ribly concerned that instead of ‘‘one 
for all and all for one,’’ we have ‘‘all for 
one and one for one.’’ And that is not 
right in regards to how we approach 
this from the standpoint of the agri-
culture interests in this country. 

Sugar is already under one of the 
most protected U.S. agricultural pro-
grams. In fact, when compared to the 
rest of the world, our producers enjoy 
the highest world price for their prod-
uct. I know about their cost inputs. I 
know about the difficulty, but my pre-
vious statement is correct. In recent 
years, we have journeyed down a dan-
gerous road in our negotiations with 
the Australian Free Trade Agreement 
and now with CAFTA, by allowing the 
singular interests of one commodity to 
dictate the livelihood of a comprehen-
sive and well-intended agreement. I do 
not think it is right for one commodity 
to dictate in regard to their self-inter-
ests to the detriment of other interests 
in agriculture. 

I remember the whole-herd dairy 
buyout, which pretty well ruined the 
entire beef industry. I do not want to 
go down that road again. I think this is 
an example of that case. 

Under CAFTA, during the first year 
of the agreement, allowable sugar im-
ports will amount to only a little more 
than one day’s U.S. production—one 
day. The Secretary of Agriculture pulls 
out of his pocket two sugar packets 
and says that is what every consumer 
will have in extra supply in regard to 
the CAFTA agreement. Despite the 
nominal projected effect on the U.S. 
sugar prices and production, our do-
mestic sugar industry has demanded 
that they go unharmed by this and, 
plausibly, by any other trade agree-
ment. 

Despite efforts by the administration 
and others to try to reach some accom-
modation, many in this Congress sup-
port the sugar industry—and I have as 
well. As chairman of the House Agri-
culture Committee during 1996 and 
through six farm bills, I tried to be 
helpful to the sugar industry. Every 
time we have a reconciliation bill, 
every time we have an appropriations 
bill, every time we have any votes on a 
farm bill, we have tried to be of help to 
the sugar industry. Usually those votes 
are very close, by two votes, four votes, 
five votes in the House of Representa-
tives, and the same happens in the Sen-
ate. So you stand up and say: OK, let’s 
really try to stay together in regard to 
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the agricultural lobby and be fair to 
our producers nationwide, nobody sin-
gled out. I am saying to the sugar in-
dustry, you may win this battle, but 
you may also lose the war. 

Sugar’s insistence upon receiving 
special treatment makes it very likely 
that the rest of agriculture, which 
overwhelmingly supports CAFTA, may 
opt not to participate in sugar’s de-
fense the next time that program faces 
a WTO challenge, budget reconciliation 
measure, and the endless amendments 
to end sugar’s support program during 
the next farm bill. Let that warning be 
heard. 

Some of my colleagues have ex-
pressed their concern—we just heard 
Senator WYDEN, the distinguished Sen-
ator from Oregon—in regard to labor 
and human rights standards in the 
CAFTA countries, arguing the agree-
ment does not set strict enough stand-
ards in these areas. I am concerned 
about the environmental concerns in 
these countries and the labor concerns 
in regard to these countries and the 
human rights standards, but trade 
agreements are not the appropriate 
forum for addressing these issues. Basi-
cally the country will say: Thank you 
very much. We are a sovereign country. 
We are not going to trade with the 
United States. We will trade with 
somebody else. We will address these 
problems on our own. It is a little bit 
impervious in regard to that concern. 

I don’t think we can expect these 
countries to establish and value the 
same high labor standards we have 
overnight. Rather, we should encour-
age and facilitate the emergence of 
such standards. 

Today the most important question 
is not what happens if we approve 
CAFTA but, rather, what would happen 
if we don’t pass this agreement. Only 
an ocean away, China is aggressively 
pursuing opportunities to compete in 
both the high tech and production agri-
cultural sectors. We have only gotten a 
glimpse of the economic capability and 
resources of this country. Further-
more, we face additional and continued 
threats and allegations from the WTO 
in regards to our international food aid 
and export programs. I am talking 
about our food aid and export pro-
grams. The recent cotton case brought 
by Brazil is one of the most serious ag-
riculture trade disputes we have ever 
faced. And farm country has not awak-
ened to this challenge. The Senate has 
not awakened to it. The ramifications 
of this decision in this case are far- 
reaching and could potentially affect 
every section of our farm export pro-
grams. 

If we fail to approve CAFTA, we 
stand to lose credibility in these nego-
tiations and, in turn, the ability to 
aptly protect the food aid programs 
and the development assistance that 
are essential in our war against terror 
and our efforts to prevent children in 
the Sudan from going hungry. 

We have not come this far to take 
one step forward in the WTO and, with 

our other bilateral trade negotiations, 
to take two steps backward by failing 
to approve CAFTA. If we do not ap-
prove CAFTA, I don’t know what we do 
with the Free Trade in Americas Act. I 
don’t know what we do as we go into 
the WTO negotiations facing the Brazil 
challenge. I don’t know what we do in 
the next farm bill in regard to how we 
structure the farm bill if we do not rely 
on trade and exports, at least to the re-
alistic degree that we should. What do 
you do? Do you write the farm bill and 
say: Go back to your domestic produc-
tion and then pay a higher subsidy for 
which we do not have the budget dol-
lars? I don’t think so. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
agreement. It is in the best interest of 
the United States, not only on behalf 
of agriculture and all the other busi-
ness activities that will benefit from 
the agreement, but also from a secu-
rity standpoint as well. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senator from 
Iowa is recognized for 20 minutes. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, as the 
Senate debates the Central American 
Free Trade Agreement implementing 
legislation today, we know that it has 
been more than 13 months since the 
United States and its six partner coun-
tries in Central American and the Do-
minican Republic formally signed the 
agreement. So what has taken so long? 
The reason I think for the long delay, 
obviously, is that supporters have had 
a hard time selling this agreement to 
the American people. The supposed 
benefits are murky, in the distance, 
while the flaws are all too obvious. 
This is a shame because we could have 
a much better agreement that would 
have won broad bipartisan support. 

I have evaluated CAFTA with a genu-
inely open mind, having supported 
most major trade agreements during 
my three decades in Congress. I have 
no philosophical or ideological bias for 
or against trade. Far from it. I take a 
strictly pragmatic approach, and gen-
erally I am in favor of trade. But that 
same pragmatism tells me that it is 
folly to load all of our economic and 
diplomatic hopes on the slender back 
of inadequate trade agreements. 

As has been my practice with past 
trade agreements, I have carefully 
weighed the prospective advantages 
and disadvantages of CAFTA. Under 
the fast-track procedure, our only op-
tion is to vote up or down. And late 
last evening, after thoroughly looking 
at this, I finally had to come to the 
conclusion that the problems with 
CAFTA, as we have it before us, clearly 
outweigh the very small benefits. On 
balance, the facts and reasons against 
CAFTA are significantly stronger than 
the arguments for it. Therefore, I must 
vote no on this implementing legisla-
tion today. 

As one would expect, proponents of 
CAFTA have presented a glowing pic-
ture of the agreement’s benefits, but 
there has been an awful lot of over-

selling, in some cases outright exag-
geration about how important this 
agreement really is. Let’s take agri-
culture, for example. On paper, CAFTA 
appears to offer opportunities for some 
U.S. farmers and negatives for others, 
and the magnitude of these pluses and 
minuses is part of the debate. But 
while in theory agriculture should ben-
efit overall, the projected benefits are 
strikingly modest, and they come 
many years in the future. 

Economists at the American Farm 
Bureau Federation estimate that U.S. 
agricultural exports would increase by 
about $1.5 billion a year when the 
agreement is fully effective. That is 15 
to 18 years from now. So if we assume 
an average annual inflation rate of 
about 2.3 percent, that $1.5 billion in-
crease by 2024 would be only about $930 
million in today’s dollars. That is 
about 1.5 percent of our total agricul-
tural exports. So the benefits 15 to 18 
years from now, calculated in today’s 
dollars, are relatively small. 

There is one other aspect to this. The 
International Trade Commission of the 
U.S. Government also had a study. It 
showed that they predicted a $100 mil-
lion decline in net annual exports from 
the United States to the six partner 
countries as a result of CAFTA. So we 
get a small 1.5-percent increase in agri-
culture in 2024. But the International 
Trade Commission says we are going to 
have a $100 million decline in net an-
nual exports from the United States. 

Whether CAFTA’s modest predicted 
benefits actually materialize is in dis-
pute. Average per capita income in 
CAFTA countries is about $1,800 a year. 
Are they going to become good cus-
tomers? About a third of the popu-
lation there lives on $2 a day or less. 
How are they going to buy a New York 
strip steak or one of our delicious Iowa 
pork chops that some are so optimistic 
that we are going to export to those 
countries? 

Potential for big gains is further lim-
ited by the fact that we already domi-
nate trade in those countries. In 2003, 
we accounted for about 45 percent of all 
merchandise exports to the region. The 
benefits that CAFTA backers optimis-
tically predict are based on the as-
sumption that CAFTA will spur eco-
nomic growth in these generally poor 
and small countries. Right now, under 
existing trade preference programs, 
these six countries already face zero 
tariffs on 80 percent of the goods they 
ship to the United States, meaning 
that additional tariff reductions will 
not spur significant economic growth 
in those countries. Many are skeptical 
of these claims about CAFTA and the 
economic growth in Central American 
countries. 

One of the reasons that has moved 
me to the ‘‘no’’ column on this is, I re-
cently had a meeting in my office with 
a Catholic bishop, Bishop Alvaro 
Ramazzini, a senior Catholic prelate in 
Guatemala, who came to my office to 
lobby against CAFTA. I spent time 
with him. I quizzed him about it. I 
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wanted to know why he felt so strongly 
that CAFTA would not be in the best 
interest of his parishioners. He said 
that he and other advocates for the 
poor in Central America opposed 
CAFTA because its benefits would go 
mostly to the economic elites and it 
would deepen the disparity between 
rich and poor. So if, as the bishop says, 
CAFTA would not raise incomes broad-
ly for Central America’s people, it 
won’t help them and it won’t help us. 

The previous speaker mentioned 
something about Daniel Ortega. Talk 
about a ghost out of the past. I am 
talking about the Catholic bishop of 
Guatemala who came to this country a 
few months ago to tell us that this 
would not be in the best interest of his 
small farmers, his campesinos, and 
their families. He said it would drive 
them off their farms and push them 
more into cities where there is no work 
for them. 

CAFTA will make it harder for U.S. 
workers, farmers, and businesses to 
succeed in the increasingly competi-
tive global economy. We can compete 
on a truly level playing field. It is not 
fair competition if other countries 
allow their manufacturers or farms to 
disregard internationally recognized 
labor rights and child labor protections 
or if those countries have lax or non-
existent environmental rules. This 
CAFTA does virtually nothing to deal 
effectively with the competitive issues 
relating to labor and environmental 
standards. For labor, the internation-
ally recognized rights are pretty basic, 
such as the right of association and 
bargaining, prohibition of forced or 
prison labor, and protection of children 
from working at young ages or in haz-
ardous or exploitative jobs. I have 
worked for many years in the effort to 
eliminate abusive child labor around 
the world. It is morally wrong, and it 
leads to all kinds of other injustices 
and inequalities. 

Reports from our own Department of 
State and the International Labor Or-
ganization have documented labor 
rights and child labor problems 
throughout the six countries of 
CAFTA. Just yesterday morning, we 
learned that our U.S. Department of 
Labor had been hiding from us a report 
it commissioned that found serious 
labor violations in the countries that 
signed CAFTA. Right now—this is what 
is important—under current U.S. law, 
if one of those CAFTA countries con-
dones abusive child labor or other vio-
lations of internationally recognized 
labor rights, we can keep that country 
from shipping goods to us at low tariff 
rates. In other words, our U.S. trade 
law right now allows us to enforce 
international labor rights. This came 
about because in 2000, I worked with 
then-Senator Jesse Helms to modify 
our Generalized System of Preferences 
Program, the GSP Program, so that 
countries that allow abusive child 
labor are ineligible to ship products to 
the United States at low GSP tariffs. 

The other provision is in the Carib-
bean Basin Initiative. It allows our 

Government to deny the benefit of 
lower CBI tariffs to enforce the broader 
set of internationally recognized labor 
rights; that is, if a country is toler-
ating violations of international labor 
rights, we can take action so that 
goods from that country coming into 
the United States are subject to a high-
er tariff than is applicable to goods 
from other CBI countries. In fact, we 
have taken action under that CBI pro-
vision against violations of inter-
national labor rights. 

So right now, as pertains to these 
CAFTA countries, we have strong pro-
visions in law to protect against child 
labor and internationally recognized 
labor rights. Guess what. CAFTA would 
supersede and abolish both of these 
labor rights enforcement features of 
our current U.S. law with respect to 
the six other CAFTA countries. Talk 
about a giant step backward. Five 
years ago, this Congress added—and 
the President signed it into law—provi-
sions that protect children, protect 
people who want to organize and bar-
gain collectively, protect against 
forced or prison labor in these coun-
tries. Guess what. CAFTA does away 
with it. 

What is happening? I thought we 
were supposed to be progressing in the 
world, in terms of recognizing basic, 
fundamental human rights. What could 
be more fundamental than the human 
right of children not to be exploited 
and find themselves in abusive types of 
labor situations and forced to work? 
Yet, CAFTA removes these countries 
from being covered by those laws. It 
says: Fine, if one of these countries 
were to use kids working in places 
where it would be in violation of inter-
nationally recognized human rights 
labor standards, we cannot do a thing 
about it—nothing. Today we could. 
When CAFTA passes and goes into ef-
fect, we won’t. Not too many people 
know that. I guess that is the major 
reason why I am opposing this 
CAFTA—the giant step it takes back-
ward in protecting against abusive 
child labor. 

Under this bill, we have no ability to 
hold a CAFTA country to internation-
ally recognized labor rights and child 
labor protections if its own laws are 
weaker than the international stand-
ard. So we are faced with a contradic-
tion. One of the big reasons that I keep 
hearing to support CAFTA is to boost 
economic and social progress in these 
countries. Yet, we are taking a giant 
step backward in our ability to press 
our CAFTA trading partners to combat 
abusive child labor practices and other 
violations of internationally recog-
nized labor rights. 

Elsewhere, this administration in-
sists on social and political reform as a 
condition for allocating aid to devel-
oping countries. For example, eligi-
bility standards for the Millennium 
Challenge Accounts require progress on 
social and political fronts. Why should 
we jettison such requirements under 
CAFTA? Should free trade come at the 

cost of progress in combating abusive 
child labor practices? Of course not. It 
is not acceptable for me, and it should 
not be for any of us. That is the prob-
lem with the bill before us. 

Again, if the President would have 
worked with us and consulted with us 
in good faith and said we are going to 
keep these provisions that we put into 
law in 2000 and the provisions we put in 
the Caribbean Basin Initiative to pro-
tect child labor, well, you’ve got my 
vote. But they didn’t do that. In discus-
sions with U.S. negotiators before the 
text was completed on CAFTA, Mem-
bers and staff made clear our concerns 
about all these issues. Unfortunately, 
little or no effort was made to address 
those concerns until after the agree-
ment was completed and the White 
House recognized it might fall short of 
the necessary votes. At that point, it 
was too late; the final agreement had 
been negotiated. 

Mr. President, from a broader view, 
the modest benefits that we are theo-
retically promised 15 years from now 
under CAFTA simply do not offset the 
harm it will do to kids and poor people 
and small farmers in those countries. 
The modest benefits do not compensate 
for what is going to happen if our small 
manufacturers in this country rush 
down there for cheaper labor, lower en-
vironmental standards, make products 
down there, pay people low wages, 
don’t give them decent benefits, don’t 
recognize appropriate labor standards, 
use children as workers, dump the 
refuse out in the environment, and 
then ship the products back to the 
United States. That is what we are vot-
ing on here. 

Mr. President, I don’t consider this 
agreement worthy of passage. Modest 
benefits, 15 years from now, may or 
may not be realized. But we are taking 
a giant step backward in terms of pro-
tecting labor rights and child labor and 
the environment. For that reason, I be-
lieve this CAFTA bill, as it is written, 
is a big mistake. I do not oppose all 
free-trade agreements with Central 
America. But for these reasons, I op-
pose this one. We can, and we should, 
do better for our people, our farmers, 
our small manufacturers but also for 
the poor people of Central America and 
the campesinos there who need to have 
their standard of living raised, not 
have their children working and not 
going to school, not have refuse 
dumped into the environment which 
threatens their health in the future. 
That is why this is unfair. That is why 
it ought to be defeated. We ought to 
have a better trade agreement than 
this one. 

With that, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, Senator GRAHAM 
was to be recognized. 

The Senator from Montana is recog-
nized. Who yields time? 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I do not 
see Senator GRAHAM here. I ask unani-
mous consent that the order be viti-
ated, and I will yield to him when he 
arrives. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Montana is recog-

nized. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, in a 

narrow sense, the Senate today is con-
sidering the free-trade agreement with 
five Central American countries and 
the Dominican Republic, but in a larg-
er sense, the Senate is debating how 
the United States can remain competi-
tive. In a larger sense, the Senate is de-
bating how America can continue to 
earn $37,000 per person, or more, when 
there are hundreds of millions of peo-
ple in China who earn $1,100 per person 
a year. 

Little agreements like that before us 
today cannot be the answer. It may be 
a partial answer but, frankly, in the 
larger scheme of things, it is really 
much less important than the central 
question facing America today with re-
spect to economic competitiveness. 
The agreement before us today will not 
open enough markets for American ex-
ports to make that much of a dif-
ference. That is clear. 

No, we need a much more aggressive 
strategy. On trade policy, we need to 
try to negotiate bigger agreements— 
not these small ones, but bigger ones 
that have much greater commercial 
value. We need to open negotiations 
with trading partners who represent a 
larger share of American trade. There 
are many examples. We are not doing 
that, but we should and we must. Time 
is ticking by. We need to give renewed 
emphasis to multilateral agreements 
like the Doha Round. And we need to 
do a better job enforcing the trade 
agreements we have already entered 
into. 

Each Senator can list many agree-
ments the United States has entered 
into with other countries, but the 
other countries, by and large, have not 
lived up to the agreements. The most 
glaring example is intellectual prop-
erty. We know who the countries are 
that have not lived up to their obliga-
tions to honor intellectual property 
rights and, as a result, American com-
panies are losing billions of dollars a 
year. The United States must be much 
more aggressive in enforcing those 
agreements. 

We need to improve America’s edu-
cation. We need to ensure that we can 
remain more productive than workers 
in other countries. That too is clear. 
We need to give teachers the recogni-
tion and compensation they need to en-
sure that they can help to educate the 
most productive workers in the world. 
We need to increase the incentives for 
students to study the basics—math, 
science, engineering. Why? So that 
American students can remain the 
source of tomorrow’s new ideas. We 
pride ourselves—we have in the last 
several decades—in being the country 
that is the most innovative and cre-
ative, and that has been true. We also 
know that others are catching up. 
There is no reason why people in other 
countries cannot be as creative and as 

innovative as Americans. There is no 
reason—none. They are people, and we 
are people. They are human beings, as 
we are. Their brains are the same as 
our brains. It really comes down to 
who is the most educated, the most ag-
gressive, who works the hardest, and 
who works better together. And people 
in other countries are becoming very 
well educated, very aggressive. They 
are hungry. They are working closely 
together, and they are investing in 
areas to increase their productivity. 
They are catching up very quickly. 

We also need to increase our national 
savings. America has an abysmal na-
tional savings history. It will not be 
much longer, if that trend continues, 
when we are going to face very dire 
economic consequences. We have to do 
something about that; we are not. Our 
private savings rates are zero. Ameri-
cans do not save. They spend. We 
spend. We like to buy refrigerators, 
cars, boats, clothes. We consume; we do 
not save. With housing prices so high 
these days, what do we do? We borrow 
against the equity in that house. What 
do we do with the borrowing? We 
spend. To make matters worse, the 
Federal Government not only has a 
savings rate of zero, it has a dissavings 
rate, huge deficits and debts. 

We cannot continue like this. That is 
one part of the agenda that we must 
work on if we are going to address 
American competitiveness. This agree-
ment before us is an important debate, 
but it is not the real debate. It is an 
important issue, but it is not the real 
issue. It is only a small part of the cen-
tral issue we should be facing. We need 
to expand incentives for employees to 
save through work, for example. There 
is no glamor or rocket science in this. 
It doesn’t make the evening news. That 
is one reason we don’t do it because we 
are people with such a short attention 
span. It is the instant view—what is 
now—and not what can be 10, 15 years 
from now. We need to expand incen-
tives for employees to save through 
work, which is a small step in the right 
direction to increase savings. We need 
to stop running massive Federal budget 
deficits because they are reductions in 
national savings. 

We need to address our outsized and 
very expensive health care system. We 
spend twice as much on health care per 
capita than the next highest country. I 
ask, are we twice as healthy? Of course 
not. We are not twice as healthy. Why 
do we spend twice as much? A lot of 
reasons. It is very complex, but we do. 
What is the consequence of that? One 
consequence, clearly, is that our com-
panies are having a very difficult time 
competing—particularly our larger, 
older companies. They have extremely 
high health care costs, legacy costs to 
employees and retirees. Their competi-
tors don’t have them nearly that high. 

I have talked to CEOs of large com-
panies who say they are thinking of lo-
cating their plants in other countries 
largely because the health care costs 
for those employees in those countries 

is much lower and so they can com-
pete. 

I remind my colleagues, this is an in-
credibly competitive world. It is in-
credibly competitive, and just the 
slightest margins make a difference. 
We have to, therefore, be incredibly 
competitive ourselves. It is teamwork. 
It is Americans working together. We 
are not working together. 

Look at this debate. This debate is 
pretty sterile. One side exaggerates; 
the other side exaggerates. We are not 
talking with each other. We are not fo-
cusing on the real problem. I hope in 
future days, weeks, and months we 
start to wake up and not get so in-
volved with the periphery. CAFTA is 
not really the periphery, but it is not 
far from the periphery. We should, 
rather, focus on the central questions. 

We also need to foster much greater 
use of information technologies in 
health care. Did you know, Mr. Presi-
dent, that the equivalent of two 747s 
crashing every day is the number of 
Americans who die on account of med-
ical errors? Between 58,000 and 98,000 
people a year in America die because of 
medical errors. It is not true in other 
countries. It is in America. Much bet-
ter information technology in the 
health care industry will reap immense 
benefits. 

What is one of the reasons we do not 
invest in IT in America in health care? 
It is pretty simple. It is reimburse-
ment. Hospitals will spend thousands 
of dollars on CAT scans and on PET 
scans, the latest technologies. Why? 
Because the Medicare program reim-
burses them for those machines. It is 
also competition, keeping up with the 
Joneses. What is the Medicare DRG for 
IT? There isn’t one. We have a system 
that reimburses and sets up incentives 
that discourages development of IT in 
health care, which we have to have, 
which will reduce medical errors. It 
will have all kinds of positive con-
sequences if we get a much better IT 
system. We have to get going in this 
country. We are behind the eight ball. 

In sum, to be competitive, we need to 
have a plan. This is a bit simplistic, 
but I think it somewhat makes the 
point. I mentioned earlier how com-
petitive this world is. We all know 
that. If we put two teams on the play-
ing field—by the way, I am an Amer-
ican. I am for the American team. I do 
not want to denigrate other people or 
hurt other people. The ideal is that ev-
erybody around the world is doing ex-
tremely well. I am an American. I am 
on the American team. I want America 
to do well. 

If we put two teams out on the play-
ing field—let’s take football. One team 
has a quarterback, blocking backs, the 
linemen, they have a coach, a play, a 
plan. That is one team. The other team 
has 11 players on the field. One person 
wants to do one thing; he wants to 
carry the ball. Someone else says: I 
want to carry the ball. No, I want to 
kick. No plan, no coach. They are out 
doing their own thing. They are entre-
preneurial. It is free competition, 
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going in their own directions, doing 
what they want to do. 

Which team wins? I grant you, that is 
simplistic. That is very simplistic, but 
I think it does make a point. 

Other countries have plans. I can 
name them: China. China has a plan. 
Japan has a plan. I think some Euro-
pean countries do; I am not sure. I do 
not know how much better organized 
they are, but the main point is we do 
not have a plan. I am not asking for a 
centralized plan where somebody de-
cides what everybody does, but I am 
asking for much greater cooperation, 
much more working together so that 
Americans can compete. 

I go back to what I said earlier. So 
much of this is education. It is value 
added. We need to add value up here at 
all levels—K through 12, continuing 
education, vo-tech, and so forth. Ulti-
mately, that is where it is at—edu-
cation. There is nothing else but edu-
cation—math, science, and other areas. 

I see the Presiding Officer taking 
notes. I can see he is listening to me. I 
can tell I am making some points that 
maybe make sense and he is going to 
do something about it. I appreciate 
that. I wish others would, too. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the following Senators be the 
next recognized for debate: I see Sen-
ator GRAHAM is in the Chamber. He will 
have 15 minutes, and that time will be 
taken out of the time allocated to Sen-
ator GRASSLEY. Senator CONRAD of 
North Dakota wants 15 minutes, and 
his time will be taken out of the time 
allocated to Senator DORGAN. Senator 
THOMAS will be recognized for 15 min-
utes, and his time will be taken out of 
the time allocated to Senator GRASS-
LEY. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I be-
lieve my time should come from Sen-
ator DORGAN because I oppose the bill. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I do not know that it 
matters, Mr. President. For the sake of 
moving along, we will stick with what 
we have. 

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

Under the order, the Senator from 
South Carolina is recognized for 15 
minutes. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I thank 
Senator BAUCUS. Senator BAUCUS made 
some very telling points that I think 
we should all listen to in trying to get 
a game plan. 

I rise today as a ‘‘no’’ vote to 
CAFTA. I do not think that surprises 
many people. The point I am trying to 
make with my vote is many of the 
things being said about the benefits of 
CAFTA are very true. I think it will 
help the Central American countries, 
the CAFTA nations that are trying to 
emerge as democracies in some regard. 
There will be some benefit to the econ-
omy. There is no doubt there is some 
benefit in any trade agreement. But 
my concern is of a geopolitical concern 
dealing with China. 

The trade agreement we negotiated 
with Central America, the CAFTA 
agreement, has many loopholes that 
China will exploit, just as they have 
exploited every other trade agreement 
we have done. The cumulative effect of 
China on our trading situation 
throughout the world and our relation-
ship is becoming devastating. 

In April, the U.S. trade deficit was 
$62.2 billion. With China it grows $7.83 
billion per month. Since we gave PNTR 
status to China in 2001, the trade def-
icit with China has gone from $100 bil-
lion to $162 billion. It is 47 percent 
greater this year than it was last year. 

It has been devastating to the textile 
and other industries. During the first 
quarter of 2005, imports from China 
have grown 1,250 percent for cotton 
knit shirts and blouses, 1,500 percent 
for cotton trousers, and 300 percent for 
cotton and manmade underwear. 

The bottom line is products coming 
in from China are not conforming with 
international trade regimes. They are 
not conforming with the standards we 
would like to see throughout the world. 

The bottom line is they are cheap. 
They take advantage of trade agree-
ments negotiated—NAFTA and eventu-
ally CAFTA—through transshipments. 
What is going to happen very clearly, 
to me, is Chinese companies will move 
into the CAFTA. They will take mate-
rial made in China with slave-wage 
conditions, horrible conditions, throw 
a label on it as if it were made in 
CAFTA, and get it into our country in 
a way they could not do directly from 
China. It is called transshipment. 

Particularly, this agreement is poor-
ly drafted. It does not realize exactly 
with whom we are dealing. The com-
bined effect of the CAFTA nations, in 
terms of a market for us, is the size of 
San Diego. So those who sell this 
agreement as a major way to create ex-
port opportunities for America I think 
are not realistic. If you took all the 
combined countries’ economic buying 
power, it is the size of San Diego, and 
that is not going to fuel the American 
economy. 

We are going to see goods from the 
CAFTA nations cheaper than we can 
produce here. It is going to have an ef-
fect on manufacturing in my State and 
other States that will be part of an 
overall trend that is getting to be more 
than we can bear. 

China will take advantage of this. It 
has many loopholes for China. The rule 
of origin provisions requiring a yarn 
for arrangement is only for the essen-
tial fabric of the garment. What that 
means in English is we are trying to 
lock down the fabric and the yarn to be 
tied to our country, to give a benefit to 
our textile manufacturers, and that is 
a good thing. That helps us get into 
that market. 

It does not deal with pockets, collars, 
and nonvisible jacket liners. They are 
exempt from that yarn for arrange-
ment. There is a side deal having to do 
with pockets to address what will hap-
pen in my State. I have about 500 to 600 

workers who make pockets for gar-
ments. The Chinese companies are 
going to put them out of business be-
cause the pockets to be made in a 
CAFTA nation are not going to come 
from South Carolina or other places in 
the United States. They are eventually 
going to come from China because the 
pocket agreement, trying to protect 
the pocket part of a garment, requires 
all six CAFTA countries to ratify it. 
That is just not realistic. It is not 
going to happen. So there are going to 
be people in my State, unfortunately, 
if this gets passed, who are going to be 
put out of a job because China is going 
to come into the CAFTA region and 
they are going to put American manu-
facturing, when it comes to textile 
goods with regard to pockets, out of 
business. 

There are other loopholes. The single 
transformation provision allows for pa-
jamas, boxer shorts, and bras to be im-
ported into the U.S. duty free regard-
less of origin so long as they are assem-
bled in a CAFTA country. In other 
words, you can have all the material 
made in China for these products and 
do the sewing in CAFTA, and they 
come into our country, and that is 
going to be devastating to Fruit of the 
Loom and other people who have come 
by to talk about it. 

This agreement, like all other agree-
ments I have voted for, except Aus-
tralia, which I thought was a pretty 
good deal for America, has major loop-
holes within it to allow China to take 
advantage of it even though they are 
not party to it. 

The problem we have with China and 
the way they manipulate their cur-
rency, the way they have no regard for 
intellectual property, the way they 
transship by cheating, sending goods 
from China into other regions of the 
world where we have existing trade 
agreements, is having a cumulative ef-
fect. 

We have lost 21.6 percent of the man-
ufacturing jobs in South Carolina in 
the last 5 years. Some of it is due to 
modernization. Some of it is due to fac-
tors beyond international trade. But a 
lot of it has to do with international 
trade that is not being fairly policed. 

We have a 6.5-percent unemployment 
rate in South Carolina. We are fifth in 
the Nation. Our State has a manufac-
turing-based economy. The side deals 
that are being touted for people in this 
agreement are going to be like most 
other side deals when it comes to 
agreements in the last 15 years. 
Eighty-three percent of these agree-
ments, according to a report by Public 
Citizen, a watchdog group, were not 
kept, reversed, or became meaningless. 

So my concern about CAFTA is my 
concern about trade in general. Until 
we regulate and get buy-in by the Chi-
nese to live within the family of na-
tions when it comes to trading and 
doing business, every time we expand 
an area of trade, it becomes another 
portal for China to enter into our mar-
ketplace and to do things they could 
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not do in a direct relationship with the 
United States. 

They will be able to do things in the 
area of textiles in the CAFTA coun-
tries they could not do directly with 
the United States. It is just not going 
to be textiles. Eventually it is going to 
be other products. 

The buying power of these nations, 
again, combined is the size of San 
Diego, but what will happen is the abil-
ity of China to exploit this agreement 
is going to be much larger than the 
buying power of San Diego. 

I do believe that trade can help 
emerging democracies and that there is 
a logic to the idea the President is pro-
posing for these emerging democracies 
for which we could create economic op-
portunity. 

However, unfortunately, I believe the 
way this deal has been negotiated, the 
way it will be implemented, and the 
way it will be exploited is not going to 
improve the democracies in Central 
America because they are going to lose 
jobs to China eventually. It is going to 
hurt the manufacturing base of this 
country, which is already in jeopardy. 
That is why I will choose to vote no. 

I yield the floor and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

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

Mr. THOMAS. 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. THOMAS. Mr. President, I will 
take a few minutes to talk about the 
topic that is on our agenda today, the 
CAFTA trade agreement. Certainly, it 
is something in which all of us are in-
terested. Trade agreements are very 
important, of course, and whether they 
fit or not they are always there and we 
have to deal with them. 

Frankly, I have been very involved in 
this, partly because sugar is one of the 
products from my State and it is one of 
the things that has been a very con-
troversial portion of this trade agree-
ment. 

Trade agreements are not easy. 
Whether we like it or not, trade moves 
around the world and so what we need 
to do is to find a way to make that 
trade work as well as we can for our-
selves and for others. Sometimes I am 
a little disappointed. When we passed 
the free-trade agreement, I think we 
should have called it the fair-trade 
agreement. Free trade is not always 
the way things are. 

There is a book called ‘‘The World Is 
Flat,’’ talking about how there is 
equality throughout the world, but it is 
changing. Well, it is changing, but it 
has not all changed. There is a great 
deal of difference between one country 
and another in terms of their economy, 
in terms of the way it works and 
whether one is getting paid $2 a day or 
$20 a day or $20 an hour. 

So when one talks about free trade, 
one has to make sure that they recog-

nize the differences that are there. All 
I am saying is it is difficult. Of course, 
we want to work with other countries. 
Part of the reason for having CAFTA 
before us is we are looking for relation-
ships with the Central American coun-
tries. That is a good idea. 

We are looking at countries that are 
fairly undeveloped or newly developed, 
certainly a different economy than we 
have here. Yet we want to strengthen 
those. I think over time, in terms of 
thinking about trade, it is going to be 
important that this hemisphere be to-
gether and be strong as we see things 
develop in Asia and other places 
around the world. So it is important 
that we do this. 

We are the largest Nation of pur-
chases in the world. So we have some 
strength to bargain and even though 
we need to be fair about it, we need to 
exercise that muscle a little bit be-
cause we are in a position to do that. 
So it is a matter of coming up, hope-
fully, with fair trade and equality as 
much for everyone as we possibly can. 
It is not just a matter of helping oth-
ers. 

There are other ways to help others. 
It is not just a matter of strengthening 
other countries but having a relation-
ship that is fair. 

I mentioned sugar. Sugar is not the 
biggest industry in the world, but it is 
an industry that is important to this 
country. It is an integral part of our 
economy. It is a little unique. Agri-
culture is a big thing in Wyoming, of 
course; mostly livestock, as one might 
imagine, in the open space and so on. 
In our agricultural economy, livestock 
produces the most by a great deal. The 
second actually is hay and feed for live-
stock, but third in crops is sugar. So it 
is a relatively large one for us. 

Sugar is unique as a commodity. If 
one raises oats and something happens 
to the price, they can raise barley or 
some other kind of grain. That is not 
the case with sugar. With sugar, there 
is a high investment in particular 
equipment such as thinning equipment. 
They used to use Mexican workers 
mostly to go out with a hoe and thin 
sugar beets. Well, they do not do that 
so much anymore. They use expensive 
equipment to do it. So it is a little dif-
ferent. 

The second thing that is different 
about it is that the producers now also 
are owners of the processing equip-
ment. So in our State where we have 
relatively little manufacturing, we 
have some sugar processing plants 
which are unique. It is about the only 
agricultural product in our State that 
is processed to the extent it is ready 
for the grocery store shelf when it 
leaves our State. So even though, as 
the New York Times, I think, erro-
neously reported that it was not very 
important, there are lots of people 
hired in that industry who are not 
farmers, but they are producers. So it 
is unique and it has been treated 
uniquely over time in the farm bill and 
other places. 

So as one bargains into a trade agree-
ment it is one of the things that one 
really does not have much flexibility 
to work on. 

Now, in regards to CAFTA, it is im-
portant that we deal with our neigh-
bors in that part of the world. We need 
to work to have a relationship there. 
They need to strengthen their econ-
omy. There is no question about that. 
That is a good thing. But it is a rel-
atively small market, about half of 
what some of the larger cities would be 
in the United States. So we do need to 
work at it, but we need to understand 
that it is not going to change the world 
in terms of what we are doing. 

We have made some efforts to make 
it work, and I am willing to say to my 
friends and others that several of us 
who are particularly interested in this 
have worked with the sugar beet and 
sugar cane growers over the country 
and have had a number of meetings 
with them, have listened to their issues 
and have worked with them before. We 
have also worked very closely with the 
Secretary of Agriculture, and I want to 
commend him for his efforts to try to 
find some arrangements that could 
make it better. We did, finally. 

However, one of the strange things 
about this is that this trade agreement 
was signed about a year ago and was 
not brought up to the floor until last 
week. So when we heard it was coming, 
I think, a week ago today, we had the 
very first meeting with the Secretary, 
with some congressional members who 
were interested, and the sugar people. 
There was a great deal of discussion, as 
there should be, but no one was pre-
pared to make decisions in that short 
time. So we tried to get back together 
again, work some over the weekend 
and be back again on Monday. Lo and 
behold, here comes the bill to the Fi-
nance Committee, of which I am a 
member, before we even had our second 
meeting. 

I tried to suggest we need a little 
more time and maybe we could work 
something out. Nevertheless, that is 
where it was. Part of our problem was 
we have not had much time. I do again 
want to say the Secretary came in with 
some ideas. He still has some ideas and 
they are good ones. Our new trade am-
bassador, Rob Portman, is doing a 
great job. He has done everything he 
could possibly do to make this work-
able. Of course, he had nothing to do 
with negotiating it in the first place, 
but nevertheless both of those gentle-
men have worked at it very hard. 
There has not been time to do some-
thing. 

The problem basically is that this 
sugar program has been one over time 
that has been kind of measured in try-
ing to hold its production to the de-
mand in the country. Currently, for ex-
ample, there is lots of sugar being 
stored in Wyoming because production 
is over demand and our own sugar is 
not being put on the market because 
there is not enough capacity for it now. 

So the Secretary did agree that he 
could do some things until the next 
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farm bill comes up, which is 2 years 
from now, and I think he can. He may 
have to use some CCC activities, ex-
change of one goods for another, to 
handle a relatively small amount of 
sugar that could come under this pact. 
The problem is, with the sugar people 
and others, that it is simply about a 2- 
year remedy. They need to look at 
something much further than that 
down the road. 

I say to my colleagues, it is not just 
exactly the CAFTA agreement that is 
of concern to us. It is also the fact that 
the NAFTA deal with Mexico will ex-
pire in 2 years, presumably opening up 
the market there not only for sugar 
but fructose and other things that 
could come here and could have a real 
impact on this fairly difficult to man-
age sugar industry in our country. So 
we have to keep in mind we are not 
just talking about CAFTA, we are talk-
ing about the impact that can come 
from the changes that take place in 
NAFTA as well. 

In addition, if we do something with 
CAFTA—and we are—then the next 
thing we are going to be looking at is 
other countries in Central America, 
Ecuador, and Brazil—finally, Brazil, 
which is a big sugar producer. So the 
precedent that is set with respect to 
sugar is one that is very concerning to 
the sugar industry. 

What are we going to do in the next 
immediate trade agreements? So these 
things all go into it, and that is why a 
2-year solution—even though I really 
respect the fact that they tried to do 
something, we still will work at it. We 
are not through trying to find a rem-
edy, but it apparently cannot fit into 
this. So I do, again, want to respect-
fully thank them for what they have 
done. 

In any event, those are some of the 
problems that we have. Finally, one 
other point, and that is that there 
seems to be, to me at least, a little les-
son in this in terms of negotiating 
trade contracts. The authority to do 
that comes from the Congress, asked 
for by the Executive. As this is done, it 
seems to me we ought to have a little 
more input into it before it is resolved. 

What really happens in this case, at 
least practically, is that the nego-
tiators go on, and when their negotia-
tion is finished they come to us with a 
package over which in this case, be-
cause some of the countries had al-
ready agreed to it, there really was not 
any opportunity for changes in it when 
it came here. So I think we ought to 
have more input. We could deal with 
this. 

Two more points. One is how impor-
tant this is. I got calls from the Sec-
retary of Defense, from the Secretary 
of State, the President, and the Vice 
President talking about not only is the 
trade aspect important but also the re-
lationships. I do not disagree with 
that, but I also have to say that I met 
with the six Presidents on this and 
they said the same thing, that this is 
more than just trade. I say to them and 

to myself, Why do we let this relatively 
little thing hold it up? Why did we not 
fix that knowing it was going to be a 
problem before we got there? 

I think we can do a better job in the 
future. I think we are going to be faced 
with some more of these kinds of 
issues. We ought to be able to deal with 
them. 

I am sorry we didn’t have more time 
to perhaps come up with a remedy be-
fore we have to vote. I voted against it 
the second time in the committee. Un-
fortunately, I cannot support it this 
time. But I do hope we can make some 
changes and deal with it in the future. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that subsequent to 
the remarks of the Senator from North 
Dakota, Mr. CONRAD, pursuant to the 
existing agreement, Senator MCCAIN be 
recognized to speak for 10 minutes and 
that time be taken from the time allo-
cated to Senator GRASSLEY; following 
Senator MCCAIN, that Senator DAYTON 
be recognized for 15 minutes and that 
time to be taken from the time allo-
cated to myself. 

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

The Senator from North Dakota. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I thank 

the ranking member of the Finance 
Committee, Senator BAUCUS of Mon-
tana, for his leadership on this issue 
and for the outstanding work he does 
on the Finance Committee. I some-
times wonder if Senator BAUCUS ever 
gets any sleep at night, given the num-
ber of things on his plate. 

I thank my colleague from Wyoming, 
Senator THOMAS, who has been a great 
ally in an attempt to protect an Amer-
ican industry from unfair provisions 
that will decimate an industry that 
employs 146,000 people in this country. 
Senator THOMAS has truly been a great 
advocate for the people he represents 
on this issue. I very much appreciate 
working with him. 

I support free trade that opens mar-
kets and benefits American farmers, 
businesses, and workers. I supported 
the Uruguay Round WTO agreement. I 
supported PNTR for China. I supported 
the Chile agreement, the Singapore 
agreement, and the Morocco agree-
ment. I did so because I believed those 
deals would benefit America and the 
people I represent in North Dakota. 
But I have come to the conclusion that 
our trade policy is not working. It is 
not a free trade policy. It is not a fair 
trade policy. Increasingly, it is a failed 
trade policy. This trade policy is clear-
ly off track. 

I am beginning to wonder what are 
we thinking about in this town when 
we look at the results of the trade pol-
icy followed by Republican and Demo-
cratic administrations for an extended 
period of time. Here are the results of 
this trade policy that is supposed to be 
such a great success. 

This chart shows the trade deficit 
year by year, going back to 1992. Up, 
up, and away it goes. The trade deficit 

now totals $617 billion in 2004. For a 
very long time we never had a trade 
deficit above $100 billion in a year. Now 
we are over $600 billion, and the latest 
numbers show we are headed for $700 
billion. 

Colleagues, how can anybody call 
this a success? If this is a success, what 
would be a failure? 

We keep signing these agreements 
that are supposed to benefit the coun-
try and our position keeps getting 
worse. In the 10 years since the North 
American Free Trade Agreement took 
effect, a period in which we adopted the 
WTO agreement, China PNTR, free- 
trade agreements with Chile, Singa-
pore, Morocco, and Australia, our trade 
deficits have exploded. 

Up until 10 years ago, our annual 
trade deficit had never exceeded $100 
billion. When we look at these indi-
vidual agreements, we see the same 
story. Our trade agreement with Can-
ada is one I opposed because I thought 
it would be injurious to my State, and 
indeed it has been. When we passed the 
Canadian agreement, we had a $9 bil-
lion deficit with Canada in trade. After 
the great success of the Canadian Free 
Trade Agreement, is the deficit less or 
is it more? Those who say more are 
right—not just a little bit more but a 
lot more. The trade deficit with Canada 
now is not the $9 billion we had when 
we entered into the agreement. Now it 
is $66 billion. 

The same is true with Mexico. On 
Mexico, remember we were told what a 
great opportunity this was going to be. 
If we just signed up to it, our trade re-
lationship would flourish. At the time 
we entered into the agreement, we had 
a $2 billion trade surplus with Mexico. 
Let’s go back and check the records. 
What is it now? Do we still have a 
trade surplus with Mexico? No. Instead, 
we have a massive and growing deficit. 
We went from a $2 billion trade surplus 
with Mexico to a $45 billion trade def-
icit. And the very people who nego-
tiated that agreement are now going 
all over town telling us that this next 
one is another great success. 

I told them it reminds me a little of 
the German general in World War II 
who said that he knew things were 
going bad for Germany when the vic-
tories kept getting reported closer to 
Berlin. They had one great victory 
after another, but the victories were 
all getting closer to Berlin, as our 
forces approached. 

You know, I look at these great suc-
cesses. My question is: How many more 
of these great successes can we afford? 
What are we doing with these rapidly 
growing trade deficits that mean we 
are borrowing hundreds of billions of 
dollars all over the world—over $600 
billion from Japan, over $200 billion 
from China? We have even borrowed 
tens of billions of dollars from South 
Korea. Does anybody think that makes 
our country stronger? I don’t. I think 
it makes us weaker, more vulnerable. 

What are we doing about it? We are 
not taking action to get China to stop 
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manipulating its currency or stealing 
our intellectual property. That is not 
being done. We are not making 
progress to reopen the Japanese and 
Korean beef markets. That is not being 
done. We have not put a stop to 
Airbus’s unfair subsidies. That is not 
being done. We have not put a stop to 
Mexico’s unfair tax on beverages sweet-
ened with corn. That is not being done. 
We have not put a stop to Canada’s un-
fair softwood lumber subsidies. That is 
not being done. 

We have lost focus in these WTO 
talks, allowing them to drift in the 
wrong direction. Instead, the focus is 
on CAFTA. I love these CAFTA coun-
tries. They are wonderful people. But 
the combined economic impact of these 
countries is equivalent to Columbus, 
OH. This is our priority when we have 
a trade deficit of this magnitude? What 
earthly sense does this make? 

When I look at this agreement—I am 
on the Finance Committee. I have lis-
tened, at length, to our ambassadors 
and our negotiators, for whom I have 
high regard. They are wonderful peo-
ple. But they have come back with a 
lousy agreement. They have gone all 
over America telling people this is a 
great opportunity for the United 
States. They say 80 percent of Central 
American goods come tariff free into 
the United States, yet we face tariff 
barriers when we export to their coun-
tries. 

OK, I understand that. It sounds log-
ical and reasonable that this might be 
a good opportunity for us, if 80 percent 
of their goods come into our country 
tariff free, but our goods face tariff 
barriers going into their countries that 
would look like an opportunity. So 
when you analyze it, I assumed this 
would mean great progress with re-
spect to trade deficits. Here is the re-
port from our own International Trade 
Commission. This is not the U.N.’s 
trade commission. This isn’t the 
CAFTA countries’ trade commission. 
This is our own trade commission. 

On this chart is the conclusion they 
come to. That is what happens to im-
ports, to our imports from the CAFTA 
countries. This is what happens to our 
exports. The import number is bigger 
than the export number. In other 
words, our trade deficit with the region 
is getting bigger—and they call this a 
success, when we already have record 
trade deficits? This negotiating team 
goes down there, spends years and 
comes back and says: Boy, have we 
done a great job. We have gotten an 
agreement that increases the trade def-
icit with the region. 

Hello. Is anybody paying attention? 
Not only does it make the trade deficit 
with the region worse, here is what the 
International Trade Commission says 
it will do for our economy. 

After listening to these speeches, lis-
tening to this testimony about how 
this is a great opportunity for Amer-
ica, I assumed that when they did the 
analysis of what it would mean for our 
economy, there would be a big plus. 

Guess what. Here is what the Inter-
national Trade Commission found in 
their report. This is not my report. 
This is our own International Trade 
Commission report. They are the body 
that is responsible for scorekeeping on 
these agreements. Here is what they 
concluded. Here is what it would add to 
the gross domestic product of the 
United States. I don’t know if they can 
see that on television—that is a zero. 
Any gain is so modest it doesn’t even 
show up: Zero. 

Zero is a very low number. That is 
what this agreement would do for the 
U.S. economy, according to our own 
International Trade Commission—zero. 

But you know what, it also poses a 
very big risk, at least to one industry 
in this country. The industry that it 
puts at risk is the domestic sugar in-
dustry. The domestic sugar industry 
employs 146,000 people in this country. 
Apparently, our negotiators decided to 
just negotiate that industry away. It is 
a $7 billion industry in the United 
States; a $2 billion industry in the Red 
River Valley of North Dakota and Min-
nesota. These trade negotiators who 
brought back a plan that worsens the 
trade deficit with the region—that ac-
cording to our own scorekeepers adds 
nothing to the economy of the United 
States, adds zero percent to the GDP— 
puts at risk an entire industry. It is no 
wonder that our country is in trouble. 
It is no wonder that we are running 
record trade deficits. It is no wonder 
that those record trade deficits are get-
ting even worse with a trade policy 
like this one. 

For months, the USTR has been tell-
ing us: Don’t worry. This is going to be 
a little trickle of sugar that is going to 
come in here. You don’t have to worry. 
It will be equivalent to a teaspoon. I 
wish it were true. It is a glib descrip-
tion and characterization of what it 
will do. The fact is, this would threaten 
an entire industry. Why? Because, 
under this agreement, it would permit 
109,000 metric tons of additional sugar 
to come in. But that is not the only 
agreement that is being negotiated. If 
that same precedent would apply to the 
agreements with South Africa, Thai-
land, and the Andean countries that 
are being negotiated, you can see that 
would put us at over 500,000 tons of 
sugar coming into this country, over 
and above what comes in now. 

Every economist has said another 
500,000 tons of sugar coming into this 
country would collapse the price of 
sugar below the redemption price, 
would unravel the sugar program and 
destroy the domestic sugar industry. 

That does not end the story. It is not 
just the agreements with South Africa, 
Thailand, and the Andean countries 
that are a problem, it is the previous 
agreement already entered into with 
Mexico under NAFTA. 

For months, USDA has been saying 
we can absorb the CAFTA amount of 
sugar because there is a cushion be-
tween our WTO import obligations and 
the farm bill trigger in the sugar pro-

gram. But that cushion assumed Mex-
ico would not export significant 
amounts of sugar to the United States. 
Guess what. That assumption was 
wrong. It is just not true. USDA just 
revised its Mexican sugar projections, 
and Mexico now is projected to have 
net surplus production of over 440,000 
tons. That means under the NAFTA 
agreement, Mexico can send us another 
250,000 tons of sugar duty free, com-
pletely eliminating the so-called cush-
ion. 

But it gets worse, much worse. Mexi-
co’s total exportable surplus this year 
is now projected to be more than 
900,000 metric tons. So they can send us 
250,000 duty free. But the story does not 
stop there. On top of that, they can 
bring sugar in under what is called Tier 
2, where they pay a modest tariff, a 
tariff that makes it completely in their 
interest to pay the small tariff on that 
second tier and bring in the sugar. 
That means another 650,000 metric tons 
of sugar above and beyond the 250,000 
tons of duty free sugar. Put it all to-
gether, and over 1.151 metric tons of 
sugar comes into this country. 

The point is this: When we put to-
gether the treaties being negotiated 
and we put together what USDA has 
just said will be the capability of Mex-
ico to send sugar into this country, we 
are way above the amount of sugar 
that would collapse the sugar industry 
in this country. 

There has been a side deal offered to 
the sugar industry. I will talk for just 
a minute about that deal. I have three 
words for those who think the deal 
might solve the problems I just de-
scribed: Don’t be fooled. That is not a 
deal, it is a figleaf. Here is why. The 
Secretary of Agriculture has suggested 
to certain Members of Congress that he 
intends to limit sugar import to 1.53 
million tons. He says that will ensure 
the farm bill provision that turns off 
marketing allotments will not be trig-
gered. 

Unfortunately, it does not work. Why 
not? First, the deal is only good for 2 
years. Second, it does not address the 
next farm bill or other trade agree-
ments that are under negotiation or 
what happens in 2008 when the NAFTA 
sugar protections are gone. In fact, the 
way this is structured, it almost guar-
antees that any additional access in fu-
ture agreements will be backloaded 
into 2008. 

My colleagues, that creates the po-
tential for a perfect storm that will 
leave the market badly oversupplied 
going into the next farm bill. Despite 
highly unpopular payments to for-
eigners to keep them from sending us 
sugar—what an idea that is. Want to 
start paying countries not to send us 
stuff? Are we really going to do that? 
How long will that last? How long will 
it last, that we pay countries not to 
send us stuff? It will make it virtually 
impossible to retain the program in its 
current form and threaten the exist-
ence of an entire industry in this coun-
try that employs 146,000 people. 
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I would be remiss if I did not make 

brief mention of the process that has 
gotten us to this point—fast track. 
Fast track prevents Senators from hav-
ing the right to amend. Instead, we 
conduct what is called a mock markup 
in the Finance Committee and in the 
Ways and Means Committee in the 
House. We are supposed to be able to 
offer amendments there that would 
change the contour and the direction of 
an implementing bill as part of the 
Congress’s constitutional responsi-
bility for foreign commerce. But it 
turns out amendments in the Finance 
Committee mean nothing. 

Last year, when we considered the 
agreement with Australia, the Finance 
Committee set the precedent that if an 
amendment was adopted in the so- 
called mock markup and a majority of 
the committee rejected the proposed 
implementing bill, the committee ac-
tion could be ignored. I got an amend-
ment passed in the committee. It 
meant nothing. 

This year, with the Wyden amend-
ment, the committee has set the prece-
dent that when an amendment is 
adopted by the committee and the un-
derlying proposed implementing bill is 
then approved by the committee, that 
amendment, too, can be ignored. So 
now we have a situation where this 
mock markup is a total mockery. It 
means nothing. 

What has happened is Senators have 
given up their right to amend, and they 
are left with nothing except the oppor-
tunity for a straight up-or-down vote 
on the whole agreement. There is no 
opportunity to change the bill in com-
mittee or in the Senate. There is no 
other legislation that moves through 
this Senate that can be dealt with in 
that way. That is not how the process 
is supposed to work. 

In conclusion, CAFTA is the wrong 
agreement at the wrong time. It has 
been pushed through a process that in 
itself is wrong. It adds $100 million to 
our trade deficit with the region, it 
puts a $7 billion industry at risk, cre-
ates the likelihood of increased illegal 
immigration, and it provides immeas-
urably small benefits for the economy 
as a whole. It does not make much 
sense to me. 

Here we have record trade deficits, 
the biggest they have ever been—and 
growing—and our negotiators go out 
and reach an agreement that makes 
the trade deficit with the region in 
question worse and threatens an entire 
industry. They call it a success. Col-
leagues, I don’t know how many more 
of these successes we can afford. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senator from 
Arizona is recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I will re-
spond. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Does the Senator want 
more time? We can certainly find it. 

Mr. MCCAIN. I may ask for an addi-
tional 5. 

Mr. BAUCUS. I make that request. 

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

Mr. MCCAIN. I thank my friend from 
Montana. 

The Senator from North Dakota just 
stated, Who pays? I wonder, who pays 
when my wife goes to the supermarket 
and pays 13 cents more for a pound of 
sugar than she does and would if we 
had sugar from these countries able to 
come into this country? 

I am not in the business of producing 
or selling sugar, nor are many Amer-
ican families. But there are a whole lot 
of American families who are in the 
business of buying products that have 
sugar in them. They pay an exorbi-
tantly higher price because of the pro-
tectionism that is practiced for the 
sugar industry. Since when can’t the 
United States compete on a level play-
ing field? 

The opposition to this is clearly one 
that is protectionist in nature—for an 
industry that, in my view, should be 
able to compete with foreign producers. 
That is not what this debate really 
should be all about. 

The stakes could hardly be higher— 
whether we import or export sugar, 
whether the Central American Free 
Trade Agreement passes has implica-
tions, whether the American farm ex-
ports will enter the Dominican Repub-
lic duty free, or whether Guatemala 
will be able to increase its textile pro-
tection. 

By the way, I say to the Presiding Of-
ficer, if Guatemala is unable to export 
its textiles into the United States, I 
don’t believe it will be the United 
States that would be producing tex-
tiles; I believe it will be the Chinese 
and others. 

I don’t want to be hyperbolic, but I 
believe the vote we will soon take on 
CAFTA is one of the most important 
that will be cast in the Senate this 
year. It is important because at stake 
is the future of Central America in its 
economic and political dimensions and, 
hence, its security dimensions. It is im-
portant because it will determine 
whether the free-trade agenda as laid 
out by President Bush proceeds toward 
a successful Doha round of global trade 
talks or whether the effort will be 
stopped in its tracks. It is important 
because it will help determine whether 
the invigorating effects of free trade 
are experienced in our country anew or 
whether the protectionists are able to 
erect their walls around us. It is impor-
tant because it will show whether a 
trade policy in America is determined 
by sugar growers, unions, and other 
special interests or whether it is deter-
mined by leaders who place at the fore-
front the interests of our Nation as a 
whole. 

A few years ago, we concluded a free- 
trade agreement with Chile. There are 
certain facts that are available al-
ready. There were the usual arguments 
against it from the protectionists. In 
2004, the first year the agreement was 
effective, two-way trade increased by 
33 percent. In the first 4 months of this 

year, it grew even faster—45 percent. 
Exports from the United States to 
Chile have risen at still higher rates— 
nearly 35 percent in 2004 and almost 63 
percent in the first quarter of this 
year. Preliminary numbers suggest 
that in 2005, U.S. exports to Chile may 
nearly double those recorded in 2003. 
That is what free trade is all about. 
That is based on the firm conviction 
that most of us have that American 
products can compete with any in the 
world. 

Now, some can’t. And that is terrible, 
and that is why we have trade adjust-
ment assistance. When industries in 
the United States are directly affected 
by importation of products from other 
countries as a result of trade agree-
ments, we have trade adjustment as-
sistance to provide workers retraining 
to upgrade their ability to find other 
employment. We need to do more in 
that area. But to somehow reject the 
benefits of free trade because of the 
damage it may do—and I emphasize 
‘‘may’’—to certain industries is very 
shortsighted. 

We see in Latin America today a 
growing skepticism about democracy— 
equated in the minds of many with aus-
terity programs and lack of improve-
ment in the standard of living. Dis-
turbing polls suggest that discontent 
with democracy is on the rise and that 
large percentages would prefer a strong 
man who could improve living stand-
ards to a democratically elected leader 
who could not. CAFTA has the poten-
tial to illustrate the tangible benefits 
that come from democracy—free mar-
ket economics and partnership with 
the United States. 

Let me give one concrete example. 
The apparel industry is critical in the 
regional economy, accounting for $9 
billion in exports each year. CAFTA 
will lift duty on most apparel and non-
apparel goods, immediately bolstering 
an economic sector that represents 
tens of thousands of jobs in the region. 
The overall effect of this and other 
benefits would be to help lock in Cen-
tral America’s political and economic 
gains. 

Let’s consider what happens if 
CAFTA fails. Rejecting the pact would 
be seen by our Central American part-
ners as American disengagement from 
a region important to our security. 
Thousands of apparel production jobs 
would likely be lost as they move pro-
duction facilities from Central Amer-
ica to China, further exacerbating ille-
gal immigration to the United States. 
It would signal to the people of Central 
America that the support of the United 
States for their freedom and prosperity 
is more rhetorical than real—even in a 
win-win situation for both sides. It 
would have a devastating effect on our 
effort to lower trade barriers with 
other partners around the world and to 
push forward the Doha round of multi-
lateral talks and put another notch in 
the post of the special interests as they 
despoil the public good for their pri-
vate gain. 
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We need CAFTA. It is important to 

our economy. But it is also vital to our 
political security and humanitarian in-
terests in Central America. 

The former President of Costa Rica, a 
Nobel Peace Prize winner, Oscar Arias, 
speaking of CAFTA, said it represents 
‘‘an unparalleled opportunity to trans-
form Central America into a dynamic 
economy, deeply integrated with 
worldwide flows of trade and tech-
nology. We ask not for charity, but en-
lightened self-interest from our north-
ern neighbor.’’ 

I am concerned about the state of de-
mocracy in Central America. I am dis-
turbed that in Nicaragua there is every 
likelihood we may see Daniel Ortega as 
the next President of that country. I 
am disturbed about the failing econ-
omy and corruption that exists in El 
Salvador. I am concerned about the 
continuing stagnation of the economies 
of Guatemala and Honduras. 

Mr. President, if the countries of 
Central America continue to fail eco-
nomically, it will give rise to a situa-
tion that I do not want to revisit. When 
I first came to the Senate, one of the 
overriding and compelling challenges 
we faced was the rise of communism in 
Central America, the influence of Cas-
tro in countries such as Nicaragua, the 
Sandinistas in power, the effect it had 
on neighboring countries such as Hon-
duras and El Salvador where there was 
an ongoing revolution. Billions of dol-
lars of American taxpayers’ dollars 
were poured into the region in aiding 
El Salvador in combating others in the 
region. 

One of the most emotional and un-
pleasant debates I have ever engaged in 
on the floor of this Senate had to do 
with aid to the Contras. I do not want 
to revisit those days of the 1980s. I do 
not want to go back to a region that 
may be beset by corruption, anarchy, 
and possible insurgencies. 

We have another individual on the 
rise in our hemisphere, and his name is 
Chavez from Venezuela. He espouses 
policies and programs that I believe 
are not in the best interests of the peo-
ple of Venezuela. And he also, I believe, 
is having an influence in the region. If 
there is anything we need today, it is 
strong, viable economies in Central 
America, so they can progress, so they 
can be strong, and they can again be 
allies of the United States of America, 
not in a military fashion but in their 
advocacy for free and open societies, 
democracies, and places where people 
can raise their families in a situation 
of security and peace. 

I would like to mention again, if 
there is one lesson we have learned in 
the challenge of illegal immigration in 
this country, it is that if people cannot 
feed themselves and their families 
where they are, they will go to places 
where they think they can. If that 
means risking their lives crossing the 
Arizona-Sonora border, they will do so. 

Mr. President, I strongly urge—I 
strongly urge—my colleagues to not 
only understand the trade implications 

of this agreement but the political, so-
cial, as well as economic reasons for us 
to consider favorably this agreement. 
The stakes are very high. I believe, 
with the leadership of this President 
and the bipartisan support of this body, 
we will prevail. 

I thank my colleague from Montana 
for allowing me this time. I yield back 
the remaining time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BURR). The Senator from Montana. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the following 
Senators be recognized next to speak 
after Senator DAYTON: Senator KERRY 
for 15 minutes, with the time taken 
from the time allocated to me; and 
then a Republican Senator not yet 
named, for 10 minutes, with the time 
taken from the time allocated to Sen-
ator GRASSLEY. 

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

Under the previous order, the Sen-
ator from Minnesota is recognized for 
15 minutes. 

Mr. DAYTON. Mr. President, I thank 
my distinguished colleague, the leader 
of our representation on the Senate Fi-
nance Committee, the Senator from 
Montana, who has been outstanding in 
his guidance to all of us in our caucus 
and in standing up for the interests not 
only of his own State but for the farm-
ers and the workers and the people of 
Minnesota and America, as well as 
Montana. I thank him and I thank my 
colleagues from North Dakota who also 
have been in the forefront of this issue 
because they, like myself, represent 
people who are seriously at risk with 
this agreement. 

TRIBUTE TO THE U.S. CAPITOL POLICE 
Mr. President, before I address DR– 

CAFTA, I would like to take a moment 
to pay tribute to the courageous men 
and women of the U.S. Capitol Police, 
who risked their lives yesterday, once 
again, to help evacuate the rest of us 
safely from the Capitol Complex. 

This is, unfortunately, my fifth evac-
uation from the Capitol Complex, be-
ginning with September 11, 2001. This 
has been the best of them, if such a 
word can be applied to that race 
against time and the possible horror 
that is involved. 

But as my staff and I walked out of 
the Russell Senate Office Building’s 
nearest door yesterday afternoon, 
which is directly across the street from 
the Capitol, and hurried down the 
street away from the Capitol and the 
buildings, I saw several Capitol Police 
officers who stood directly exposed 
while they were calmly directing ev-
eryone else to safety. Other officers, I 
am told, remained once again at their 
posts inside or right outside the Cap-
itol Building itself, helping everyone 
else to exit as quickly and safely as 
possible. 

Had the plane yesterday been a hi-
jacked jetliner, as it was on 9/11, it 
would—if it had not been shot down— 
have struck its target within 2 minutes 
of that evacuation alarm. It is ques-

tionable whether the evacuation of ev-
eryone in this complex would have 
been completed by then. But it is al-
most certain that the Capitol Police of-
ficers—who were doing their jobs hero-
ically—would have still been at those 
posts, or very close to them, at that 
time. They kept themselves exposed to 
mortal danger to help their fellow citi-
zens escape it. To all of them and to 
the other Senate staff who were in-
volved, I say a heartfelt thank you. 

It is unfortunate, Mr. President, that 
exceptional virtue—to place the best 
interests of other Americans ahead of 
one’s own—does not apply to this trade 
agreement called DR–CAFTA. It is a 
wolf in sheep’s clothing. It pretends to 
help American workers and American 
farmers, to provide net gains to our do-
mestic economic and employment 
growth, and also to benefit the people 
in six neighboring countries, when, in 
fact, its driving motivations are higher 
corporate profits and capital gains by 
shifting American jobs and their pro-
duction to those nearby countries to 
exploit their low wages, scarce bene-
fits, nonexistent protections for work-
ers, environments, local economies, 
and lower transportation distances and 
costs than in China, India, Vietnam, 
and other places, to increase corporate 
profits and personal wealth at the ex-
pense of other Americans and our na-
tional economic health. 

This is the era of un-American cap-
italism, with great riches and no taxes 
for the richest Americans and lost jobs, 
lower incomes, and less financial secu-
rity for the rest of Americans. 

Those are the facts from a decade of 
NAFTA, the unfortunate, unpleasant 
but actual real-world economic, em-
ployment, and trade facts resulting 
from 10 years of the North American 
Free Trade Agreement. 

As with DR–CAFTA now, NAFTA’s 
proponents prior to its enactment ped-
dled lots of wonderful promises and 
projections: that NAFTA would create 
big economic gains for every country 
and almost everyone in them; there 
would be increases in U.S. exports to 
NAFTA countries that would exceed 
the increased imports from them; and 
that net gain would increase domestic 
employment, domestic production, and 
domestic prosperity. 

They turned out to be, unfortunately, 
domestic dilutions. The real net effects 
from NAFTA have been exactly the op-
posite of those promotional fantasies. 
Over the last 10 years, U.S. imports 
from Mexico and Canada have in-
creased by 10 times more than our ex-
ports to them, resulting in huge net 
losses, estimated to have cost over 
900,000 American jobs. 

Many of them have been good-paying 
jobs, benefit-providing, company-pen-
sion-offering and previously secure, re-
liable, lifetime jobs, the kind of jobs 
that create stable, secure, healthy, and 
prosperous communities all across 
America, throughout all of our 50 
States—the jobs that were the eco-
nomic engines and the social founda-
tions for the hard-working, productive, 
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and successful people who had those 
jobs for their families, who were—and 
still are—themselves the greatness of 
America. 

But those ingredients of America’s 
greatness—those jobs that support 
families, provide security, provide 
health benefits, provide pensions, allow 
Americans to earn the American 
dream—they are being dissipated, 
outsourced, traded away for immediate 
profits and financial gains for a few, at 
the expense of many more dislocated 
workers, destructed families, damaged 
communities, destitute seniors, and 
deficit-plagued local, State, and Fed-
eral governments, with serious trade 
imbalances that are increasing private 
and public debt, and having a weaker 
national economy with even more seri-
ous consequences ahead. 

The proponents of these free-trade 
agreements—and they are on both sides 
of the aisle, and they come from the 
preceding administrations as well as 
this one—remind me of the story of the 
crew that was blazing a road in the 
jungle. After quite a bit of work, the 
foreman sent somebody up to survey 
their progress. He climbed up to the 
top of the highest available tree and 
looked out and said: Stop, stop. We are 
going in the wrong direction. The fore-
man called back: But we can’t stop 
now, we are making so much progress. 

These trade agreements have made 
progress but in the wrong direction. 
The proponents’ solution to that pre-
dicament is more of the same—yet an-
other trade agreement with the same 
bad effects for much of America. In 
fact, DR–CAFTA is the worst of 
NAFTA. It involves countries that 
have even lower standards of living 
than our own. The per capita income, 
the average citizen’s income, in those 
six countries range from one-tenth of 
the U.S. per capita income to one one- 
hundredth of our per capita income. 

We are told, by those who want to 
pass this agreement, that it is going to 
create these great export opportunities 
for our own industries. But exports re-
quire people in those countries who can 
afford to buy what Americans produce. 
There will be a marginal increase, to be 
sure, if there is increased employment 
in those countries. That is positive. I 
hope—and we should hope—that any 
trade agreement we make will be good 
for our fellow world citizens. 

However, we should make our trade 
agreements for our own citizens first 
and foremost, and not for anyone 
else’s, because every other country in 
the world, every government in the 
world, whether capitalist, Socialist, or 
even Communist—if it is rational in its 
economic policies—makes trade agree-
ments in its own national self-interest. 
And then they try to maximize the 
benefits to their country from those 
agreements. Unfortunately, we have 
seen other countries’ governments far 
more effective, even within the scope 
of these previous trade agreements, at 
maximizing to their advantage, and 
often to our detriment, what they can 

gain from the exploitation of those 
agreements. 

Our trade policy should not be based 
on free trade or fair trade or any other 
kind of policy ideology or economic 
idolatry, as it has almost become, but 
on what is the best policy with the best 
economic results for the most Ameri-
cans. By that measure, what is the 
broad public interest—after you take 
the winners and the losers, which in an 
enormous, complex, diverse economy 
such as our own, almost any trade 
agreement is going to have gains and 
losses—you have to look at the net ef-
fects, what is in the broad public inter-
est, to decide what is best for America. 

The U.S. International Trade Com-
mission—independent of all of us; 
tasked by law with developing the ex-
pertise to carry out these agreements 
and to analyze them and to analyze 
each of these proposed agreements in 
advance of our voting—has already 
concluded by its independent, expert 
analysis that under the DR–CAFTA 
agreement, as proposed, the U.S. trade 
deficit with those six nations will in-
crease by an estimated $110 million per 
year. 

That is because the increases in their 
imports into the United States will be 
greater than the increases of our ex-
ports into those countries. That is the 
net balance. That is the bottom line. 
That is not, as some people say, one 
group’s interests or another group’s in-
terests. That is America’s best com-
bined interest, and it is exactly the op-
posite of what proponents have been 
saying is going to be one of the bene-
fits. Once again, the facts, based on the 
International Trade Commission’s pro-
jections, but also consistent with the 
facts as we have seen from 10 years’ ex-
perience with NAFTA, do not support 
the Bush administration’s false assur-
ances and the claims of others who will 
benefit and are promoting this agree-
ment. 

The response, one would hope, from 
the administration, in light of that 
projection by the International Trade 
Commission that came out about 6 
months ago, would be to negotiate 
changes in the agreement so that we 
would come out as a net winner rather 
than a loser. But that has not been 
their response. It is to increase the ad-
vertising, increase the paid promotions 
for this proposed agreement by those 
who will benefit from it and by, report-
edly—and I have heard this directly 
from some of those involved in the 
sugar industry who have been in direct 
negotiations with the administration— 
to threaten those who oppose the 
agreement because they perceive, cor-
rectly, that it will have serious nega-
tive consequences for their own liveli-
hoods, for their own families, their 
friends, their neighbors, threaten them 
with reprisals in the future if they per-
sist in their opposition, or to try to, as 
we are seeing now, buy them off with 
some special side deal. 

I don’t hear anybody on either side of 
the argument, for or against CAFTA– 

DR, who disputes the projections by 
the experts and the industry itself that 
the American sugar industry—sugar 
beets in northwestern Minnesota and 
central Minnesota and neighboring 
States, sugar cane in other States— 
would be seriously and negatively af-
fected. 

The extent is perhaps debatable, but 
the negative effects are indisputable, if 
CAFTA–DR is approved. So to tell 
them that they should sign off on their 
own economic death warrant, or they 
are going to suffer future reprisals for 
not doing so is wrong. It is unfair. 

The latest approach has been, well, 
we are going to offer you this special 
side deal for a couple years to buy you 
off. I don’t know all the details. It has 
just been disclosed. I don’t fault my 
colleague in the Senate from Min-
nesota who is purportedly instru-
mental in that negotiation. I don’t 
agree. I strongly disagree with the ar-
rangement, as I understand it. But I 
fault the administration for insisting 
that he or others try to work out such 
a deal. It is like being handed a huge 
lemon and being told to make lem-
onade. Unfortunately, with this trade 
agreement, there is not enough sugar 
in all of America to sweeten what is 
wrong with CAFTA, even for the sugar 
industry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. DAYTON. I ask unanimous con-
sent for 5 more minutes to complete 
my remarks. 

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

Mr. DAYTON. I thank the Chair. 
The proponents want this agreement 

so much that they are going to use— 
one way or another, directly or indi-
rectly—U.S. taxpayer dollars to sub-
sidize domestic sugar production or to 
buy off some of the otherwise imported 
sugar from these CAFTA countries at 
taxpayer expense in order to promote a 
free-trade agreement. It has the added 
irony, bitter irony of using tax dollars 
from working Americans in some cases 
to subsidize an agreement that is going 
to cost them their jobs. It underscores 
how the policy is bad economics, how it 
is bad trade policy. But the proponents 
of it want it so badly, because of its 
benefits for those companies that can 
outsource their jobs, based now in the 
United States, and that production to 
nearby countries, taking advantage of 
low wages there, costing American 
jobs, costing American communities 
their businesses and their employment 
and their social stability for the ben-
efit of the wealthy few corporate inter-
ests who are bankrolling this effort, 
and now, in the ultimate bitter conclu-
sion, taking taxpayer dollars to pay for 
the political grease to get this agree-
ment through. 

If I really wanted to be Machia-
vellian in my thinking, I would say 
also—as a big proponent of the domes-
tic ethanol industry, which is now just 
reaching, because of the world oil 
price, competitive parity, even without 
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the public tax subsidy for ethanol, of 
price competitiveness, even a price ad-
vantage in my State of Minnesota with 
regular gasoline—that by taking this, 
as some reports have said, excess sugar 
production and providing what will be 
an effective subsidy of an additional 
dollar for a gallon of the ethanol pro-
duced from it, distorting the econom-
ics, the competitiveness of ethanol, 
distorting the supply in the competi-
tively growing, successful domestic 
ethanol industry and trying to show 
how—in this case, with sugar beets or 
sugar cane in this country—price un-
competitive making ethanol is from 
those products is poisoning the well, 
the public support, is going to reinforce 
those opponents of ethanol who will 
then say: Look at how uncompetitive 
it is and how outrageous this addi-
tional taxpayer subsidy is for the pro-
duction of ethanol from it. And in this 
case they will be right. And they will 
use that, I believe, unfortunately, to 
try to poison the political and public 
well of support for ethanol, which is a 
very important, promising part of our 
energy independence and economic fu-
ture. 

This is a bad agreement for America. 
It is bad for the sugar industry, and I 
oppose it for that reason. But even tak-
ing sugar aside, it is bad for the rest of 
America. It is bad for American work-
ers, American industry. It is bad, as 
the International Trade Commission 
has concluded, on the basis of the bot-
tom line—the trade imbalance in-
creased, trade deficit with those coun-
tries increased, imports that will ex-
ceed the increase in our exports. That 
means, net result, it is bad policy, bad 
trade for America. 

I oppose it. I urge my colleagues to 
do the same. 

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

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

unanimous consent that I be allowed to 
speak in place of Senator KERRY for 15 
minutes, and that the next speaker 
after me be a Republican Senator 
under the time Senator GRASSLEY was 
previously granted. 

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

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I come 
to the floor today to announce my op-
position to CAFTA. Some expect 
Democratic Senators to by and large 
oppose trade agreements and Repub-
lican Senators to support them. I come 
to this debate as a Democratic Senator 
who has supported trade agreements in 
the past. I supported NAFTA, perma-
nent normal trade relations for China, 
trade agreements for Chile, Singapore, 
Morocco, and Australia. I think 
globalization is as inevitable as grav-
ity. We have to accept the fact that 
America cannot be a rich and pros-
perous country by selling to ourselves. 
Merely doing one another’s laundry 
will not create wealth and will not im-
prove our standard of living. We need 
markets. That is why I have supported 
trade agreements in the past. 

I also understand that as you expand 
trade, there is pain and there is gain. 
We have seen it happen throughout the 
history of the world that as trade ex-
pands, some industries expand with it 
and others decline. When we Americans 
look at the course of history, we find 
strong evidence that joining together 
democracy and free markets is a win-
ning combination. Expanding trade 
goes hand in hand with pushing the 
concepts of freedom, ingenuity, innova-
tion, efficiency—all sorts of respect for 
people at every level. That is one of the 
reasons I have supported some trade 
agreements in the past. That is the 
very reason I oppose CAFTA. 

I am disappointed. If there is one cas-
ualty in CAFTA, that casualty would 
be the worker—not just the American 
worker but the workers in Central 
America. We know what is happening. 
We have seen over the past 4 years that 
America has lost one out of every six 
manufacturing jobs in the last 4 years 
and few months. It hit my State pretty 
hard. Several hundred thousand manu-
facturing jobs in Illinois are gone, 
never to return. It is happening across 
America. The trade policy we have 
today is exporting jobs. How long can 
this continue? 

We would like to believe that we are 
going to educate and train a new group 
of American workers for the 21st cen-
tury economy. We have to. But in the 
meantime, should we be entering into 
trade agreements that encourage the 
export of good-paying manufacturing 
jobs from the United States? Should 
we, instead, be saying that we are 
going to have trade agreements that 
make certain we aren’t playing to the 
lowest level? If we have to compete 
with the countries that pay the lowest 
wages in the world, we will always lose. 

What are we going to say to Amer-
ican workers? Compete at a wage level 
the same as another country? If you do 
that, you know what is going to happen 
to the standard of living. How can you 
provide for your family? How can you 
expect to have health insurance? How 
can you put any money away for your 
retirement, when you play to that 
level? That is what this trade agree-
ment does. 

Let me tell you two specifics. Sen-
ator RON WYDEN of the State of Oregon 
offered an amendment to this CAFTA 
agreement which said: If American 
workers in the service industries lose 
their jobs because of our decision to 
enact this trade agreement, we will 
help retrain them, give them new skills 
and education so they can go back to 
work. Displaced workers from service 
industries would have a fighting 
chance to get back on their feet and be 
able to compete. The amendment was 
rejected by the Bush administration, 
leaving these workers, who are the vic-
tims of CAFTA, high and dry. But 
there are other workers at stake here, 
too. I don’t think it is unreasonable for 
us to ask, when a country says they 
want to trade with us, How do you 
treat your workers? Do you treat them 

with dignity? Do you give them a 
chance to bargain collectively for their 
future? Do you allow child labor? Do 
you allow slave labor? Why in the 
world would we want to get into a 
trade agreement with a country that is 
exporting goods to the United States 
because they exploit the very people 
who live in their country? 

The language in CAFTA is the weak-
est language I have ever seen in a trade 
agreement. It basically says to the 
Central American countries: Just play 
by your own rules, whatever they hap-
pen to be. 

That is not enough. It isn’t as if we 
don’t know what is coming. Our U.S. 
Department of Labor, under the Bush 
administration, ordered a study of the 
labor laws in the Central American 
countries that we are entering into 
this agreement with. That study came 
out and made the following report: 

In practice, labor laws on the books in Cen-
tral America are not sufficient to deter em-
ployers from violations, as actual sanctions 
for violations of the law are weak or non-
existent. 

What does that mean? It means that 
if you hire children to make textile 
goods or whatever it happens to be, if 
you exploit these little kids in one of 
these countries, if you work people 
enormous hours without adequate com-
pensation, if you stop them from orga-
nizing and bargaining collectively, the 
laws in Central America are not going 
to be there to protect those workers. 
Ordinarily we say: Life is different in 
other parts of the world. We shouldn’t 
worry about it. These are the very 
workers who will make the products 
who will compete with America. That 
is what it comes down to. Are we going 
to continue to play to the lowest com-
mon denominator, that as long as busi-
nesses are profitable in their trade 
agreements, we don’t want to know the 
details? That is what this trade agree-
ment does. 

Under this administration, workers 
are expendable. They are expendable in 
the United States, and they are ex-
pendable in the countries that we are 
entering into agreements with. 

That is a sad reality. 
I know that there are going to be 

changes, and we have to accept eco-
nomic change. But wouldn’t we want to 
stand by American workers first and 
their families? We have done it in some 
other agreements—the Caribbean Basin 
Initiative and the Generalized System 
of Preferences. This agreement is one 
of the weakest I have ever seen when it 
comes to the rights of working people. 
In those countries in Central America, 
it is not uncommon to face black-
listing, violence, even assassination of 
union organizers. It goes largely 
unpunished. This agreement would not 
move us one step toward more civilized 
treatment of workers in those coun-
tries. 

If we truly care about the basic pro-
tections that are supposed to be behind 
a free-market economy and democracy, 
we ought to protect American workers 
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first, not rush to the bottom when it 
comes to labor standards. We ought to 
enter into trade agreements where par-
ties are not free to ignore labor stand-
ards and basic human rights. That is 
what is at stake. 

Since this President took office, we 
have lost 2.8 million manufacturing 
jobs—1 out of 6—and 140,000 in my 
home State in the last 41⁄2 years. It is a 
tragic, dismal, and shameful record of 
American workers losing their oppor-
tunities. And this trade agreement, 
sadly, will only make it worse. 

Let me tell you about the group that, 
frankly, will prosper the most from 
this agreement. It will come as no sur-
prise to you if you understand the po-
litical dynamics of Capitol Hill. 

Mr. President, how much time do I 
have remaining? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 71⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. DURBIN. Please advise me when 
I have 2 minutes. 

One of the special interest groups 
with more power in Washington than 
any others is the pharmaceutical in-
dustry. We have seen it time and time 
again. When we go into a bill for Medi-
care prescription drug benefits, we say: 
Would you not want Medicare to bar-
gain with the drug companies so sen-
iors across America would pay lower 
prices? No way. It was kept out of the 
bill so that the pharmaceutical and 
drug companies can charge exorbi-
tantly high prices to American citi-
zens. That is why people are going to 
Canada, Mexico, and Europe trying to 
find cheaper drugs. It is because their 
Governments care, they force competi-
tion, they keep prices down. Not our 
Government. Along comes a trade 
agreement. What could that have to do 
with the pharmaceutical companies 
and drug companies? There are roughly 
165,000 people in the Central American 
nations living with HIV/AIDS. These 
are low-income countries where the 
people are struggling to survive and 
medicine is barely affordable. 

Doctors Without Borders—you may 
have heard of this fabulous organiza-
tion based out of France, doing wonder-
ful work all around the world. They 
provide drugs to HIV patients, and 1,600 
in Guatemala alone. They rely on ge-
neric drugs because they cannot afford 
the most expensive drugs. They cost 
less than brand-named drugs. They can 
keep a person alive with HIV/AIDS in 
Guatemala for $216 a year. If they had 
to pay for the brand name, it would be 
$4,818. That is the difference—more 
than 20 times the cost. 

I know these patents to drug compa-
nies are important. They help to spur 
innovation by rewarding companies for 
investing. We need a careful balance 
where we allow generic drugs in these 
Central American countries and not 
abuse the patents of the drug compa-
nies unnecessarily. At the global level, 
there has been an active debate about 
this very issue. We have had agree-
ments that have been entered into. 
These agreements try to strike a care-

ful balance between allowing more in-
expensive drugs in the poor countries 
and still protect the patents. 

Sadly, this CAFTA agreement de-
stroys the balance that has been en-
tered into in previous agreements. This 
CAFTA trade agreement requires 
CAFTA countries to adopt provisions, 
such as keeping testing data for drugs 
secret for longer periods of time than 
even required in the United States of 
America. And without access to testing 
data, it becomes nearly impossible for 
new generic companies to break into 
the market and provide the drugs for 
these people in Central America, and 
some, of course, in our region. 

CAFTA will require countries to ex-
tend the lives of patents, under certain 
circumstances, for even longer periods 
of time than is permitted under U.S. 
law. This is a bonanza for pharma-
ceutical companies. They will make 
more money out of this agreement be-
cause we put their special interest pro-
visions into this trade understanding. 
These provisions will apply to new 
drugs as they are developed, not exist-
ing generics. 

The long delays that CAFTA will im-
pose means patients will have to wait 
even longer to get access to lifesaving 
treatment. I think when you look at 
this and you understand workers are 
losing, you have to understand as well 
that a lot of sick people with HIV/AIDS 
are going to lose, too. People are strug-
gling to survive, and they will fall vic-
tim to the profit margins of American 
pharmaceutical companies. Those are 
the priorities—the priorities of 
CAFTA. 

Why aren’t the American workers 
the priority of CAFTA? Why aren’t the 
workers of Central America the prior-
ities of CAFTA? Why is America’s 
record of humanitarian care when it 
comes to using these drugs all around 
the world—why isn’t that the priority? 

Let me speak about agriculture. I 
come from a strong agricultural State. 
I have promoted or stood behind many 
trade agreements in the past because it 
helped create agricultural markets. 
But CAFTA countries, Central Amer-
ican countries, have a combined popu-
lation of about 31 million people who 
generally have limited incomes with 
which to purchase agricultural prod-
ucts. The market is worth about $1.6 
billion in annual agricultural exports. 
That is a large sum, but in the perspec-
tive of all of the exports we have, it is 
not overwhelming. Many key U.S. com-
modities already have open access to 
the Central American market. About 94 
percent of all grains imported into the 
six CAFTA countries comes from the 
United States. This domination means 
there is little room for further upward 
growth when it comes to agriculture. 
So I think when we look at this, we 
have to ask a more important question: 
Think about the Central American 
country for a moment. Think about a 
subsistence farmer living in the coun-
tryside of one of these Central Amer-
ican countries who is growing grain. 

Assume it is corn for the moment. 
Think about the possibility that this 
trade agreement means that more and 
cheaper corn will come in from the 
United States to this Central American 
country. Think what happens to that 
poor farmer and his family if he can no 
longer eke out a living for himself and 
his family and sell enough to continue 
on, and he has to leave his farm—and it 
happens all the time—because of this 
agreement. Where does that peasant 
farmer go? His first stop is likely to be 
a large city in Central America, San 
Jose in Costa Rica, or some other city. 
Failing to find a job in that city, where 
is his next stop? El Norte, the United 
States. 

So as we assault the economies of 
Central America, without respect for 
their workers, without respect for their 
farmers, we create economic insta-
bility which moves families into cities 
first, and finally, in desperation, to 
anyplace they can go to find any job to 
survive. Now, there may be large com-
panies that will make great profits out 
of CAFTA. But, sadly, they are not 
taking into consideration what it is 
going to mean to workers and to a lot 
of smaller companies in the United 
States that will not survive this trade 
agreement. 

If there was ever a time in our his-
tory when we should step back, as we 
face the largest trade deficit in the 
United States, as we see countries such 
as China around the world exploiting 
us because they are buying our debt— 
the largest national deficit in the his-
tory of the United States under the 
Bush administration—and understand 
that China and these countries will 
continue to exploit us on the trade 
side—China manipulates its currency, 
and we don’t do anything about it. We 
don’t even talk about it. Because of 
that manipulation, they take away 
American jobs. 

This Senator has voted for trade 
agreements in the past. I will not vote 
for this one. If we are going to have 
trade agreements, there should be laws 
enforced on both sides, exporters and 
importers. Sadly, that has not been the 
case. This CAFTA agreement will hurt 
American workers, hurt the workers of 
Central America, be a bonanza for 
American pharmaceutical companies, 
and create instability in the United 
States. 

It could not come at a worse time. I 
look forward to voting against it. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the next Sen-
ator to be recognized be Senator 
CORNYN for 10 minutes from our time, 
and then Senator KERRY for 15 minutes 
from Senator BAUCUS’s time, and then 
Senator VITTER for 10 minutes from 
Senator GRASSLEY’s time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Texas is recog-

nized. 
Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I rise 

today to lend my voice and my support 
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for the Dominican Republic-Central 
America-United States Free Trade 
Agreement. CAFTA would be a great 
benefit to the United States and all 
countries involved. Momentum con-
tinues to build for this important ac-
cord which will, notwithstanding what 
some have said on the floor today, ac-
tually grow jobs in the United States 
and grow jobs in Central America. It 
will boost opportunities for exporters 
in the United States and provide addi-
tional market access for our products 
in Central America. Congress should 
pass this important agreement for the 
good of both our economy and our na-
tional security, as well as those of our 
neighbors. 

Economic growth brought about by 
free trade and free markets creates new 
jobs and raises income. This growth 
lifts people out of poverty, even as it 
spurs positive economic development. 
Free trade supports sustainable devel-
opment and strengthens private prop-
erty rights while encouraging competi-
tion, transparency, regional integra-
tion, and the open flow of technology. 
And a strong world economy based 
upon free trade and transparency ad-
vances not only the prosperity of na-
tions but the cause of peace and liberty 
around the world. 

A vibrant, free market that values 
innovation and competition is one of 
the vital components of American suc-
cess. For consumers here in the United 
States and the DR–CAFTA countries— 
Costa Rica, the Dominican Republic, El 
Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, and 
Nicaragua—free-trade will provide real 
and tangible benefits. It will dem-
onstrate our commitment to the eco-
nomic prosperity of that region, and it 
will also encourage the spread of de-
mocracy, transparency, and respect for 
the rule of law. 

DR–CAFTA countries are our 12th 
largest export market, with nearly 44 
million consumers. Currently, nearly 
80 percent of products from these coun-
tries enter the U.S. duty-free, but the 
average tariff on our goods is between 
7 and 9 percent. DR–CAFTA would 
eliminate this imbalance and provide 
instead for reciprocal trade between all 
parties to the agreement—this means 
the playing field would be leveled for 
American exporters. 

The benefits of this agreement are 
clear: When CAFTA is implemented, 80 
percent of U.S. products will enter DR– 
CAFTA countries duty-free, with the 
remaining 20 percent being phased in 
over 10 years. Currently, the average 
tariff imposed on U.S. exports to Cen-
tral America is between 7 and 9 per-
cent—and some farm products being 
taxed as much as 16 percent. 

Key U.S. export sectors stand to sig-
nificantly benefit from the agreement, 
including medical and scientific equip-
ment, information technology prod-
ucts, construction equipment, and 
paper products. 

As well, agriculture exports will be 
allowed to expand: More than half of 
current U.S. farm exports to Central 

America will become duty free imme-
diately, including cotton, wheat, soy-
beans, fruits and vegetables, high-qual-
ity cuts of beef, processed food prod-
ucts, and wine. It is estimated that 
U.S. agriculture producers will in-
crease their exports by $900 million as 
a result of the DR–CAFTA agreement. 
Finally, after tariff liberalization has 
been fully implemented, and all eco-
nomic adjustments have occurred, 
overall U.S. welfare is likely to in-
crease in the range of $135.31 million to 
$248.17 million. As well, the U.S. Inter-
national Trade Commission has found 
that the effect of the agreement would 
be to reduce the overall U.S. trade def-
icit by $756 million. 

Furthermore, over half of current 
U.S. farm exports to Central America 
will become duty-free immediately, 
and other U.S. exports, such as infor-
mation technology products, agricul-
tural and construction equipment, 
paper products, chemicals, and medical 
and scientific equipment will imme-
diately gain duty-free access. 

Workers in Central America and the 
Dominican Republic support the agree-
ment. They recognize that it will help 
create more and better paying jobs. 
This in turn will help fight poverty, 
lifting these workers out of cir-
cumstances where they currently sur-
vive on only a few dollars a day. En-
hanced opportunities for economic 
growth will provide these governments 
with additional resources for much- 
needed health care, education, and 
basic infrastructure. 

By working to alleviate poverty in 
Central America, we increase the like-
lihood that would-be immigrants would 
instead choose to stay and work in 
their own countries. We have seen the 
flow of immigrants who flock across 
our borders—they come here to work 
hard so they can send money home to 
support their families and relatives. 
They may be well-intentioned, but 
these hard workers are doing little to 
help the economy of Central Amerixa. 

The young democracies of Central 
America still face resistance from 
those opposed to the spread of democ-
racy and economic freedom. In sup-
porting DR–CAFTA, the United States 
will stand alongside those who support 
these ideals—those who believe in the 
rule of law, and will demonstrate that 
America does not merely view Central 
America as a trading partner, but that 
we intend to support the continued 
democratic development of our neigh-
bors. 

Congress should promptly pass DR– 
CAFTA, as agreements that remove 
unnecessary barriers to free markets 
are good for America, and it is in our 
economic and national security inter-
ests to support a prosperous Central 
America. DR–CAFTA will encourage 
economic prosperity, stability, trans-
parency, and respect for the rule of law 
throughout the region. I ask that my 
colleagues join me in supporting this 
important agreement. 

Mr. President, let me focus, in the 
time I have remaining, on immigra-

tion. I heard the Senator from Illinois 
claim that if we pass CAFTA, it will 
somehow displace Central American 
workers and they will be caused to im-
migrate—illegally, perhaps—to the 
United States. I could not disagree 
with him more. 

About a year ago, I traveled to Cen-
tral America to five of the countries 
involved in this agreement, and in each 
and every one of those Central Amer-
ican countries we were told that their 
new democracies’ future depends on 
ratification of these free-trade agree-
ments. To a man, the leaders of those 
countries asked us to do everything we 
can to see that this free-trade agree-
ment passes. 

While certainly we want to be a 
friendly neighbor if we can, I would not 
support this agreement if it weren’t in 
the best interests of the United States 
on a number of bases. There is one con-
versation I remember in particular 
that relates to the comments we just 
heard from the Senator from Illinois 
about immigration. In Guatemala, at 
the Ambassador’s residence, a gen-
tleman told me, ‘‘We want to export 
goods and services, not people.’’ 

Mr. President, that stuck with me 
because what he was saying is that by 
our ratifying CAFTA, we create jobs 
and opportunities for the people of Cen-
tral America where they live, so they 
don’t have to come to the United 
States—illegally or otherwise—to be 
able to support their families. That is 
one of the reasons I am so strongly for 
this agreement. 

I am also for this agreement because 
these new democracies, many of which 
were engaged in civil war not that 
many years ago—and countries such as 
Nicaragua, where Daniel Ortega is hop-
ing and praying that we will somehow 
turn our back on that country and 
these other new democracies—there are 
literally people waiting to take advan-
tage of America if we turn our back on 
these countries, and to claim that in-
stead we should align our interests 
with people like Fidel Castro, Daniel 
Ortega, and others. 

It is in our best interest to make sure 
that these new and fragile democracies 
flourish, that people who live there can 
also find work there and support their 
families. The irony is that we hear peo-
ple argue that unless we have stronger 
labor provisions or environmental pro-
visions for these agreements—this 
agreement in Central America—that 
we somehow should not pass it. The 
fact is, there are strong labor provi-
sions and environmental provisions in 
this agreement. But do you know what. 
The best guarantee for a good environ-
ment is democracy. The best guarantee 
for good labor laws and the rule of law 
in these countries is democracy. 

If we turn our backs on Central 
America and these countries in this 
free-trade agreement, critics and en-
emies of this country will point to us 
and our actions and our rejection of 
this agreement and claim victory and 
say that America was not serious about 
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helping; America does not care about 
anyone but itself, when in fact the op-
posite is true. 

We know, further, that the avenues 
used for illegal immigration up from 
South America, Central America, 
through Mexico’s southern border, 
through seaports, and in the air are 
being used by organized criminals who 
smuggle human beings, who traffic in 
persons, who smuggle weapons, and 
who smuggle illegal narcotics. In other 
words, they are organized criminals 
who care only about making money, 
and they don’t care one whit about the 
human suffering that they cause. 

It is simply in America’s self-interest 
that we enter into this agreement 
which provides new markets for our 
producers in this country. It opens our 
markets further to those fragile de-
mocracies and market economies in 
Central America. It gives democracy a 
root in a way that cements our interest 
and reinforces our national interest, 
not only in this country, but in this 
hemisphere in Central and South 
America, an area that could sorely use 
the attention after what has been 
called a period of benign neglect. 

I urge my colleagues to vote with me 
in promptly passing CAFTA as agree-
ments that remove unnecessary bar-
riers to free markets which is in the 
economic and national security inter-
est of the United States and a pros-
perous Central America. 

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

ator from Utah. 
Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that Mr. VITTER be 
recognized for his 10 minutes, and then 
we will go immediately to the distin-
guished Senator from Massachusetts, 
Mr. KERRY. 

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

The Senator from Louisiana is recog-
nized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I rise 
today in opposition to S. 1307, the bill 
to implement the Dominican Republic- 
Central America Free Trade Agree-
ment. I do it for one very clear and spe-
cific reason. CAFTA will greatly harm 
Louisiana’s sugarcane industry. It is, 
quite frankly, a raw deal for Louisiana 
sugar. 

Because of the great disruption in 
our domestic sugar market that this 
agreement would cause, I have been ac-
tively opposing this agreement since it 
was signed. This agreement would 
allow an additional 122,000 tons of im-
ported sugar into the United States in 
its first year alone, with annual in-
creases following. These steady in-
creases in imports threaten to flood 
the U.S. market and truly devastate 
the Louisiana sugarcane industry, as 
domestic sugar is displaced by highly 
subsidized foreign imports. 

Our current sugar program is de-
signed to limit imports to help counter 
unfair trade actions, and these limits 
help mitigate the ill effects of dumping 
by other nations. Unlike programs for 

many other foreign commodities, it 
should be noted that this U.S. sugar 
program provides no cash payments 
and operates at no cost to the U.S. tax-
payers through cash payments as man-
dated by the farm bill. 

Even with that existing program in 
import controls, the U.S. still stands as 
the fourth largest net sugar importer 
in the world, importing 15 percent of 
our sugar consumption every year. Al-
lowing more imports from select 
CAFTA trading partners truly brings a 
potential flood to the market, dis-
placing even more domestic sugar. 
CAFTA really could set the stage for 
future bilateral agreements focused on 
the largest sugar-producing nations, 
and these impacts are compounded 
with other pending changes, such as 
the NAFTA-mandated change that will 
allow Mexican sugar complete unfet-
tered access to U.S. markets after 2008. 

When the Jesuit priests introduced 
sugarcane to Louisiana in the 1750s, I 
guess they could not have imagined 
that sugar would essentially be a $2 bil-
lion industry and, much more impor-
tantly, even a vital part of Louisiana’s 
history and way of life for over 250 
years. It is this economic and even cul-
tural impact and the thousands of fam-
ilies who rely on sugarcane for their 
livelihood and their way of life which 
lies behind my decision to oppose 
CAFTA. 

The Louisiana Farm Bureau esti-
mates CAFTA would have caused an 
$8.5 million reduction in Louisiana’s 
agricultural sector, and sugarcane con-
stitutes one of the foundations of this 
important sector of Louisiana’s overall 
economy. 

Louisiana is home to 27,000 sugar in-
dustry jobs, 15 sugar mills, 2 sugar re-
fineries, and more than 580,000 acres of 
sugarcane throughout 24 parishes. All 
told, Louisiana alone produces 20 per-
cent of all of our domestic sugar. 

As I said, this represents an enor-
mous economic impact. But even more 
importantly, it truly represents a cul-
ture and a valued way of life. 

The administration made a last- 
ditch, three-part proposal to the sugar 
industry to mitigate CAFTA’s impact, 
but I truly believe that it is untenable. 

First, they committed to hold harm-
less the sugar program but only 
through the reauthorization of the 2002 
farm bill. This is something modest, 
something I could and will support, but 
it is my understanding that it is al-
ready the responsibility of the Sec-
retary of Agriculture, under this farm 
bill, to operate the program at no net 
cost and its import trigger. 

I know that sugarcane farmers in my 
State appreciate the Secretary’s com-
mitment to provide this short-term re-
lief from a flood of sugar import com-
mitments, but this temporary protec-
tion will not help them avoid the flood 
in the medium and long term. We, in 
Louisiana, know a lot about hurricanes 
and floods, and I fear that in the past 
2 years, our sugar industries have 
drowned in this flood of foreign im-
ports. 

The second component of the pro-
posed deal from the administration is 
perhaps the most problematic. If im-
ports threaten to exceed the 1.523-mil-
lion-ton trigger in the farm bill, the 
Agriculture Department would commit 
to compensating foreign producers for 
not selling their sugar within our mar-
ket. U.S. tax dollars are going to com-
pensate foreign producers. USDA would 
also establish a pilot program to divert 
imported sugar into ethanol use up to 
the amount coming in under CAFTA. 

The prospect of paying foreign pro-
ducers is very troublesome, perhaps po-
litically untenable. Regardless of the 
Secretary’s statement that he has the 
authority to implement such a pro-
gram, there are so many unanswered 
questions on how it would work and if 
it would be politically supportable. Do 
we really want to make cash payments 
to foreign governments or private for-
eign corporations in exchange for a 
commitment not to export sugar to our 
market? I don’t think so. This proposal 
is expected to cost $200 million a year. 

Sending our tax dollars to our for-
eign competition I think is an unten-
able position for a variety of budg-
etary, policy, and political reasons, 
making this long-term proposed solu-
tion untenable. 

The ethanol diversion program has 
its own uncertainties on how it will 
work, and it seems to signal a desire to 
purchase foreign sugar for possible eth-
anol use instead of assisting the domes-
tic industry in developing new markets 
for our own production and likely 
spend significant more of the tax-
payers’ dollars on those foreign sources 
in the process. 

Third, there has been a proposal for a 
feasibility study on converting sugar 
into ethanol to be submitted to Con-
gress no later than July 1, 2006. We al-
ready know sugar can be turned into 
ethanol because they are doing just 
that in other countries. 

Worldwide, more ethanol is produced 
from sucrose than from corn, and we 
now need to jump start our own efforts 
and truly implement a program to pro-
vide sugar access to the national re-
newable fuels program. 

The Energy bill we passed this week 
provides for 8 billion gallons per year 
of renewable fuels, most of which will 
be ethanol. The new renewable fuels 
program would amount to more than 
quadruple the ethanol currently being 
consumed in the U.S. So there is plenty 
of room to accommodate diverse 
sources of ethanol, including a modest 
room for sugar. 

Access to ethanol was the crux of the 
sugar industry’s proposal to deal with 
CAFTA—not a study, but real access to 
that established program moving for-
ward in the Energy bill. They asked for 
a short-term increase in the tax credit 
during the developmental phase of this 
program, something that I understand 
was done for the beginning of the pro-
gram for corn. 

With so much uncertainty facing the 
industry because of NAFTA, CAFTA, 
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and other trade negotiations already in 
progress, I think this was a fair ask 
from the industry, from an efficient do-
mestic industry that has been a robust 
engine for jobs in our economy for over 
2 centuries. I wish the administration 
could have accepted that full and ro-
bust proposal in terms of ethanol. 

Our sugar farmers and processors 
work hard and deserve a level playing 
field. What I have been asking, what 
others have been asking is not simply 
protectionism for our domestic indus-
try as far as the eye can see, but a level 
playing field dealing with this sugar 
issue on a global WTO basis so it can be 
dealt with fairly so our domestic sugar 
industry has at least a chance. That is 
exactly what I will continue to fight 
for. That is precisely why I will con-
tinue to fight against CAFTA and urge 
its defeat in this body and in the 
House. 

In closing, I wish to take this oppor-
tunity to thank Chairman CHAMBLISS 
and Senator COLEMAN for their efforts 
to find a solution to the sugar issue 
within CAFTA. They have been leading 
a bicameral effort, working diligently. 
It did not yield the results I hoped, but 
I salute them for their efforts. 

Unfortunately, as I said, those efforts 
did not prevail. That is why I strongly 
oppose CAFTA and why I ask my col-
leagues to do so, and specifically my 
colleagues in the House as this meas-
ure most probably moves there. 

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

ator from Wisconsin. 
Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I be able to 
speak instead of Senator KERRY under 
the previous order, to be followed by 
Senator LAUTENBERG for 10 minutes 
under the time controlled by Senator 
DORGAN, to be followed by a Republican 
Senator to speak under the time of 
Senator GRASSLEY. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

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

tion is heard. 
Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I be able to 
speak instead of Senator KERRY under 
the previous order for up to 20 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the second unanimous con-
sent request that the Senator from 
Wisconsin be able to fill the time of 
Senator KERRY for 20 minutes instead 
of 15 minutes? The Senator from Utah. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the distin-
guished Senator from Wisconsin on the 
Democratic side be the next speaker 
for 20 minutes, that he be followed by 
Senator LAUTENBERG for 10 minutes, 
and then Senator VOINOVICH will imme-
diately follow Senator LAUTENBERG for 
at least 20 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I rise 
to oppose the Central American Free 

Trade Agreement, known as CAFTA, 
the latest expression of the disastrous 
trade policies of this administration 
which are, unfortunately, a continu-
ation of the disastrous trade policies of 
previous administrations. 

I hold listening sessions in each of 
Wisconsin’s 72 counties every year. I 
have held those listening sessions for 
over 12 years now, listening to tens of 
thousands of people from all over Wis-
consin. I recently completed my 900th 
of those sessions, and I can say that 
there is nearly universal frustration 
and anger with the trade policies we 
have pursued since the late 1980s. Even 
among those who would have called 
themselves traditional free-traders, it 
is increasingly obvious that the so- 
called NAFTA model of trade has been 
a tragic failure. 

I voted against NAFTA, GATT, and 
permanent most-favored-nation status 
for China, in great part because I felt 
they were bad deals for Wisconsin busi-
nesses and Wisconsin workers. At the 
time I voted against those agreements, 
I thought they would result in lost jobs 
for my State. 

Even as an opponent of those trade 
agreements, I had no idea just how bad 
things would be. 

And things could hardly be worse. 
One can see the results of those poli-
cies in hundreds of communities 
around my State. As one might expect, 
our largest communities—places like 
Milwaukee, Madison, and Green Bay— 
lost thousands of jobs as a result of 
those trade policies, most notably 
NAFTA and permanent most-favored- 
nation status for China. But less obvi-
ous to some may be the devastation ex-
perienced by smaller towns and cities 
across my State. In those commu-
nities, the legacy of our trade policy 
has been especially cruel. 

Even if we only use the extremely 
conservative statistics collected by the 
Department of Labor, statistics which 
many argue grossly understate actual 
job loss, smaller communities all over 
Wisconsin have been the victim of the 
trade policies of the past decade. 

NAFTA’s legacy of lost jobs includes 
places such as: Baraboo, with 190 lost 
jobs; DeForest, with 40 lost jobs; Elk-
horn, with 354 lost jobs; Hawkins, with 
443 lost jobs; Marinette, with 54 lost 
jobs; Mauston, with 48 lost jobs; Mer-
rill, with 263 lost jobs; Montello, with 
70 lost jobs; Oconto Falls, with 100 lost 
jobs; Peshtigo, with 95 lost jobs; 
Platteville, with 588 lost jobs; Spencer, 
with 23 lost jobs; and Waupaca, with 130 
lost jobs. 

Some might suggest that 23 lost jobs 
in Spencer, WI are not all that many 
but when a small town loses a business, 
and the dozens or possibly hundreds of 
jobs that business provides, the impact 
surges throughout the entire commu-
nity. Families are left without a bread-
winner, or sometimes even two bread-
winners. Stores are left without cus-
tomers. New homes are not built. Fam-
ilies may be forced to move away. 
Schools lose children. The tax base 

drops, putting an increased burden on 
those who remain. 

When a bad trade deal results in lost 
jobs, it is not only those who lost a job 
who suffer. 

And the suffering in Wisconsin has 
been considerable. Altogether, Wis-
consin has a net loss of more than 
23,000 jobs because of NAFTA, and 
thousands more because of the other 
trade agreements into which we have 
entered in recent years. 

Now we have CAFTA, which is based 
on that same failed model of trade. 

I should note at this point that in too 
many instances, these trade agree-
ments have been lose-lose trade agree-
ments. They have been bad deals for 
our workers as well as the workers of 
our trading partners. 

This is a vital point, because many 
who are advocating CAFTA argue that 
the agreement is critical for promoting 
economic growth and reducing poverty 
in these Central American nations. In 
fact, the experience of the flawed trade 
model has been just the opposite. 

Eleven years of NAFTA have lowered 
living standards in Mexico, both for 
urban workers and in rural areas. Pro-
fessor Riordan Roett of Johns Hopkins 
wrote on this very issue in a recent col-
umn, and this is what he had to say: 

Mexican workers under NAFTA lost pre-
cipitously through the 1990s, despite the ex-
travagant promises made by proponents of 
the model on which CAFTA is based. 

At least 1.5 million Mexican farmers have 
lost their livelihoods under NAFTA. Accord-
ing to a 2004 report by the Carnegie Endow-
ment for International Peace, ‘‘Agricultural 
trade liberalization linked to NAFTA is the 
single most significant factor in the loss of 
agricultural jobs in Mexico. ‘‘ Thus far, lim-
ited employment growth in Mexico’s manu-
facturing sector has failed to absorb dis-
placed rural workers. 

This does not bode well for the CAFTA 
countries. A 2004 U.S. International Trade 
Commission study on the potential impacts 
of CAFTA leads one to conclude that the 
agreement will displace many in the rural 
sector in Central America. Following a re-
cent visit to Guatemala, United Nations Spe-
cial Raporteur for Food Jean Ziegler deter-
mined that CAFTA will increase hunger and 
poverty once the agreement fully kicks 
in. . . . one is left to wonder where the dis-
placed rural population of Central America 
will find employment. 

If the arguments made by the pro-
ponents of CAFTA sound familiar, it is 
because they are. CAFTA’s advocates 
are making exactly the same argu-
ments today that the proponents of 
NAFTA made a little over 10 years ago. 
Because our markets are already large-
ly open, they argue, it will be Amer-
ican businesses and American workers 
who will benefit from this trade agree-
ment. 

It is an argument that sounds neat 
and simple, but let’s compare the rhet-
oric to the record. In 1993, before 
NAFTA was implemented, our trade 
deficit with Canada and Mexico was $9 
billion. In 2004, 10 years after NAFTA 
was implemented, our trade deficit 
with those two countries has ballooned 
1,200 percent—1,200 percent—to $111 bil-
lion. By one estimate, the massive 
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growth of imports into this country 
from Canada and Mexico relative to ex-
ports to those two countries has dis-
placed almost one million jobs. 

Giving China permanent most-fa-
vored-nation trading status and ratify-
ing the creation of the World Trade Or-
ganization have only made matters 
worse. Our trade deficit is now more 
than $600 billion. 

Far from improving our trade bal-
ance, NAFTA and these other trade 
agreements have only made matters 
worse. 

Our trade policy is fundamentally 
flawed. This is not a new problem, nor 
is it the fault of only one political 
party. The leadership of both parties 
have pushed these deeply flawed agree-
ments, and too many Members from 
both parties were ready to support 
them without scrutiny. 

When questions were raised about the 
actual provisions of these flawed agree-
ments, supporters were quick to play 
the free trade card and label those who 
questioned these policies as ‘‘protec-
tionist.’’ 

It is somewhat encouraging that 
some who blindly accepted these agree-
ments are now beginning to read the 
fine print. 

One might think it obvious, but ap-
parently it needs to be reiterated, 
these are not your father’s trade agree-
ments, and the elegant theories of 
Adam Smith and others do not apply to 
the agreements we are asked to ap-
prove. As Thea Lee wrote in a recent 
column in the Wall Street Journal: 

We should all understand by now that mod-
ern (post-NAFTA) free-trade agreements are 
not just about lowering tariffs. They are 
about changing the conditions attached to 
trade liberalization, in ways that benefit 
some players and hurt others. These are not 
your textbook free-trade deals. These are 
finely orchestrated special-interest deals 
that boost the profits and power of multi-
national corporations, leaving workers, fam-
ily farmers, many small businesses, and the 
environment more vulnerable than ever. 

Millions of working families across 
Wisconsin know this. 

I sometimes think that if instead of 
exporting manufacturing goods China 
exported editorial writers, the opinion 
pages of our newspapers might reflect 
an understanding of this as well. 

The argument we hear is that trade 
deals like CAFTA may cause some 
short-term pain but they are ulti-
mately good for all countries con-
cerned. Maybe we lose a few jobs to 
Mexico or China, the argument goes, 
but we would also gain jobs. Each 
country would engage in the economic 
activity for which it has a so-called 
‘‘comparative advantage’’ and everyone 
wins. 

But this nice, neat academic theory 
bears little relation to what is actually 
happening in the real world. And one of 
the reasons for this disconnect is that 
in an arena that has been fundamen-
tally changed by technical advances, 
such as the Internet and the rapid flow 
of capital, we are not playing by the 
same rules as our trading partners. 

The trade agreements into which our 
country has entered in recent years too 
often lack even the most reasonable of 
standards to prevent a race to the bot-
tom, and ensure that our businesses 
and workers can compete on a level 
playing field. 

This is certainly the case with 
CAFTA, which fails to include mean-
ingful labor standards, and the weak 
standards that it does include are effec-
tively unenforceable. 

CAFTA states that member countries 
cannot, for their own benefit, fail to 
enforce their labor laws. But the agree-
ment also states that nothing in the 
agreement ‘‘shall be construed to em-
power a Party’s authorities to under-
take labor law enforcement activities 
in the territory of another Party.’’ 
Thus, any protections that might be af-
forded by the requirement to enforce 
current labor laws are left to each gov-
ernment to self-enforce. This really 
does nothing. 

Unlike the commercial provisions in 
CAFTA, the labor provisions cannot be 
enforced through binding dispute set-
tlement, or trade sanctions. If a coun-
try violates its commercial obliga-
tions, sanctions can be imposed quick-
ly, but a violation of workers’ rights is 
only subject to a possible fine. 

In the unlikely event that a country 
is forced to pay a fine, it pays that fine 
to itself. While the fine is supposed to 
be used to fund domestic labor initia-
tives, we all know that such revenues 
are fungible, and there is no way to 
prevent a violating country from also 
transferring money out of its labor 
budget, so the fine adds no new net re-
sources for enforcement. This is not an 
academic concern. Studies have docu-
mented serious labor violations in Cen-
tral American countries. 

American businesses and American 
workers should not have to compete 
with countries with such flawed labor 
records. 

CAFTA also fails to include adequate 
environmental safeguards. What envi-
ronmental provisions there are in 
CAFTA are largely cosmetic in nature. 

As with worker standards, the envi-
ronmental standards that are in the 
agreement lack the kind of enforce-
ment teeth provided to commercial 
provisions in the agreement. 

For example, while the agreement in-
cludes the establishment of a process 
under which citizens can identify fail-
ures to enforce environmental laws ef-
fectively, advocates note that the pro-
posed citizen process has no clear en-
forcement mechanism to ensure action 
on public complaints. By contrast, the 
enforcement mechanisms for invest-
ment related provisions are real. Inves-
tors can demand monetary compensa-
tion of governments under CAFTA’s in-
vestment rules. 

In fact, any hope that CAFTA coun-
tries might, on their own, strengthen 
environmental standards to make the 
playing field a bit more level is under-
mined by the investment rules included 
in the trade agreement. 

Those rules allow foreign investors to 
challenge environmental laws and reg-
ulations in front of international trade 
panels, circumventing local courts. 
Moreover, the threat of having to pay 
investor interests heavy monetary 
damages if a challenge is successful is 
certain to have a chilling effect on the 
willingness of CAFTA government, 
both federal and local, to establish the 
kinds of environmental protections 
that might help that region and pro-
vide better balance for American firms 
that must live under our own strong 
environmental laws. 

Among the rosiest of predictions 
made by the proponents of CAFTA are 
the positive impacts they claim for 
U.S. agricultural sectors. But our expe-
rience with NAFTA again leaves me 
deeply skeptical of such claims. The 
promises made to farmers that we 
heard over the early 1990s, have largely 
failed to materialize. 

But even setting aside for the mo-
ment the failure of NAFTA to deliver 
on those promises, even if we accept 
the most optimistic of projections by 
CAFTA’s proponents, there is no sce-
nario under which this helps small 
family farmers in Wisconsin or the Na-
tion. The American market dwarfs the 
CAFTA market, so any benefits will be 
miniscule and concentrated in the mid-
dlemen and large agribusinesses. 

I am afraid to say that is the up side. 
The down side is that CAFTA sets up 
an unfair playing field that could put 
our farmers at a long-term competitive 
disadvantage. 

As my visits with Wisconsin farmers 
have shown me, American farmers are 
not afraid of competition and I would 
not hesitate to put them up against 
any other farmers across the world on 
an equal footing. The problem is that 
CAFTA does not provide this fairness. 
Instead, Wisconsin and the rest of 
America’s farmers are required to meet 
environmental and labor standards to 
both keep the water, air and land clean 
and at the same time pay their employ-
ees a living wage. 

As I have noted, CAFTA does not re-
quire the same standards in other 
countries. 

Our farmers can attest that our envi-
ronmental and labor standards are very 
real and enforced. CAFTA does nothing 
to level the field on which our farmers 
will be asked to compete, and that tilt-
ed playing field apparently extends 
even beyond CAFTA countries. 

For example, ethanol production has 
long been considered an opportunity 
for American farmers to reap greater 
and consistent income from their 
crops, while helping to reduce our de-
pendence on foreign fuel. But under 
CAFTA, Central American countries 
could become a conduit for cheap eth-
anol exports to the United States, im-
porting unlimited amounts of ethanol 
tariff free even if they were blended 
with 50 percent ethanol from non- 
CAFTA countries like Brazil. 

Perhaps most concerning to me is 
that while CAFTA would put American 
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farmers at a competitive disadvantage 
with the relatively small CAFTA mar-
ket, its impact could be far greater. 
CAFTA will likely be used. as the blue-
print for the much larger Free Trade 
Agreement of the Americas. If this re-
treat from the principle of fair trade is 
repeated there, the negative effects 
could be dramatic and felt throughout 
U.S. agriculture. 

Wisconsin has paid a heavy price for 
CAFTA’s predecessors. Since 2000, Wis-
consin has lost nearly 92,000 manufac-
turing jobs. NAFTA, the GATT, and 
most-favored-nation treatment for 
China have devastated local businesses 
and punished working families, taking 
away family-supporting jobs, and offer-
ing lower-paying jobs, if any, in return. 

When the impact of these agreements 
comes crashing down on people’s lives, 
it is clear that we have already traded 
away too much in a series of bad deals. 

CAFTA promises more of the same 
devastation brought by the agreements 
that have come before it, putting our 
businesses, workers and farmers at a 
competitive disadvantage, while also 
undermining the economic develop-
ment that might benefit workers, 
farmers and small businesses in Cen-
tral America. 

This trade agreement fails on every 
count. I urge my colleagues to scrap it 
and tell the administration to come 
back with a deal that is fair to Amer-
ican businesses, workers and farmers, 
as well as the small businesses, work-
ers and farmers of our trading part-
ners. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, under 

the order the Senator from New Jersey 
is recognized next for 10 minutes. I ask 
unanimous consent he be given an ad-
ditional 5 minutes, total of 15, and the 
time to be taken out of the time allo-
cated to Senator DORGAN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator 
from New Jersey is recognized. 

IRAQ 
Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, I 

thank the Senator from Montana. 
Today I want to discuss the speech 
made by the President Tuesday night 
about Iraq. I think it is encouraging 
that the President is reaching out to 
the country and attempting to explain 
his policy in Iraq. But I think, to be 
more effective, the President has to be 
candid and upfront with the American 
people. 

Frankly, in my view, the credible 
speech on this subject should have 
come from the Oval Office, not from a 
stage with uniformed service people all 
around. Apparently, a patriotic back-
drop behind the President, and rows of 
soldiers in dress uniforms, was nec-
essary to speak to the American people 
about the crisis our country faces in 
Iraq. It was, I thought, good theater, 
but not a very informative speech. 
Maybe that is why the soldiers didn’t 
applaud until the White House staff 
urged them on. 

Tuesday night’s staged show re-
minded me of another Hollywood-type 

event, when President Bush declared 
‘‘mission accomplished.’’ We all re-
member this picture very clearly. It 
was on an aircraft carrier, with signs 
up—their authorship was denied by lots 
of people. The Navy personnel were 
standing there directly behind the 
President. The speech took place on 
May 1, 2003, just slightly over 2 years 
ago, when the President said to the 
country at large that major combat 
was over in Iraq. 

How wrong he was. Before the ‘‘mis-
sion accomplished’’ speech on May 1, 
we had lost 139 people and had about 
500 of our troops wounded. Since Presi-
dent Bush’s ‘‘mission accomplished’’ 
declaration, we have lost 1,594 Ameri-
cans in Iraq—versus that 139, 2 years 
ago. Almost 1,600 versus 139; and 12,000 
seriously wounded versus 500 at the 
time, in that 2 years. 

It has been a terrible 2 years. Despite 
the gigantic banner and the theatrical 
presentation on the aircraft carrier 2 
years ago, the mission was not accom-
plished then and it is not accomplished 
now. In fact, the mission isn’t even 
close to being accomplished, as all of 
us in America, and I am sure the Presi-
dent is included, would like to see. 

We are not going to solve our prob-
lems in Iraq through spin and photo 
ops. We will solve these problems only 
with a tangible plan that gets our 
troops home and then we will all truly 
celebrate mission accomplished. Not 
only are we not seeing a plan, but high 
level administration officials seem to 
be in serious disagreement about the 
status of the insurgency. One day we 
saw Vice President CHENEY say that 
the insurgency is in its ‘‘last throes.’’ 
Then a few days later we see Secretary 
Rumsfeld say that the insurgency 
could last ‘‘12 years.’’ 

This war has turned into a quagmire 
and Americans want to hear what 
changes we are making to address our 
growing difficulties in Iraq, and unfor-
tunately a lot of what we heard from 
the President Tuesday night was rhet-
oric. Unfortunately, much of the Presi-
dent’s rhetoric focused on September 
11. But simply referencing September 
11 over and over again does not explain 
how we are going to move forward in 
Iraq. In fact, it only serves to remind 
the American people that our most 
dangerous enemy, Osama bin Laden, is 
still on the loose, and we are all per-
plexed by the statement made by Mr. 
Goss, the head of intelligence, that we 
know where Osama bin Laden is. I 
don’t know why we don’t go get him if 
we know where he is. 

Nearly 4 years after the 9/11 attacks, 
Osama bin Laden, the leader of the ter-
rorist group that killed almost 3,000 
Americans, including 700 of our neigh-
bors and friends from my State of New 
Jersey, continues to inflame his ter-
rorist network. Al-Qaida cannot be ef-
fectively dismantled unless we capture 
bin Laden, and getting him should be 
our No. 1 priority, but it seems it has 
moved its way down on the President’s 
priority list. 

I urge President Bush not to use Sep-
tember 11 again as a way to support 
our failures in Iraq. The American peo-
ple would rather you simply address 
the problems and fix them. 

Poor planning for the war in Iraq is 
causing serious long-term problems for 
our military. Mainly we are failing to 
meet our recruiting goals. Yes, I know 
we had a blip up in the present month, 
but in May the Army fell about 25 per-
cent short of its recruiting target. 
That is after they lowered their target. 
The Army also missed its monthly tar-
gets in April and March and February 
of 2005, each month worse than the one 
before. In February it fell 27 percent 
short. In March the gap was 31 percent 
short. In April it was 42 percent. 
Things are so bad that the Army is 
contemplating $40,000 signing bonuses 
for new recruits. It reminds me of some 
of the bonuses offered athletes who 
sign contracts. That may rival what 
professional ballplayers get. And the 
Army is perhaps going into a new deal 
that allows for very short enlistment 
periods, as low as 15 months of active 
duty. 

The National Guard and Reserves are 
even farther behind in recruiting this 
year. The Army Reserve met only 82 
percent of its May recruitment goal 
and the Marine Corps Reserve met only 
88 percent of its recruiting goal. This 
raises questions. Even if the President 
agrees to send more troops to Iraq, 
where are they going to get them? I 
don’t think it is simply the casualty 
numbers that are hurting recruiting. It 
is a sense that this administration does 
not have a plan for Iraq—and maybe 
they never did. After all, in March of 
2003 Vice President CHENEY predicted 
that the conflict would last ‘‘weeks 
rather than months.’’ Now it is years 
and, according to Secretary Rumsfeld, 
it could be over a decade before the 
country is stabilized. 

What about those Army service men 
and women who return to our country 
and become veterans? Look at how 
they are being treated by this adminis-
tration. My Democratic colleagues 
Senator MURRAY and Senator BYRD 
tried three times to increase funding 
for the VA this year because they un-
derstood that veterans returning from 
Iraq are going to need more help. What 
happened? Republicans voted those 
amendments down each time. Why? Be-
cause the administration kept saying 
‘‘we don’t need the money.’’ 

But just this week the VA Secretary, 
Jim Nicholson, suddenly realized he is 
facing a $1 billion budget shortfall. 
Nicholson said it was ‘‘unexpected.’’ 
Unexpected? How could they not expect 
increased needs from the troops coming 
back from Iraq? We know people are 
being severely wounded there, and re-
turning and needing a lot of attention. 
What kind of message does this send to 
our troops? We forgot to fund your vet-
erans health care needs? I think it is 
shameful and shows a lack of respect. 

Only now, because of embarrassment, 
did we see the other side of the aisle 
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vote for Senator MURRAY’s amendment 
to increase VA funding. All of a sudden 
a prominent member of the Republican 
leadership, the junior Senator from 
Pennsylvania, after repeatedly oppos-
ing increases to VA funding, has be-
come an enthusiastic cheerleader. It is 
interesting how elections motivate 
people. 

Our service men and women and their 
families are getting a raw deal. Be-
cause of the administration’s lack of 
planning, military families are stuck 
with extended tours of duty leading to 
family problems and serious financial 
difficulties. A real eye opener is to talk 
to some of the Reserve and Guard peo-
ple who have returned from Iraq and 
find themselves in desperate situations 
with family problems, upset relation-
ships, financial disaster. It is terrible. 

The bottom line is we need plain, 
straight talk coming out of the White 
House and not staged events such as 
‘‘mission accomplished’’ in Tuesday 
night’s speech. 

One of my distinguished Republican 
colleagues, a combat veteran of the 
Vietnam war, recently said: 

The White House is completely discon-
nected from reality. 

And it is tragically true. 
If the President wants to earn back 

the American people’s trust on his 
Iraqi planning, he needs to start by 
being truthful and admitting some mis-
takes. So far that hasn’t happened and 
I plead with the President and this ad-
ministration: Level with the American 
people. It is a very discouraging pic-
ture out there when we see the casual-
ties mount and the morass thicken. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor with 
this plea: Say it like it is. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. AL-
EXANDER). The Senator from Ohio is 
recognized for 20 minutes. 

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I 
rise today to discuss the Central Amer-
ican Free Trade Agreement—CAFTA. I 
have been a long-time supporter of ex-
panding United States trading rela-
tionships. I believe trade is vital to the 
long-term health of the U.S. economy 
and to raising living standards around 
the globe. Since my days as Governor, 
I have worked to open markets around 
the world for Ohio’s exports. Exports 
are extremely important to the Ohio 
economy. When I was Governor, ex-
ports were one of my four economic de-
velopment priorities. 

During my tenure in the Senate I 
have supported the vast majority of 
trade agreements that have been 
brought before the Senate. However, in 
the last year and a half or so, I have 
been troubled by several aspects of our 
trade policies that I believe severely, 
and understandably, undermine the 
American people’s support, as well as 
my own support, for new trade agree-
ments. 

In particular, I believe the failure of 
the United States to properly enforce 
its existing trade agreements has con-
tributed to growing skepticism of the 
American people about the benefits of 

trade. In particular, the failure to en-
force the intellectual property right 
protections in our trade agreements 
has contributed to a proliferation of 
counterfeiting and pirating of Amer-
ican products across the globe. 

I have met with numerous Ohio busi-
ness leaders whose support for trade 
has been severely tested when their 
company’s products were counterfeited 
by firms operating in countries whose 
governments simply refuse to live up 
to their commitments to protect intel-
lectual property rights. 

I believe in free trade, but the corner-
stone of free trade is the protection of 
property rights. It is unreasonable to 
expect American companies to compete 
against companies from countries that 
do not abide by this basic principle. 

Last year I was so troubled by the 
lack of enforcement of our trade agree-
ments I decided the United States 
should hold off entering into any new 
trade agreements until our enforce-
ment efforts dramatically improved. 
Accordingly, I voted against the Aus-
tralian and Moroccan Free Trade 
Agreements. Those were not popular 
votes, but they were necessary to draw 
attention to the need to enforce our 
trade agreements. 

Although I have been critical of the 
way our trade agreements have been 
enforced, I remain committed to seeing 
the United States continue its leader-
ship in promoting lower trade barriers 
and global trade. My criticism is that 
of a friend of trade and one who wants 
to see the U.S. trade policy succeed. 

Accordingly, I have been very pleased 
with the administration’s new efforts 
to improve the enforcement of our 
trade agreements. Earlier this year, I 
held a hearing by the Homeland Secu-
rity and Governmental Affairs Sub-
committee on Oversight of Government 
Management, the Federal Workforce 
and the District of Columbia, to exam-
ine the administration’s new Strategy 
Targeting Organized Piracy or STOP! 
Program which aimed to combat intel-
lectual property theft abroad and help 
small and medium size businesses pro-
tect their intellectual property. Al-
though much more needs to be done, 
STOP! is off to a very good start. 

I hope my colleagues in the Senate 
will familiarize themselves with the 
STOP! program because it will be of 
great assistance to small businesses in 
States that have had their intellectual 
property rights infringed upon. 

Mr. VOINOVICH. I am very pleased 
with the efforts of Secretary of Com-
merce Thomas Gutierrez and my good 
friend Ambassador Rob Portman at 
USTR to help several Ohio companies, 
victims of intellectual property theft 
abroad. They have shown the impor-
tance of enforcing our trade agree-
ments and are committed to improving 
our enforcement record, especially in 
the area of property rights. I am very 
impressed by how much progress they 
have made during their short tenures 
in raising the issue of intellectual 
property rights abroad, and I am con-

fident they will continue to work close-
ly with Congress to address trade 
issues. 

Our trade policies are only as good as 
the people who execute them. I am 
pleased to say we have excellent lead-
ership right now in Secretary Gutierrez 
and Ambassador Portman. They both 
have a good background on trade. Sec-
retary Gutierrez has firsthand experi-
ence with trade issues due to his work 
as CEO of Kellogg. Ambassador 
Portman has unique knowledge of 
trade legislation as a result of his work 
as a member of the Ways and Means 
Committee while he was a Member of 
Congress. 

Recently, I sent a letter to the Presi-
dent asking him to appoint a coordi-
nator for all of the agencies that deal 
with commerce—Commerce, the Pat-
ent Office, USTR, Homeland Security, 
Customs, Border Patrol, and the Jus-
tice Department. They need someone 
to coordinate them so they get the job 
done. 

I was also pleased to hear Treasury 
Secretary Snow’s comments earlier 
this week that he is prepared to cite 
China if it does not address the yuan’s 
overvalued exchange rate against the 
dollar. 

In light of the administration’s new 
effort to improve enforcement of our 
trade agreements and in consideration 
of the merits of the agreement, I have 
decided to support the Dominican Re-
public-Central America-United States 
Free Trade Agreement. Passage of 
CAFTA will lay the foundation for a 
growing and valuable trade relation-
ship with CAFTA countries as well as 
strengthen the U.S. leadership position 
in promoting global trade. 

I believe CAFTA embodies precisely 
the type of long-term economic plan-
ning that we too often fail to integrate 
into our policies. CAFTA will not only 
facilitate the expansion of trade be-
tween the United States and other 
CAFTA countries by eliminating most 
trade barriers but will also help Amer-
ican companies get on the ground floor 
in those developing countries, ahead of 
our competitors in Europe and in 
China. 

Right now, the CAFTA countries 
have relatively small economies, but 
they have made great progress over the 
last decade. Over the past 5 years 
alone, U.S. exports to Central America 
have increased by 35 percent. As these 
countries continue to grow, we will see 
growing demands for our exports. Pres-
ently, about 44 percent of the region’s 
imports come from the United States, 
so as their economies expand, so will 
purchases of American products. 

Moreover, the United States has al-
ready accorded duty-free treatment to 
more than 80 percent of Central Amer-
ican imports to the United States 
under the Caribbean Basin Trade Part-
nership Act and other trade agree-
ments. As a result, CAFTA is largely a 
one-way lowering of trade barriers by 
the CAFTA countries and will measur-
ably improve our opportunity to export 
to those countries. 
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Presently, the CAFTA countries im-

pose high tariffs on agricultural prod-
ucts, especially on several of Ohio’s top 
agricultural exports such as soybeans, 
corn, dairy products, beef, and pork. 
Under CAFTA, these tariffs will be 
eliminated, making Ohio’s agricultural 
exports much more competitive in the 
CAFTA country. Since most agricul-
tural products from CAFTA countries 
already enter the United States duty 
free, CAFTA levels the playing field 
and gives American farmers the same 
access to the markets in the CAFTA 
countries. For Ohio farmers, CAFTA is 
a good deal. Not surprisingly, CAFTA 
has received support from the Farm 
Bureau, the Ohio Cattlemen Associa-
tion, Soybean Association, Poultry As-
sociation, and, of course, the Ohio Corn 
Growers Association. 

CAFTA is also very important to the 
survival of the U.S. apparel industry. 
Only with open access to CAFTA can 
American apparel compete with China. 
Unless CAFTA is passed, we will see 
the entire American apparel industry 
move to China. 

CAFTA also improves the protection 
of intellectual property in the CAFTA 
countries. Under CAFTA’s intellectual 
property provisions, they are obligated 
to ratify numerous international 
agreements on intellectual property 
rights to which the United States is al-
ready a signatory and will be obligated 
to enforce intellectual property rights. 
The ratification of these agreements is 
a very important step to protecting 
American companies from intellectual 
property theft abroad. While some may 
argue that more needs to be done, the 
fact is, if CAFTA does not pass, Amer-
ican companies will not have the pro-
tection of even those basic agreements. 

We often forget that trade agree-
ments are about more than just trade. 
They are key components of American 
foreign policy. They are one of the best 
ways this country can develop better 
relationships around the globe. At a 
time when I believe the United States 
badly needs to improve its relationship 
with other countries, trade agreements 
offer us an excellent opportunity to 
reach out to the other countries and 
foster economic ties. 

The CAFTA countries are exactly the 
types of countries with which we 
should build better relationships. After 
decades of civil wars, the CAFTA coun-
tries have made dramatic progress to-
ward establishing democracy and mar-
ket-based economies. Because the 
United States is their largest trading 
partner and foreign investor, the 
CAFTA countries need a good trade re-
lationship with the United States to 
fuel their development and help them 
to continue their reforms. By passing 
CAFTA, we can help ensure that our 
southern neighbors succeed in their re-
forms and in the process greatly ex-
pand our influence in the region. I note 
that President Jimmy Carter supports 
CAFTA for precisely this reason. 

It is in the best strategic interest of 
the United States to see that CAFTA 

countries become successful republics 
and do not once again fall victim to 
economic crises and civil wars. The ex-
istence of stable and prosperous coun-
tries in our southern border will not 
only be good for American commerce 
but also good for American security. 

Approval of CAFTA will also send an 
important signal to the countries in 
the region as well as other developing 
countries that the United States is 
committed to assisting them in build-
ing their economies. If the United 
States does not develop closer relation-
ships with these countries, they will 
undoubtedly look elsewhere for help, 
such as the European Union or, more 
troubling, to Cuba, Venezuela, or 
China. Rejection of CAFTA will only 
clear the way for our competitors to 
enter our backyard. In my opinion, a 
defeat of CAFTA is a victory for China 
and Cuba. 

In addition to rejecting CAFTA, it 
would greatly damage Ambassador 
Portman’s ability to open markets for 
U.S. exports at the Doha round of WTO 
negotiations and with respect to the 
planned trade agreement with the An-
dean nations and for the free trade area 
of the Americas. The U.S. trading part-
ners would have a reduced incentive to 
agree to open their markets to U.S. 
goods because they would claim, sin-
cerely or tactically, that the U.S. com-
merce will not be willing to approve a 
final agreement. To get other countries 
to agree to politically unpopular reduc-
tions in trade barriers, the United 
States needs to have credibility that it 
will do the same. 

Since the end of World War II, the 
United States has been the driving 
force in promoting trade liberalization. 
Because of U.S. leadership, global trade 
barriers have steadily fallen for nearly 
60 years, greatly expanding world trade 
and helping to improve living stand-
ards around the world. 

I believe it would be unfair to Ambas-
sador Portman to reject CAFTA and 
undermine his ability to continue the 
U.S. leadership on trade, especially 
given that he only recently assumed 
his post. Members who have worked 
with Ambassador Portman know he is 
very talented and a skilled legislator 
and negotiator who understands the 
importance of close consultations with 
Congress during the negotiation of any 
trade agreement. Hence, I think we 
have a great opportunity to improve 
Congress’s involvement in the negotia-
tion of trade agreements which would 
build support for future trade agree-
ments by having Congress’s concerns 
addressed early in the process. Too 
often, it comes in too late. 

We have somebody there as our new 
U.S. Trade Representative—and I have 
spoken to him about it—who under-
stands because of his legislative experi-
ence that he needs to get over here and 
spend some time with Congress before 
the final touch is put on those trade 
agreements. By voting down CAFTA, 
however, we would undermine Ambas-
sador Portman’s ability to respond to 

our concerns in the future and nego-
tiate better agreements. 

CAFTA is a good agreement which 
will further integrate the United 
States in the world economy and help 
ensure the United States remains the 
world’s leader in global trading. 

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor 
of this agreement. 

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

ator from Montana. 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I have a 

rough understanding that Senator DOR-
GAN will speak next. He is not here. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum 
and ask consent that it be charged 
equally against both sides. 

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. 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 may con-
sume. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I will respond to 
some of the speakers through the 
course of debate on this bill who point-
ed to a report of the International 
Trade Commission on CAFTA as evi-
dence that this trade agreement is not 
meaningful to the United States. 

Let me explain that the Inter-
national Trade Commission is an agen-
cy of the Federal Government, but it is 
an agency that is very independent, 
with 9-year terms for members to 
serve. They do a great deal of research 
in international trade and are very 
well respected for the reports they put 
out. 

This report that was referred to as 
evidence of this trade agreement not 
being helpful to the United States mis-
represents the scope of the Inter-
national Trade Commission estimates 
as well as the scale of the CAFTA 
agreement itself. Critics point to one 
part of the International Trade Com-
mission report which estimates the 
tariff and quota liberalizations under 
the agreement will result in zero per-
cent change in welfare for the United 
States. 

Now, those critics ignore the Com-
mission’s conclusion that if CAFTA is 
fully implemented, overall U.S. welfare 
will increase in a range of $135 million 
to $248 million, with minimal impact 
on U.S. employment and output. 

In fact, the Commission estimates 
that no sector of the U.S. economy is 
likely to experience a decline in out-
put, revenue, or employment greater 
than 2.5 percent once CAFTA is fully 
implemented. 

So critics fail to acknowledge that 
the Commission’s estimates are based 
only on the tariff and quota liberaliza-
tion provided under this agreement. 
The Commission’s estimates do not 
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quantify the other very important ele-
ments of this agreement—which the 
people using this report to justify a 
vote against CAFTA take into consid-
eration—such as the benefits from an 
improved regulatory environment, im-
proved protection of intellectual prop-
erty rights, efforts at trade facilita-
tion, and liberalization of regulations 
governing investment and the provi-
sion of services we will sell to those 
countries of CAFTA. 

The Commission report does not at-
tempt to quantify any broader geo-
political benefit to the United States 
of improved economic well-being and 
political stability in the CAFTA coun-
tries as a result of the agreement. But 
the fact remains that those benefits— 
not referred to by the opponents of this 
agreement, who find it convenient to 
quote one part of a trade commission 
study but not the whole study—the 
fact remains, then, that if you look at 
the whole report of the International 
Trade Commission, those benefits are a 
part of this agreement, as well, and 
will materialize and are obviously good 
reasons for voting for this bill. 

After some critics are done arguing 
that CAFTA is meaningless to the 
United States, they do, however, point 
to another part of the Commission’s re-
port and offer another doom-and-gloom 
scenario. They point to the Trade Com-
mission’s estimates that suggest that 
once CAFTA is implemented we will 
increase our bilateral trade deficit 
with these countries by as much as $110 
million. Those critics ignore the Com-
mission’s conclusion that if you take 
into account likely changes in our 
global pattern of trade, once CAFTA is 
fully implemented, then our overall 
trade deficit is likely to decline by $750 
million. 

Now, how does the figure of $750 mil-
lion get ignored, but a $110-million fig-
ure gets taken into consideration? 
Well, it is quite obvious that the people 
who are quoting from this report quote 
what benefits their position for voting 
against CAFTA and do not look at the 
overall beneficial impact of CAFTA on 
the United States. 

That $750 million is a very important 
number. Our bilateral trade balance 
with individual countries or regions 
may be interesting to consider, but the 
one number that is of significance to 
our economic health is our overall 
trade deficit. According to the ITC, the 
International Trade Commission, 
CAFTA will help reduce that trade def-
icit by $750 million. 

Now, all the people crying about our 
trade deficit, are they going to take 
into consideration $750 million? Why 
on Earth would we walk away from 
that benefit, as the opponents of this 
agreement will have the United States 
do with their ‘‘no’’ vote? 

I hope this dispels the critics’ misin-
formation about CAFTA. The fact is, 
when you read the ITC report in its en-
tirety, it becomes clear that imple-
menting CAFTA offers meaningful ben-
efits to the United States, both in 

terms of improving the economic wel-
fare of the United States and in terms 
of reducing our overall trade deficit. 

Again, CAFTA offers us those bene-
fits with minimal impact on U.S. em-
ployment and output. That is not what 
Senator GRASSLEY says, that is what 
the International Trade Commission 
says. And if you add all the other eco-
nomic and geopolitical benefits that 
are not readily quantified, I believe the 
tremendous benefit of this agreement 
to the United States is then seen in its 
proper light. 

So I urge my colleagues not to be 
misled by the critics. The ITC report 
corroborates that CAFTA will be bene-
ficial to the United States. 

Also, let me suggest that during this 
debate, I have heard much talk about 
the lack of Government policies con-
cerning the trade deficit. I am not here 
to justify any trade deficit. I am not 
here to say those people who say it is 
too big are wrong. But I think I have 
heard left out of this entire debate a 
policy that we have had under Repub-
lican and Democrat administrations 
for a long period of time, and that is, 
the freedom of the American consumer 
to have access to any product made 
anywhere in the world that they want 
to buy. Because we believe in freedom, 
we believe in choice for our consumers. 
We believe the consumer ought to have 
the benefit of choice, of quality, and 
price. And we happen to have the con-
sumers of America buying much and 
saving little. 

Now, is that right? I do not know. 
But people who are concerned about 
our trade deficit, do they want to shut 
off the faucet that allows our con-
sumers to have the choice of anything? 
I may be speaking too sweepingly when 
I say this next sentence but I believe 
we let anything into our country that 
consumers want to buy, except for 
pharmaceutical drugs. Senator DORGAN 
and I have been working together to 
make sure the consumer has that 
choice as well, to drive down prices, 
and give them the best product they 
can get. 

Now, I do not think anybody wants 
to take freedom of choice away from 
American consumers. If we are spend-
ing too much on consumer products, 
importing too much, maybe we ought 
to have more incentives for savings, 
maybe we ought to be, without a doubt, 
enforcing our antitrust laws, 
antisurging laws, countervailing duties 
to be applied, and all those things that 
need to be done about the problem that 
exists. But our deficit is overwhelming 
because of consumer products coming 
into the United States. 

Wal-Mart brings in $18 billion from 
China—$18 billion of our imports; just 
one company. Now, when you go to 
Wal-Mart—I don’t care. I happen to go 
to a Wal-Mart some. I don’t go there as 
much as I go to our small businesses in 
Iowa to buy things but occasionally go 
there. Are you going to take that 
choice away from the American con-
sumer by not having Wal-Mart import? 

I don’t know. I don’t see anybody sug-
gesting that. 

Somehow we are led to believe that 
China is like a Japan with these big 
surpluses. China has a trade deficit as 
well. China has 3 percent of our na-
tional debt in bonds. Japan has 8 per-
cent. Yet you would think that some-
how that 3 percent is a major problem. 

I would suggest that what we ought 
to be doing here is encouraging our 
consumers to buy American, buy 
American, or don’t buy so much con-
sumer goods yourself, and invest that 
money that we send to Japan through 
Wal-Mart directly in U.S. bonds. Buy 
American products. Do as we did in 
World War I and World War II, be patri-
otic and buy U.S. bonds to help our 
economy. 

Consumers in America are king. And 
when consumers in America decide to 
cut down on our trade deficit, it will be 
cut down. I think consumers ought to 
continue to be king in America because 
that is economic freedom, that is indi-
vidualism, that is America. 

Mr. DORGAN. As to the question is 
all this a good thing, has it strength-
ened our country, or is this just gloom 
and doom by those who oppose the cur-
rent trade strategy, my colleague is 
quite right, this is not a strategy that 
is just the George W. Bush strategy. 
This strategy has developed over about 
25 years, although I must say that this 
administration is the most helpful to 
corporate interests that I have seen. 
But it is not just a strategy of the last 
year or two. 

But it is hard—very hard—to take a 
look at these devastatingly dangerous 
trade deficits that get worse and worse 
and worse, and then hear some people 
say it is getting better and better and 
better for us. It is, of course, not get-
ting better for us. 

Ronald Reagan used to tell that old 
story about the young boy who would 
look at the pile of manure and insist 
there must be a Shetland pony some-
place. The fact is, there is no Shetland 
pony here. This is bad news. And the 
quicker we decide to confront it, look 
it square in the eye and decide as a 
country to do something about it, the 
better for our country. 

The question is about freedom. I 
agree with that. It is about freedom, 
freedom for the American consumer, 
also freedom for American workers to 
be able to reasonably expect in this 
great country they will be able to find 
a decent job that pays well with bene-
fits. That is freedom that is important 
as well. 

When American workers are told on a 
Monday or a Friday—most characteris-
tically a Friday—by Maytag or by 
Levi’s or by Fruit of the Loom or by 
Fig Newton cookies or by Huffy bicy-
cles or by Schwinn—and I could go on— 
that their job no longer exists because 
their employer has the freedom to get 
rid of them and hire somebody for 30 
cents an hour—that is freedom. Yes, 
that is freedom. 
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What does it do to the country we 

built? This country was built on a de-
bate in this Chamber about a wide 
range of critically important issues: 
Should you have the right to organize 
as workers? Should you have the right 
to expect to be able to work in a safe 
workplace? Should you have child 
labor laws? Should you prevent dump-
ing pollution into the skies and the 
streams of this country and this world? 
We fought that battle for 100 years. 

Now those who want to avoid those 
onerous restrictions pole vault over all 
of them and say: My jobs are going to 
China. And you American workers? 
Sayonara. See you later. Goodbye. So 
long. It doesn’t matter. You were just 
tools. You were like a wrench or a pair 
of pliers, ready to be thrown away 
when we were done with you. 

I have a lot to talk about this after-
noon and a fair amount of time in 
which to do it. I yield to my colleague 
from Colorado, Senator SALAZAR, 15 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado. 

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, I rise 
today to speak on the Dominican Re-
public-Central America-Free Trade 
Agreement. At the outset, let me say I 
appreciate the efforts of Commerce 
Secretary Gutierrez and his heartfelt 
advocacy for this agreement. I look 
forward to working with him to create 
jobs in Colorado and on trade and com-
merce issues, including future revisions 
to this trade agreement. I have spent 
the last several months learning more 
about the CAFTA agreement, listening 
to individual farmers and ranchers 
throughout Colorado on their concerns 
about being left behind. Based on ex-
tensive deliberation, I regret that I 
must oppose this agreement because it 
continues a policy in Washington that 
forgets huge parts of our country. Let 
me summarize my opposition to this 
agreement. 

First, there are huge parts of our 
country, including the eastern plains of 
Colorado, which have been forgotten by 
administration after administration, 
and they continue to wither on the 
vine. Those rural communities that 
continue to decline in population are 
going to be impacted in a very negative 
way by the implementation of the 
CAFTA agreement. 

Secondly, I am troubled by the fact 
that we have not had a policy to deal 
with the real geopolitical challenges 
that we face with Central and South 
America. When one thinks back to the 
days of John Fitzgerald Kennedy and 
his announcement of an Alliance for 
Progress for the Americas, he had a 
strategy with respect to how we are 
going to make friends both to the 
north and to the south, that we are 
going to help to rebuild the democ-
racies of Central and South America. 

We have not seen that kind of a com-
prehensive policy from this adminis-
tration. Instead, what we have seen is 
an episodic approach to dealing with 
the issues of Latin America. It is for 

those reasons that I have decided to op-
pose this agreement. 

In my State of Colorado, I have seen 
firsthand the forgotten America. Sur-
veys done by the Colorado Department 
of Agriculture have cited steady de-
clines in the number of cattle across 
my State. The inventory of cattle is re-
ported the lowest in Colorado since 
1962. Furthermore, in 2002, 60 percent of 
farms and ranches in Colorado had an-
nual sales of less than $10,000. Specifi-
cally, the eastern plains of Colorado, 
which would be the place most im-
pacted by the CAFTA agreement, is 
truly the place where you see the for-
gotten America in its most difficult of 
times. It is home to farmers and ranch-
ers and small communities that are 
vanishing, left behind by a Washington, 
DC, that has lost touch with what is 
important to the people and to the 
communities of the heartland. The 
eastern plains of Colorado is also home 
to the sugar beet farmers of my State 
who, in 2002, in order to save their 
farms, banded together with over 1,000 
other sugar beet growers in Nebraska, 
Montana, and Wyoming to form the 
Western Sugar Cooperative, a sugar 
processing facility which continues to 
successfully operate today across Colo-
rado and the other States. In order for 
them to do that, they mortgaged their 
homes, their farms, their ranches, their 
tractors in order to be able to build 
this facility for the good of the rural 
communities and the operations they 
represent. 

The sugar beet growers believe that 
DR–CAFTA will set a precedent. It is a 
precedent that will send a message to 
our trade representatives that Con-
gress will continue to allow haphazard 
negotiations of free-trade agreements 
like CAFTA that will chip away at im-
portant industries and programs here 
in the United States. I will do all I can 
not to let these families and these com-
munities continue to wither on the 
vine. 

At the same time, the International 
Trade Commission has stated that the 
U.S. trade deficit with CAFTA coun-
tries is projected to grow by more than 
$100 million. As my good friend from 
North Dakota said, speaking about the 
trade imbalance we are facing, this 
agreement will add to the trade imbal-
ance of our country. Therefore, other 
Colorado organizations and many farm-
ers and ranchers from throughout my 
State have joined together in opposi-
tion to CAFTA. It is uncommon in my 
State, frankly, to find the Colorado 
Farm Bureau and the Rocky Mountain 
Farmers Union coming together and 
speaking with one voice, saying this 
agreement is bad for agriculture. Yet it 
has happened with respect to this 
agreement. They both say this agree-
ment is bad for agriculture. 

I also recognize that trade agree-
ments are fundamentally geopolitical 
documents with important impacts on 
our foreign policy. It pains me person-
ally to have to vote against this agree-
ment. I do so because I recognize that 

many of our friends in these six coun-
tries see it as an important symbol of 
America’s commitment to them. It 
pains me that I am not able to vote for 
this agreement. I do so, looking back 
at the history of our relationship be-
tween the United States and the Cen-
tral American countries. During the 
1980s, this country spent $5 billion on 
Central America in an effort to ensure 
that democracy and freedom markets 
triumphed in that part of our troubled 
world. Because of the courage and 
strength of our Central American 
friends, like Archbishop Oscar Romero, 
we see a region today that is defined by 
democracy and freedom, a region about 
which we could only have dreamed a 
short 20 years ago. 

It is in that context that I have come 
to conclude that this agreement is a 
missed opportunity. Twenty years ago, 
you could not pick up a newspaper any-
where in the United States without a 
headline on the front page talking 
about some event or some episode in 
Central America. Today those coun-
tries barely merit a mention in an oc-
casional newspaper. Presidents in the 
last 100 years have pursued the good 
policy, the Alliance for Progress, and 
the Summit of the Americas, and so 
forth. These policies have been pursued 
through administrations in differing 
parties, Democrats and Republicans, 
but they all shared a sense of commit-
ment and focus on Latin America. I am 
sad to conclude that the last several 
years have seen a policy that has been, 
at best, disinterested in the issues of 
South America and Central America. 

Consider this: The President’s flag-
ship foreign assistance program, the 
Millennium Challenge, has yet to dis-
tribute a single dime to Central Amer-
ica. Next, in the President’s budget re-
quest for this year, Government invest-
ments in each of the countries subject 
to this agreement were cut, not in-
creased. And finally, Latin America 
rarely appears in the administration’s 
public remarks, despite the challenges 
of extreme poverty in Central America 
and democratic instability throughout 
the Andean region of South America. 
Supporters of this agreement are now 
telling us that to vote against CAFTA 
is to vote against Latin America. That 
could only be true if you believe that 
our policy toward this important re-
gion should be based only on a single 
trade agreement. It is not. It should 
not be. I have personally urged the 
President to work with members of 
both parties to reinvigorate our policy 
toward this important region of our 
world. 

Such a policy would do a number of 
things. For example, it would consoli-
date the democratic gains the region 
has made throughout the last two dec-
ades by investing in democratic par-
ties. Instead of deepening democracy, 
the United States seems paralyzed as 
we watch democracy take hits in coun-
tries such as Venezuela and Bolivia. 
Next, we must battle underdevelop-
ment in the region by investing in its 
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people and microenterprise, health 
care, and education. Instead, Latin 
America is the only region that has not 
seen increases in U.S. Government in-
vestment in the last several years. Fi-
nally, we should fight corruption and 
deepen law enforcement cooperation to 
fight the scourge of illegal narcotics 
that passes through Central America 
on its way to our streets, affecting our 
kids and increasing criminality within 
our own communities. 

Such a policy should be, and must be, 
based on a vision larger than a single 
agreement. I regret that the tremen-
dous energy the administration is now 
expending on this agreement has not 
laid out a vision and plan for the larger 
challenges, such as illegal immigra-
tion, drug trafficking, poverty, and the 
other issues that affect this important 
region of our hemisphere. That is why, 
in my view, this agreement represents 
a lost opportunity of action for our Na-
tion. 

Lastly, let me say that I support 
trade for the Americas. I support trade 
for our Nation. I recognize that in-
creased trade is good for our economy, 
for our businesses, farmers, workers, 
and families. But again, I wish we were 
here today talking about how we are 
opening new markets for our pro-
ducers. Even under the most optimistic 
scenario, when this agreement is fully 
implemented, U.S. world exports are 
expected to increase by only a minus-
cule amount, if at all, to this small re-
gion. We simply need to do better at 
opening new markets, not just spend 
our time fighting to keep those we al-
ready have. If we spend all of our time 
fighting yesterday’s battles on market 
access, we will miss the opportunity to 
leverage the major market opportuni-
ties that we have. That is why I have 
spent much of my first 6 months in the 
Senate working with the Department 
of Commerce and State to promote new 
markets, particularly for Colorado’s 
agricultural products. That is why I 
asked Secretary Gutierrez to come to 
Denver last weekend to speak with 
Colorado’s business, labor, and agricul-
tural leaders. I am grateful for the Sec-
retary having made this trip. I appre-
ciated his candid discussion with my 
constituents in Colorado. That is why I 
have met with the Ambassador of 
China to urge him to send a trade dele-
gation to Colorado on trade opportuni-
ties. And that is why I met with the di-
rector of the Taiwan Economic and 
Cultural Office to urge Taiwan to send 
a delegation to Colorado for the same 
reason. 

At the end of the day, I am hopeful 
there will be a CAFTA I can support. 
But just as importantly, I hope even 
more that we, as a Federal Govern-
ment, will redouble our efforts to pro-
mote American exports into new mar-
kets around the world, including our 
own backyard. 

As I have deliberated on how to vote 
on this important agreement, I have 
thought a lot about Archbishop Ro-
mero, a courageous voice for dignity, 

change, and opportunity in Central 
America, and the lessons that we 
learned from his martyrdom in El Sal-
vador. Shortly before he was assas-
sinated, he said in Spanish: 

El Reino está ya misteriosamente 
presente en nuestra tierra; cuando 
venga el Señor, se consumará Ésta es 
la esperanza que nos alienta a los 
cristianos. Sabemos que todo esfuerzo 
por majorar una sociedad, sobre todo 
cuando está tan metida esa injusticia y 
el pecado, es un esfuerzo que Dios 
bendice, que Dios quiere, que Dios nos 
exige. 

(English translation of the above state-
ment is as follows:) 

God’s reign is already present on our 
Earth in mystery. When the Lord 
comes, it will be brought to perfection. 
That is the hope that inspires Chris-
tians. We hope that every effort to bet-
ter society, especially when injustice 
and sin are so ingrained, is an effort 
that God blesses, that God wants, that 
God demands of us. 

This agreement is not our best work 
as a nation. As we try to improve our 
society and the societies of Central 
America and the Dominican Republic, 
we can do better. 

I hope we get the chance to do better. 
I look forward to working with the ad-
ministration to craft a better agree-
ment with CAFTA. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota is recognized. 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I com-

pliment my colleague from Colorado. 
These have not been easy issues for 
him. I appreciate his position and un-
derstand it fully. I think he has rep-
resented that position well in the com-
ments he offered today. We share—per-
haps in some cases for different rea-
sons—a feeling that this trade agree-
ment is not a good one for our country. 

I yield 10 minutes to my colleague 
from Michigan, Senator STABENOW. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan is recognized. 

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I 
thank my friend and eloquent leader on 
this issue, the Senator from North Da-
kota. 

Mr. President, I rise today, also, to 
share my great concern about this 
agreement and to oppose what I view 
as an unfair trade agreement. We can 
do much better than this. This country 
has been in an economic slump since 
2001, and since then we have lost more 
than 2.7 million manufacturing jobs. 
Certainly, in my State, it has never 
been more clear as we see the headlines 
every day regarding job loss, jobs going 
to Mexico, China, and India—every 
day, headline after headline. 

At the same time, we have grown 
record budget deficits and a record 
trade deficit. Workers are losing their 
health care and higher education is be-
coming even more expensive. What is 
the response? Well, the administration 
decides to push through a CAFTA trade 
agreement that will dig the job holes 
even deeper. This makes absolutely no 
sense to me. 

This agreement will cost us jobs. It 
will increase our trade deficit. It will 
hurt our country’s middle class, the 
backbone of our economy, our way of 
life. What makes us different from 
other countries is that rather than just 
having a few very wealthy people and a 
lot of poor people, we have a vibrant 
middle class, people who work hard, 
save, put their kids through college, 
and they know they can count on hav-
ing—up until this point—a pension 
when they retire or they receive health 
care through their jobs. All of that is 
at risk right now for the people in 
Michigan and others around the coun-
try. 

This fight that we are having, this 
debate, is critically important. I think 
there is not a more critical debate to 
have on whether we are going to con-
tinue to support American businesses 
and American jobs and the American 
middle class. That is really what is at 
stake. We should pass legislation that 
will be creating jobs. We should be 
passing legislation that will lower the 
trade deficit and will create more ac-
cess to health care, lowering the cost 
of care and for college. There is a lot 
we should be doing. 

Unfortunately, I have concluded that 
this trade pact really moves us back-
ward. It will lead us to more offshoring 
of American jobs. It would be better ti-
tled ‘‘NAFTA part II.’’ 

However, so that I am not misunder-
stood, I do support trade. Obviously, 
the debate about trade or not to trade 
is not the right debate anymore. You 
could not put a wall up around this 
country if you wanted to. The Internet 
reaches anywhere. The question is, Are 
we going to be smart so that we can 
compete up rather than down, compete 
in a way that increases the middle 
class in other countries that will buy 
our products rather than losing our 
middle class and exporting our jobs? 
What is at stake here is really funda-
mental. 

I have supported trade agreements in 
the past. In fact, I voted in favor of six 
trade agreements in the last 4 years. I 
will give you an example of one of 
them. I supported the United States- 
Australia trade agreement because our 
economies are similar. Our workers get 
paid roughly the same amount of 
money. Our companies can sell their 
products in Australia because it has a 
high minimum wage, sound environ-
mental laws, and good labor standards. 
We can sell and trade back and forth. 

Unfortunately, the CAFTA agree-
ment does exactly the opposite. This 
packet will ship jobs overseas and pro-
vide fewer export markets for Amer-
ican companies, and it is because in 
these countries the minimum wage is 
very low. In Guatemala, the minimum 
wage is 25 cents an hour. I don’t want 
our workers having to compete with 25 
cents an hour. You cannot live on that. 
Mr. President, how can we expect to 
export to a market and compete with 
an economy where workers make 25 
cents an hour, and there are no basic 
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environmental laws and labor stand-
ards? I want to compete with a country 
where you can drink their water, where 
they can live on their wage, where we 
are competing up, not down. 

I believe we should try to support 
agreements that actually lift up work-
ers in other countries as well as our 
own, as I said, so they can purchase our 
products. That is not what this does. 
Tragically, the countries involved in 
the CAFTA agreement are poor coun-
tries. For example, the median GDP in 
Nicaragua is only $2,300 a year. And 40 
percent of all workers covered under 
the agreement survive on less than $2 
per day. It would make sense if we were 
putting in place an agreement that 
would raise those wages so they can 
buy our products. But I fear, from what 
I have seen in the past, that will not be 
the case. The entire purchasing power 
of all six of the CAFTA countries com-
bined is less than the purchasing power 
of half of the city of Detroit. 

We are not competing on an equal 
playing field in this CAFTA agreement. 
I ask, how many Nicaraguans are going 
to be able to buy a $20,000 automobile 
made in Michigan? We want them to 
buy cars made in Michigan, by the 
way, Mr. President. We all know those 
who don’t understand history are 
forced to repeat it. I am afraid that is 
what is happening. 

When we look at NAFTA, after Con-
gress passed NAFTA, hundreds of thou-
sands of American jobs were lost to 
Mexico. It is still happening. Last year, 
Electrolux, a plant in Greenville, MI, 
that makes refrigerators, announced 
they were going to move to Mexico, 
with 2,700 good-paying jobs gone. Why? 
So they can pay $1.50 an hour in Mex-
ico, with no health benefits. This is 
having a devastating effect on a small 
town community in the middle of 
Michigan. That is not the only story. 
There are hundreds of those. 

Right now, if we use NAFTA as a 
comparison, we see that over the past 
11 years U.S. workers have lost nearly 
a million jobs due to the growing trade 
deficits with our NAFTA partners. Dur-
ing the same time period, real wages in 
Mexico went down. Now, it would be 
different if it were true that wages 
went up, as we often hear, because that 
would make sense economically. But 
instead, in Mexico, wages have fallen, 
while the number of people living in 
poverty in Mexico has actually grown. 
It makes no sense to follow that line 
out again with another trade agree-
ment. Since NAFTA took effect in 1994, 
the U.S. trade deficit with Canada and 
Mexico has ballooned to 12 times its 
pre-NAFTA size, reaching $111 billion 
in 2004. 

I believe we can expect more of the 
same from CAFTA, unfortunately. We 
can do better than this for American 
farmers, we can do better for American 
businesses, we can do better for Amer-
ican workers, and for American fami-
lies. I hope we will reject this proposal 
and send them back to the drawing 
board. There are other models, other 

prototypes that have gotten it right. 
There are other agreements we have 
voted for on this floor that do a better 
job of creating and protecting our mid-
dle class and our jobs and businesses in 
America than this agreement. We can 
do better than this. We need to do bet-
ter than this. I urge my colleagues to 
reject this agreement. 

We are once again rushing into a 
trade agreement that doesn’t help, and 
in fact, has the potential to hurt Amer-
ican workers and their families. 

This country has been in an eco-
nomic slump since 2001. Since that 
time, we have lost more than 2.7 mil-
lion manufacturing jobs. 

At the same time, we have grown 
record budget deficits and record trade 
deficits. Workers are losing their 
health care and higher education is be-
coming ever more expensive. And, in 
Michigan we suffer from the nation’s 
highest state unemployment rate. 

What is this administration’s re-
sponse? It has decided to push the 
CAFTA trade treaty that will dig the 
jobs hole even deeper. And, the admin-
istration has stripped out a trade ad-
justment assistance provision that 
would have helped workers displaced 
by CAFTA. 

This trade pact moves this Nation 
backwards. It will lead to more 
offshoring of American jobs. 

It will cost us jobs, increase our 
trade deficit and hurt our country’s 
middle class. It will turn the haves into 
the have-mores and the have-nots into 
have-nothings. 

We should be negotiating trade 
agreements that involve exporting 
products, not jobs and we should pass 
legislation that will help create jobs, 
lower our trade deficit, and help work-
ing families get access to health care 
and college. 

However, so that I am not misunder-
stood I support free trade on a level 
playing field. I have voted in favor of 
six free-trade agreements over the past 
4 years. 

For example, I voted for the U.S. 
Australia Free Trade Agreement be-
cause when we trade with Australia we 
trade on a level playing field. 

That agreement works because our 
economies are similar and our workers 
get paid roughly the same wage. Our 
companies can sell their products in 
Australia because it has a high min-
imum wage, sound environmental laws 
and good labor standards. 

Unfortunately, the CAFTA agree-
ment goes in exactly the opposite di-
rection. 

This agreement will ship jobs over-
seas and provide few export markets 
for American companies. 

My State of Michigan certainly will 
not benefit because this agreement 
does not provide a meaningful export 
market for Michigan manufacturers. 

That is because in order to have an 
export market you need to be selling to 
people who can afford your goods. But 
the typical wage in the CAFTA coun-
tries is very low. 

Tragically, these countries are poor. 
For example, the median GDP in Nica-
ragua is only $2,300 per year. 

And 40 percent of all workers covered 
under this agreement survive on less 
than $2 per day. 

The entire purchasing power of all 
six of the CAFTA countries combined 
is half that of the city of Detroit alone. 

In Guatemala, the minimum wage is 
approximately 25 cents an hour. 

How can we expect to export to a 
market where workers make 25 cents 
an hour and lack basic environmental 
laws and labor standards? 

We should try to lift up the impover-
ished workers in these countries so 
they can purchase American made 
products. But this agreement will not 
do that. 

As we all know, those who do not un-
derstand history are forced to repeat 
it. Let’s take a look at what has hap-
pened in recent history. 

After Congress passed NAFTA, hun-
dreds of thousands of American jobs 
were lost to Mexico. And it is still hap-
pening. Just last year, Electrolux 
closed a plant in Greenville, MI, and 
put 2,700 high paid workers on the 
street. 

Despite the fact that the company 
was making a profit and its workers 
were productive, the management 
closed the plant in Greenville and will 
soon open a new one in Mexico. 

If we use NAFTA as a comparison we 
see that over the past 11 years U.S. 
workers have lost nearly 1 million jobs 
due to growing trade deficits with our 
NAFTA partners. 

During the same time, real wages in 
Mexico have fallen while the number of 
people living in poverty there has 
grown, according to the Carnegie En-
dowment for International Peace. 

Since NAFTA took effect in 1994, the 
U.S. trade deficit with Canada and 
Mexico has ballooned to 12 times its 
pre-NAFTA size, reaching $111 billion 
in 2004. Imports from our NAFTA part-
ners outpaced exports to them by more 
than $100 billion, displacing workers in 
industries as diverse as autos, aircraft, 
apparel and consumer electronics. 

I believe we can expect more of the 
same under CAFTA. 

American farmers have also felt the 
impacts of NAFTA. We quickly discov-
ered that this trade deal was no deal 
because it accelerated the agricultural 
products trade deficit. 

Consider that in the three years be-
fore NAFTA our trade surplus with 
Mexico and Canada increased by $203 
million. 

After NAFTA, our surplus fell by $1.5 
billion. 

The result is that some American 
crops, like tomatoes, have been pushed 
to the brink of extinction. 

Also, in 1994, Congress passed the 
General Agreement on Tariffs and 
Trade more commonly known as 
GATT. 

After we signed that agreement, we 
began to lose jobs to India, Indonesia 
and other East Asian countries. 
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Now, workers in India are doing 

thousands of jobs that Americans used 
to do. 

They now staff call centers, provide 
technical support for our computer 
networks, and even process our tax 
forms and read our medical x-rays. 

To make matters worse, we passed so 
called most favored trade status for 
China in 1998. And since then, hundreds 
of thousands of Americans jobs are now 
done in China. 

Mr. President, you would think that 
after what has happened after previous 
trade agreements that we would know 
better than to pass another free trade 
agreement with countries that don’t 
share our wage structure, labor stand-
ards, or environmental standards. 

Before we pass another free-trade 
agreement, why don’t we first enforce 
our existing trade agreements. 

Currently, two of our major trading 
partners, China and Japan, are vio-
lating world trade rules by manipu-
lating their currencies, which has the 
effect of making their products cheaper 
here and our products more expensive 
over there. 

Additionally, China refuses to seri-
ously combat the rampant counter-
feiting of auto parts. 

This hurts Michigan companies and 
costs American workers their jobs. 
This is unacceptable. 

That is why I, along with Senators 
GRAHAM and BAYH, have introduced a 
bill that would create a trade pros-
ecutor. This ambassador-level position 
within the office of the U.S. Trade Rep-
resentative would be appointed by the 
President and confirmed by the Senate, 
with the authority to ensure compli-
ance with trade agreements to protect 
our manufacturers against unfair trade 
practices. 

In practical terms, this prosecutor 
will have the authority to investigate 
and recommend prosecuting cases be-
fore the World Trade Organization and 
under trade agreements to which the 
United States is a party. 

Senator GRASSLEY has assured me 
that this approach would be seriously 
debated while we continue to move for-
ward on trade reauthorization and I 
look forward to working with him on 
this important piece of legislation. 

In addition to enforcing our current 
trade laws, we should pass other legis-
lation that would help protect our jobs. 

First, we should close loopholes in 
the tax code that actually reward com-
panies for shipping jobs overseas. Sen-
ator DORGAN has introduced such legis-
lation to do so. Why aren’t we passing 
that in the Senate? 

Second, why don’t we help our com-
panies deal with the runaway cost of 
health care so they can be more com-
petitive overseas and keep our jobs 
here? 

Third, why aren’t we more aggres-
sively moving comprehensive pension 
reform to help our workers and compa-
nies through this very difficult eco-
nomic time? 

Fourth, while we are building infra-
structure over in Iraq, why can’t we do 

the same here at home? Our roads, 
bridges, transit systems, and sewer sys-
tems are in dire need of repair. Why 
aren’t we setting aside the resources 
now to repair them? Doing so would 
create hundreds of thousands of new 
jobs. 

Finally, why aren’t we doing more to 
invest in new science and technology 
so our companies can better compete in 
the future? With very little federal 
funding, we are on the verge of pro-
ducing a commercially viable hydrogen 
car and being the leader in the world 
on stem cell research. 

So, Mr. President, I ask my col-
leagues, why aren’t we using our time 
to pass job producing legislation? How 
can we ask our workers to compete 
against economies that don’t allow for 
collective bargaining, that don’t main-
tain reasonable environmental stand-
ards, and don’t maintain workplace 
safety requirements on par with the 
U.S.? 

It is not fair to their workers and it 
is certainly not fair to our workers. 

Why don’t we work with these coun-
tries to help lift up their workers? 
Let’s work with them to raise wages, 
provide health care, protect their envi-
ronment and then we can enter into a 
free-trade agreement. 

This agreement represents a race to 
the bottom. 

A race to the bottom makes the 
world a poorer place—not a richer one. 

There are many things we can do to 
increase our trade with the world in a 
commonsense way. CAFTA is not one 
of them. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

The Senator from Texas is recog-
nized. 

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I 
rise to speak in favor of this agree-
ment. Twelve years ago, I rose in this 
Chamber to speak about NAFTA to ex-
press a vision that free trade will one 
day encompass all of North, Central, 
and South America. Today, we have an 
opportunity to further that vision by 
entering into an agreement that will 
strengthen U.S. trade relations and 
promote democratic reform in Central 
America. 

CAFTA will provide the U.S. exports 
with market access to Central Amer-
ica, similar to the duty-free access we 
have given Central American exports. 
Although nearly 80 percent of Central 
American and the Dominican Republic 
exports enter the U.S. duty free, Amer-
ica continues to pay high tariffs on 
over $1.5 billion of annual exports to 
Central America, our tenth largest ex-
port market globally. 

CAFTA rectifies this inconsistency 
by providing open market access to 
U.S. goods, services, and farm product 
exports. Specifically, over 80 percent of 
U.S. consumer and industrial product 
exports to Central America and the Do-
minican Republic will be duty free im-
mediately upon implementation of 
CAFTA. The remaining tariffs are 
phased out over 10 years. 

Almost 20 years ago, Central Amer-
ican countries were ruled by dictators 
and communist insurgencies creating 
chaos and fostering corruption. With 
American support and encouragement, 
Central America has evolved into a re-
gion of fragile democracies. Elected 
leaders are welcoming freedom and en-
couraging economic diversity, while 
looking to the United States for a 
means to develop a mutually beneficial 
relationship. CAFTA allows the United 
States to strengthen the economic ties 
we currently have with Central Amer-
ica and the Dominican Republic, while 
supporting political stability. 

History shows us that bilateral and 
regional free-trade agreements pro-
mote economic growth by significantly 
increasing U.S. exports. In my home 
State of Texas, exports to Chile have 
doubled since the Chile free-trade 
agreement was implemented in 2004. 
The success of NAFTA in the last 10 
years yields similar results. Since 
NAFTA was implemented, combined 
exports from America to Mexico and 
Canada have increased by more than 
150 percent in Texas, and 113 percent 
nationally. 

CAFTA shows the same promise and 
encourages U.S. growth as well. One 
out of ten jobs in the United States de-
pends on exports. Similarly, foreign 
companies which invest in the United 
States create jobs. In fact, since 1990, 
foreign companies have invested more 
than $1.5 trillion and employed more 
than 6 million U.S. workers. Free-trade 
agreements encourage export growth 
and help create jobs. 

I think it is important, also, to look 
at this from a hemispheric point of 
view. I do believe that it is important 
that we have free trade from the very 
north, Canada, all the way through the 
tip of South America. Strengthening 
our hemisphere will be good for Amer-
ica, and it will be good for every coun-
try in this hemisphere. It will also help 
us with many of the problems that we 
face with disparate economies. Many of 
our immigration issues come from peo-
ple wanting to come to the United 
States because they cannot earn a liv-
ing for their own families where they 
live. It is not that they want to leave 
their countries, it is that they are try-
ing to provide for their families. If we 
have more free trade in our hemi-
sphere, people will be able to support 
their families where they live, and we 
will have healthy economic relations 
with those countries rather than deal-
ing with that on the basis of an immi-
gration problem. 

So I do think that as we are looking 
at the places where we can strengthen 
economies, and where it is in our best 
interests to strengthen economies, we 
should look in our own backyard. We 
are having trade issues with China and 
with the European Union. Why not 
look to our own hemisphere, our own 
backyard, for strengthened relation-
ships? That is what CAFTA will con-
tinue us on the right track to do. We 
have NAFTA and now we have Canada, 
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the United States and Mexico; we have 
Chile and we have other countries in 
South America. I think the Central 
American agreement will add another 
component to that. 

I want free trade with every country 
in South America with which we can 
get an agreement. This is a very impor-
tant part of our long-term stability 
and the strength of our economy and 
the economy of our whole hemisphere. 

I hope we will look at the big picture. 
I know that many Senators are con-
cerned about jobs in their States and 
the impact this might have. Many peo-
ple in Texas were very concerned about 
NAFTA because of the labor being less 
expensive just across the border, but 
NAFTA has been an overall plus for 
Texas, as it has been for America. We 
want to continue to strengthen our re-
lationships with Mexico, Central Amer-
ica, and all the way through the tip of 
South America. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues 
to support this agreement. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
time I consumed be charged to Senator 
GRASSLEY. 

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

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

ator from North Dakota. 
Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I yield 

such time as I may consume from my 
allocation. 

There has been some discussion 
today about the U.S. International 
Trade Commission report on the 
CAFTA agreement. One of the com-
plaints although not stated directly, is 
that this is an independent agency. 
Funny thing, independent agencies 
seem to be the most reliable agencies, 
at least, they are around this town. We 
do not get material from them that is 
colored one way or the other. It is an 
independent analysis. 

This probably is the most dev-
astating critique of CAFTA. We have 
all of these people who load up their 
saddlebags and rush to the floor of the 
Senate telling us how wonderful this is 
going to be. They pull out all the 
goodies and say how terrific this trade 
agreement is for America. The problem 
is it is at odds with the independent 
analysis from the U.S. International 
Trade Commission. 

They say effects of tariff removal 
under this agreement are likely to re-
sult in virtually no benefit to our coun-
try. They say there will be little or no 
benefit to U.S. consumers. It says little 
or no change in U.S. production in dis-
tinct industry sectors, with one excep-
tion; the largest decrease in production 
is for manufactured sugar and sugar 
crops, of which the output of both will 
decrease. 

Then it says this will increase our 
trade deficit by $100 million. I don’t 
know, maybe it is confusing to throw 
facts into this discussion about the-
ology and economics and trade and all 
the things that are going on here. But 
here is a set of facts that is pretty hard 

for people to refute. They say, I have 
heard: ‘‘You have to read the entire 
ITC report.’’ I don’t know, maybe so. I 
have looked at this report. I am read-
ing the summary and the sector re-
sults, and it says if we sign on to this 
trade agreement, there is really no 
benefit to American consumers, vir-
tually no benefit to American con-
sumers, but a detriment to sugar pro-
ducers and an increase in the trade def-
icit by $100 million. 

I went to a really small school, but I 
learned in a small school that this 
would add up to a net deficit for our 
country. I do not understand how 
someone looks at this and says: ‘‘All 
right, I have looked at this. It says this 
is bad for our country, but I think it is 
good for our country. And the problem 
is this is an independent agency.’’ 

That is a problem having an inde-
pendent analysis on issues such as this 
that take off the rosy glasses and say: 
Look, here is what you are dealing 
with. 

Let me put a few charts up to show a 
few of the facts. I have said many 
times that everyone is entitled to their 
own opinion on this floor, but not ev-
erybody is entitled to their own set of 
facts. Facts are stubborn things. Let’s 
talk about them. 

Since NAFTA began in 1994—that is 
the North American Free Trade Agree-
ment—that is when we hooked Mexico 
and Canada with our trade. At that 
point, we had a slight trade surplus 
with Mexico. We have been able to 
ratchet that up to a huge deficit 
through this trade agreement. We had 
a modest trade deficit with Canada, 
and that has now become a huge trade 
deficit through this agreement. 

We have lost about 71,000 family 
farms. We have had a drop in agricul-
tural trade surplus with Mexico and 
Canada by 71 percent. There have been 
900,000 manufacturing jobs lost. There 
has been a drop in net farm income of 
22 percent. 

I have told my colleagues, and I will 
tell them again, one day I drove to the 
Canadian border with a farmer named 
Earl Jensen. We got up to that border 
with a 12-year-old orange truck. This 
little old orange truck had about 150 
bushels of durum wheat on it. So in an 
old orange truck, we pull up to the Ca-
nadian border. All the way to the 
United States-Canadian border, we had 
been meeting trucks hauling Canadian 
wheat into our country at secret prices 
which had been set by the Canadian 
Wheat Board, a sanctioned state mo-
nopoly in Canada that would be illegal 
in our country. All the way to our bor-
der we met these 18 wheelers hauling 
Canadian grain into our country. 

Earl Jensen and I, with our little or-
ange truck, get to the border, and they 
would not let us through. You cannot 
take American durum into Canada. It 
was not just us with the orange truck. 
There was a woman from Bowman, ND, 
who married a Canadian. She went to 
Canada for Thanksgiving. She got some 
wheat, put it in a paper sack and put it 

in the car because she wanted to use 
that to grind up and produce whole 
wheat bread. ‘‘You cannot do that,’’ 
they said, when she got to the border. 
‘‘You have to dump out that sack of 
wheat.’’ At the same time, we were 
flooded with Canadian durum coming 
into our country. 

Fair trade? Of course not. It is ab-
surdly unfair. Nobody is willing to do a 
thing about it. It all came about be-
cause of NAFTA. We had a written 
agreement from Clayton Yeutter, who 
said representations of good faith in 
NAFTA are there will not be a substan-
tial increase of grain trade across the 
border. In fact, that happened imme-
diately by the Canadian Wheat Board— 
as I said, a sanctioned monopoly that 
would be illegal in this country—ship-
ping into this country at secret prices 
a massive quantity of grain, taking 
money right out of the pockets of 
American farmers. 

Earl Jensen can probably be excused, 
at the Canadian border stop that after-
noon, wondering how on Earth our 
Government policy allows Canadian 
grain to flood into our marketplace, 
and he and I cannot drive a 12-year-old 
orange truck into Canada with just a 
small amount of U.S. wheat. 

The answer is quite simple. These 
trade agreements are incompetently 
negotiated, No. 1, and, No. 2, they are 
not enforced. That is where we are. 
That is what has happened since 
NAFTA. All bad news: A drop in the 
trade surplus in agricultural goods 
with Mexico and Canada; massive lost 
jobs in agriculture; 71,000 family farms 
lost. 

But it is not all bad news. It is bad 
news for the little guy. Corporate agri-
business profits are up 175 percent. 
Pretty good for them. The trade deficit 
with Mexico and Canada increased 266 
percent. There is $4.3 billion in agricul-
tural trade deficits with these two 
countries. 

The point is not everybody lost. You 
see, the corporate agribusiness profits 
went up when we lost farms and jobs. 
The little bee sucks the blossom, the 
big bee gets the honey; the little guy 
picks the cotton, the big guy gets the 
money. Bob Wills & His Texas Play-
boys sang that 70 years ago and it still 
applies today and it applies in these 
trade agreements. 

The U.S. Government estimates that 
CAFTA will increase the trade deficit 
by $100 million. That is the ITC report 
I just described. 

I don’t know how anyone can come to 
the floor of the Senate and say: I have 
my own set of glasses. I haven’t 
cleaned them for a long time, but when 
I look through these glasses, I see 
nothing but nirvana, nothing but good 
news, when, in fact, no matter what 
glasses you wear around here, here is 
the ITC report which says this trade 
agreement we are about to sign onto 
will increase this country’s deficit. 

This trade agreement, of course, is 
one more bit of the circular economic 
winds. This chart shows CAFTA will 
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allow transshipment of foreign textiles 
through Central American markets 
from China, from Canada, down 
through the CAFTA countries into the 
United States. 

Somebody said today to me: ‘‘So 
what. It happens anyway.’’ Are we all 
giving up on helping American jobs re-
main viable? I don’t understand that. 

Let me talk for a moment about 
sugar. There has been a lot of discus-
sion about sugar. Sugar is an inter-
esting commodity. I happen to like 
sugar. We produce sugar beets in the 
Red River Valley. All of us can be ex-
cused for liking something quite as 
wonderful as sugar. It, in fact, is or-
ganic. You plant a beet in the ground, 
watch that green stuff come up, and 
then see the growth and then pull that 
beet out of the ground during the beet 
harvest, run it through a plant, slice it, 
dice it, squash it, and get the juice out 
of it. It doesn’t smell so hot in that 
plant when they are processing it, but 
pretty soon you have sugar, and most 
sugar in this world is traded country to 
country on long-term contracts. That 
is the way most sugar is traded in the 
world, country to country, in long- 
term contracts. 

The sugar that is outside of that, the 
sugar that is left over or in surplus is 
what is called dump sugar. It moves 
around the world at very low prices, 
just pennies a pound, very low prices. 
That is what our colleagues who know 
nothing about sugar, except the taste, 
come to the floor and lecture us about: 
‘‘Well, the world price of sugar is a 
nickel or 6 cents.’’ Sorry, that is not 
the world price, that is the dump price 
for sugar. You cannot raise sugar for 
that. You cannot grow sugar beets for 
that. Most of the sugar is traded at 
higher prices than that on long-term 
contracts. 

We have a sugar industry in this 
country, and we have a sugar program 
in this country. Some do not like it, es-
pecially those who produce candy bars 
do not like it. The last time we had a 
debate on the floor of the Senate about 
sugar, I held up a Baby Ruth candy bar 
and read the ingredients. Oh, man, it is 
a long bunch of ingredients. Most of 
the things in candy bars you cannot 
pronounce. But there is a lot of sugar 
in candy bars, and that is what the de-
bate has been about regarding the 
sugar program. 

Those who use sugar for their confec-
tions and candy bars do not want a 
sugar program; they want to buy dump 
sugar. The sugar program has been a 
good program to help stabilize prices in 
the country, yes, for producers and 
consumers. We have had times when 
sugar spiked way up, and then sugar 
prices came back down. Did you see a 
change in the cost of a can of pop or 
soda, a can of Coca-Cola, Pepsi, or 
Sprite? Did you ever see their prices 
come down when the price of sugar 
came down from a high spike? No, it 
didn’t happen. 

This sugar debate has always been 
about those who use a lot of sugar in 

candy, soft drinks, and so on. They 
want to buy dump sugar at dump 
prices, and they would like to get rid of 
the sugar program. 

This sugar program is one part of the 
farm program that has worked consist-
ently to provide consistent stability of 
income for American farmers. Yet a re-
lentless urge in this Chamber is to take 
apart the one part of the farm program 
that has worked. 

Let me talk about sugar and this 
trade agreement. This trade agreement 
provides an opportunity for the move-
ment of additional foreign sugar from 
the CAFTA countries into our country. 
We know they can produce sugar dirt 
cheap in some of these CAFTA coun-
tries. We know when we turn to the 
next trade agreement under the Free 
Trade Area of the Americas, they can 
probably produce it less expensively in 
Brazil and massive quantities of it. If 
we are going to be the recipients of 
dump sugar and be like a cork on the 
waves of the price of sugar, we will be 
subjected to the price spikes up high 
and then sometimes cheaper sugar. 

The fact is we will also destroy the 
current sugar producers in this coun-
try. In the Red River Valley of North 
Dakota and Minnesota, we have sugar 
beet growers. They go out in the morn-
ing and plow the fields, tend the crops, 
plant these beets. They are good peo-
ple. They have a farm program that 
works called the sugar program. This is 
the first step in the direction of taking 
that sugar program apart, much to the 
glee of some because they never liked 
it. This is the first step of several steps 
because the next step in the Free Trade 
Area of the Americas will be the giant 
step. 

It is very interesting when you listen 
to these discussions about sugar. The 
Agriculture Secretary says this will in-
crease sugar imports by about 11⁄2 
teaspoons of sugar a week for every one 
of our nearly 300 million citizens. That 
is an interesting way to look at it. An-
other way to look at it would be that 
CAFTA will let in enough sugar to fill 
5,389 semi-trucks. This is just the first 
step in the wrong direction. 

This is just the first step in the 
wrong direction for trade. Through 
trade initiatives, we have done a lot of 
damage to our economy—good jobs 
leaving, jobs that pay well leaving, 
huge increased deficits. That means 
that it is the Chinese, it is the Japa-
nese, the Europeans, the Mexicans, the 
Canadians who hold American dollars, 
American stock, American real estate 
in exchange for the trade deficit we 
have which grows by $2 billion-a-day— 
every day, 7 days a week. 

I said this morning that Warren 
Buffett describes this as heading to-
ward share cropper days because others 
in other parts of the world will own an 
increasing part of America. Piece by 
piece, day by day, they are buying part 
of our country. 

I finish with the sugar program to 
say this: I am not bashful at all about 
supporting our economic interests in 

this country. I am just a little sick and 
tired of people who are so quick to ne-
gotiate away our economic interests. 
Every trade agreement we have seen in 
recent years has negotiated away the 
economic interests of our country. I be-
lieve trade agreements are beneficial if 
they become trade agreements that be-
stow mutual benefits on the trading 
partners, but that has not been the 
case. 

Can anyone in this Chamber honestly 
look at the United States, Canada, and 
Mexico, the three countries combined, 
united in a trade agreement called 
NAFTA, and describe a manner in 
which this country won? Can anyone 
describe that honestly? They cannot. 
In each case, we ended up with a much 
larger trade deficit, and that trade def-
icit is a measurement of substantially 
greater imports into this country than 
exports from this country. 

It also means, then, that we lost jobs, 
lots and lots of jobs. No one wearing 
their Senate blue suit ever lost his or 
her job as a result of this trade agree-
ment. It is just other folks who lost 
their jobs, people who loved their jobs, 
worked hard at their jobs, cared about 
their jobs, often worked for 20, 25, 30 
years, only to find out one Friday their 
job was over because we negotiated 
trade agreements that moved Amer-
ican jobs elsewhere. 

When do we stop that? How much 
evidence does one need to decide it 
ought to stop, especially with respect 
to the issue of the sugar program and 
the sugar trade with Central America? 
Let us just instantly understand they 
can produce sugar much less expen-
sively than we can, and I am going to 
go through some things and talk about 
the circumstances of labor in Central 
America and describe why they can 
produce sugar less expensively than we 
can. But they cannot produce a living 
wage for their workers in Central 
America. So let me go through some of 
those and connect it to the sugar pro-
gram among other things. 

Under the labor laws in El Salvador 
and Nicaragua, it is legal to fire work-
ers who belong to a union. In Honduras, 
it is legal to fire workers who say they 
intend to organize. In Nicaragua, it is 
legal to prohibit strikes without gov-
ernment permission. Our country 
wants to sign up to a trade partnership 
in which our workers should compete 
with countries with those labor stand-
ards? Are we thinking clearly here? 
Who wants to do that? Does that not 
by its very definition denigrate stand-
ards in this country? I believe it does. 

This is a chart that shows something 
about El Salvador. This was published 
some while ago: 

Jesus Franco, 14, has scars crisscrossing 
his legs from his ankles to his thighs and 
more on his small hands. For more than half 
of his young life, he’s spent long days cut-
ting sugarcane. He has the machete scars to 
prove it and so do his four brothers and sis-
ters, age 9 to 19, all of whom work in the 
sweltering cane fields of El Salvador. 

Jesus’ story is repeated countless times 
across Latin America where children even 

VerDate Aug 04 2004 04:45 Jul 07, 2005 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00041 Fmt 0624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G30JN6.108 S30JNPT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES7688 June 30, 2005 
younger than he is are found working in cane 
fields at subsistence wages. More than 17 
million children between the ages of 5 and 14 
are working in that region. 

Sugarcane workers, including children, use 
machetes to cut the hard, sharp stalks of 
thickly planted fields where there is little 
room to maneuver. Children and family 
members said cuts requiring stitches are 
common in the fields and many more chil-
dren suffer burns from the caustic fertilizer 
they spread by hand. 

Thirty-three percent of the sugar-
cane workers in the fields of El Sal-
vador are under the age of 18. Many 
children in El Salvador start working 
in sugarcane fields between the ages of 
10 and 13, and the number of children 
between the ages of 5 and 14 working in 
Central America is 17 million. 

This is a young boy working in a sug-
arcane field in Central America. This is 
a picture of the living conditions for 
sugarcane workers in Guatemala. This 
is a picture of the type of injuries 
which children and adult workers sus-
tain while cutting sugarcane. This 
photo is from Human Rights Watch. 

I do not know how much more evi-
dence is necessary to understand what 
we are trying to do. The majority who 
believe in this trade agreement are try-
ing to hook this country into a com-
petition with other countries that have 
decided they can fire workers who want 
to unionize, that have decided even if 
they have labor rules they do not need 
to enforce them, that have decided it is 
okay to have 9-, 10-, and 12-year-olds in 
the cane fields hacking away with ma-
chetes, and those are the conditions 
under which we compete. That is what 
the majority, many in this Chamber, 
will say when they vote for this trade 
agreement. They have said it before re-
peatedly with trade agreements, and 
they are going to say it again today. In 
the face of all evidence to the contrary, 
they are going to say it again today. It 
is unbelievable to me. 

So last evening, when I got a little 
cranky and objected to unanimous con-
sent requests and was walking around 
a little upset, I was upset because of 
this. This trade agreement, the Central 
American Free Trade Agreement, was 
negotiated over 1 year ago. It was not 
brought to the Senate floor, not 
brought to the floor of the House, not 
brought to the Congress at all. Do my 
colleagues know why? Because they did 
not think they had the votes in the 
House of Representatives. But I knew 
some day the President and the major-
ity would say, ‘‘We are going to vote on 
CAFTA,’’ and they would wedge it in 
right in that little corner, right in that 
crevasse before we go home for a break. 

Next week, we are not in session. 
There is a Fourth of July break. Sure 
enough, last night, that is exactly what 
the majority leader did. I am sure 
White House instructions were to get 
this done. 

It has been over a year. We think we 
now have purchased enough votes, we 
have given up roads and bridges and 
dams, and we have enough people who 
are willing now to vote for this. So we 

are going to have this discussion, we 
are going to have it now, and it is 
going to be done before we go home for 
the Fourth of July recess, and we are 
not going to have a 2-day or 3-day dis-
cussion about real things that matter a 
lot. 

We are going to have a discussion 
about flag burning, I guess, I am told 
probably in the month of July. The flag 
is very important in this country. It is 
a symbol of America’s patriotism and 
freedom. I would not ever make light of 
that, but I would say this: As dis-
gusting as it is, and it is disgusting to 
see anybody desecrate an American 
flag, one might well be hard-pressed to 
find someone who has burned an Amer-
ican flag. Look at the label. It might 
well be made in China because much of 
our textiles come from China these 
days. The people who used to make 
those textiles—shirts and trousers and, 
yes, flags—used to be American work-
ers, but now they are foreign. They are 
gone because we have a trade strategy 
that says we want American workers 
to compete with workers in China, Sri 
Lanka, Bangladesh, and Indonesia. 
Those workers will work pretty inex-
pensively. Those are workers who can 
work 7 days a week, and we can ask 
them to work 12 hours a day. We can 
pay them 30 cents an hour and that will 
be just fine, and American workers 
cannot compete with that—that is 
tough luck. 

I happen to think that what we have 
built on this little planet called Earth, 
the only spot on Earth that is the 
United States of America, is extraor-
dinary. One of the reasons it is extraor-
dinary is we had the guts as a country, 
all of us did, both parties and people 
marching in the streets, to do what was 
right. We said there is a right way to 
do things and a wrong way to do 
things. One has capital, labor, and all 
of these things that come together to 
produce. Both have rights, both ought 
to be protected, and so people chained 
themselves to the White House fence, 
people died in the streets of Detroit, 
people manifested a belief and a pas-
sion that workers have the right to or-
ganize, they have a right to work in a 
safe work plant, they ought to have 
child labor laws, and companies ought 
not be able to dump their sewage and 
chemicals into the streams and into 
the air. We made a lot of progress 
doing that, so we have a better country 
because of it. We use much more en-
ergy now than we did 25 years ago, and 
we have a cleaner country. 

All of those things we have done to 
make this a better place in which to 
live, to allow jobs to be available that 
allow workers to provide for their fam-
ilies, are now being considered largely 
irrelevant because one does not have to 
bother with those things in production 
here at home. They can just produce 
elsewhere, and workers can be treated 
like a pair of pliers or a wrench: When 
you are done with it, just throw it 
away, just get rid of it, just leave it 
somewhere else. Do not worry about it 

because you can find another one 8,000 
miles away. You can transfer the cap-
ital immediately, you can transfer the 
technology immediately and combine 
the capital and the technology with 
somebody who will work for 30 cents an 
hour. Do not worry about the con-
sequences for the American workforce 
because if one is an international cor-
poration interested in shareholder prof-
its, they do not have to say the Pledge 
of Allegiance. So do not worry about 
that. 

Those are the values we ought to be 
talking about when we talk about 
these trade agreements, values long 
forgotten, in my judgment, during 
these debates, values that no one wants 
to discuss much. That is why we are 
here for 1 day on the Senate floor on an 
issue this important, just wedging it 
right in between now and the Fourth of 
July recess. 

As I close, I ask my colleagues to 
look at this one more time. This is a 
trade deficit chart that tracks the loss 
of American jobs and tracks the selling 
of America to foreign interests. Every 
single day, $2 billion of American cash, 
American assets, American real estate, 
ends up in the hands of foreign inter-
ests. It is what Warren Buffett means 
when he says that we as a country are 
headed toward a share cropper future. I 
defy anyone in the Senate to come to 
the floor and tell me this is moving in 
the right direction, tell me this is good 
news. 

This is a disaster. This is dangerous 
for our country. This is evidence of a 
Congress that refuses to stand up, that 
does not have the backbone, the will, 
and the strength to stand up for this 
country’s interests and is not willing 
to stand up and say: ‘‘I want to protect 
America’s interests.’’ Why will they 
not say that? Because they are worried 
that somebody is going to call them 
protectionists. Well, sign me up, for 
God’s sake. My interest in putting on a 
suit in the morning and coming to 
work is to protect the economic inter-
ests of this country. Yes, I think we 
have a global economy and, yes, I 
think trade can be beneficial, but if 
trade agreements are not mutually 
beneficial, then this country has no 
business signing up to trade agree-
ments that cost this country jobs and 
economic strength and cost us an op-
portunity for a better future. 

I will have more to say about a range 
of these issues later this afternoon, but 
I hope we will continue to hear from 
colleagues about the underlying 
premise of this set of failures and how 
we can turn it around. How do we turn 
it around? Every kid in this country 
who is now in school is going to have a 
future that is injured by this strategy 
unless we turn it around. Only we can 
do that. There is no one better able to 
do it than us, but we have to have the 
will to do it. I hope that perhaps at the 
end of the day, when we finally vote, 
we will find a will to quit moving in 
this direction and stand up for the eco-
nomic interests of this country. 
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I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Idaho. 
Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, I spent 

the last few minutes listening to my 
colleague from North Dakota discuss a 
very important issue for our country. 
While he and I have come to the same 
conclusion as to how we are going to 
vote on this issue, we have come from 
different points of view to arrive at I 
believe a similar conclusion. 

Mr. DORGAN. Might I inquire of the 
Senator from Idaho, my intention was 
to yield 10 minutes to the Senator from 
Idaho off our time. Is that the Sen-
ator’s intention as well? 

Mr. CRAIG. I would ask that be done, 
if that is necessary. Ten minutes is 
clearly adequate. I need no longer than 
that. 

Mr. DORGAN. I yield 10 minutes to 
the Senator from Idaho. 

Mr. CRAIG. Since Congress gave the 
President fast-track trade negotiating 
authority in August of 2002, we have 
had to face the reality that comes with 
it. I supported giving the President 
that authority because clearly the ex-
ecutive branch is the branch that nego-
tiates trade agreements. 

But while giving him that authority, 
I said that I would look at each trade 
agreement and study it thoroughly to 
determine whether I believed it was in 
the best interests of our country to ap-
prove it, and, as important, in the best 
interests of my State of Idaho. Three 
agreements have been reached and Con-
gress has dealt with all three of them. 
I have voted for two of those three. 

The administration has been actively 
pursuing a vigorous bilateral and free- 
trade agenda around the world, and I 
believe it is in the best interests of our 
country, both economically and so-
cially, to trade where we can, when we 
can, as long as it is fair and balanced 
and it recognizes all of the tradeoffs in-
volved. 

Trade with foreign nations is a valu-
able component to promoting economic 
opportunities at home. This is not a 
one-sided economic playing field. If we 
were to produce only that which Amer-
ica consumed, then, working America, 
half of you go home. It is clearly in our 
best interests to trade and we know 
that. 

At the same time, we should not be 
trading off one segment of our econ-
omy against another. Trade agree-
ments ought to be there to promote 
general economic growth in our coun-
try. Certainly it ought to be able to 
promote economic growth around the 
world. But in the end, when that trade 
agreement is struck and implemented, 
we ought to be able to say it serves all 
of America well. 

Congress is now debating, as we 
speak, the Central American Free 
Trade Agreement, otherwise known as 
CAFTA. I became involved with our 
trade negotiators as the President and 
our then-Trade Representative, Bob 
Zoellick, began negotiating with 
CAFTA nations. As an agricultural 

State, Idaho has a large stake in these 
agreements, and agriculture right now 
is currently learning how to restruc-
ture itself in our global markets to re-
main highly competitive, to supply not 
only food and fiber to America but to 
consumers around the world. 

As many know, a major agricultural 
crop in my State is sugar. Idaho is the 
second largest producer of sugar beets, 
behind Minnesota, in the United 
States. Idaho’s sugar industry employs 
somewhere in the neighborhood of 7,000 
to 8,000 people and generates nearly 
$800 million in economic activities in 
my State. The sugar industry of Idaho 
and in most other sugar-producing 
States has had to restructure itself in 
the last several years because of the 
unprofitability of it. Farmers have 
pooled their money, they have created 
cooperative processing plants to mar-
ket their sugar, and so inherently have 
developed large personal investments 
in all levels of the production of sugar. 

It is well known that the world sugar 
market is one of the most distorted ag-
ricultural markets in the world and 
that most world sugar supplies are sim-
ply dumped on the markets at prices 
well below the cost of production. As 
the Senator from North Dakota was 
showing a few moments ago, some of 
that production is done at the lowest of 
costs and at a tremendous cost to 
human capital. U.S. producers already 
face an oversupply situation, with sig-
nificant quantities in storage at the ex-
pense of the producer. Prices have 
slowly declined. Yet production costs 
in the United States have skyrocketed. 

Although the United States is the 
fourth largest importer of sugar in the 
world—no, we have not shut the world 
out, we are a very large importer of 
sugar—CAFTA seeks to significantly 
compound an already ugly situation 
and set a ‘‘precedent of no return’’ for 
further negotiations already underway 
with major sugar-exporting countries 
such as Thailand and Panama. In other 
words, this is not the last bilateral 
agreement this Senate will see before 
it that deals with the issue of sugar. 

CAFTA nations already enjoy duty- 
free quota access for sugar with the 
United States. I am not prepared to 
trade away an industry so vital to my 
State to the overall well-being of some 
other country’s sugar industry. 

Other Idaho agricultural groups un-
derstand that those farmers who are 
sugar producers also are potato pro-
ducers and bean producers and grain 
producers. We are not just talking 
about impacting one commodity. We 
are talking about impacting a lot of 
commodities. If Idaho were to lose the 
acreage that it now commits to sugar, 
it would have to grow something else. 
It would put pressure on other com-
modities. 

We have sought and have obtained a 
relatively well balanced economy in 
agriculture. In my opinion, CAFTA 
will distort that. Our U.S. negotiators 
are willing to open our markets to in-
creased sugar imports while other com-

petitors maintain unfair economic ad-
vantages in domestic subsidies and 
minimal market access commitments. 

Myself, along with my colleagues 
from sugar-producing States, took our 
concern with CAFTA to the adminis-
tration. With the help of my good 
friend and chairman of the Senate Ag-
riculture Committee, Senator 
CHAMBLISS, we met late into the night 
with our trade ambassador, Rob 
Portman, and with the Secretary of 
Agriculture, Secretary Johanns. I must 
say in all fairness to them they not 
only listened but finally, after well 
over a year and a half of me saying 
‘‘don’t go there’’ and then when they 
did, saying ‘‘come work with us,’’ they 
finally fully began to engage. 

They brought forth a proposal that, 
in my opinion, was not all bad. At the 
same time, it modified the 2002 farm 
bill, in large part, and it committed 
U.S. money to a program to save, if 
you will, or maintain, if you will, that 
we had told our Senators on the floor 
was going to have no net cost to the 
American taxpayer. 

As a result, while I thought it was a 
significantly improved proposal, the 
sugar industry of this country looked 
at it and looked at what they felt was 
a very weakened position because of 
CAFTA and because of NAFTA and be-
cause of what was happening in Mexico 
now and because of a position they 
would be placed in the 2007 farm bill 
negotiations, and they simply had to 
say no. 

Trade agreements ought not to be 
trading one industry off against an-
other. These trade agreements ought 
not to have to come to Idaho and any 
other State and say: We have weakened 
the capacity of your State, or the agri-
cultural industry of your State in this 
instance, to be competitive and to 
produce and to sustain ourself and your 
livelihood. 

It is for all of these reasons that I 
will be voting against CAFTA. How-
ever, I applaud this administration for 
their diligent and willing work with us 
on this issue. In the final hours, they 
tried. The problem is, they didn’t try a 
year ago, or 2 years ago, when this 
issue was being negotiated. More than 
once I sat down with Ambassador 
Zoellick and said: Don’t touch sugar. It 
has a very static market today. It is in 
a highly competitive market. And it 
will be most difficult for that industry 
to sustain itself, let alone sustain itself 
in a diminishing market environment. 

They didn’t listen. We have CAFTA. 
Anybody can waive two little packets 
of sugar around and say that is all it is 
about. 

But what about the Colombian agree-
ment? What about the Thailand agree-
ment? What about the Panamanian 
agreement? What about the South Afri-
can agreement? All are sugar-pro-
ducing nations. All are ready to sit 
down and negotiate and ask for a piece 
of the U.S. sugar market. That is why 
the producers in Idaho and around the 
Nation, when provided this last mo-
ment agreement, simply had to say no. 
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They are placed, by this agreement, in 
a most difficult situation. As a result, 
in my support of them, I will oppose. 

Again, trade agreements ought not 
be about trading one segment of our 
economy off against another, trading 
winners and losers, and therefore cre-
ating an environment that pits one 
head to head with another. That is un-
fair. Our Government ought not be 
doing that. 

While there are many benefits to be 
gained by CAFTA, there are winners 
and losers. I believe the sugar pro-
ducers of this Nation become losers. I 
have to vote no. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CHAFEE). The Senator from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I rise 
to make a unanimous consent request 
on the order of speakers to be recog-
nized: Senator KERRY for 20 minutes, 
and that is from the time of Senator 
BAUCUS; Senator INHOFE, for 15 minutes 
from my time; Senator BINGAMAN, 8 
minutes from the time of Senator BAU-
CUS; and Senator BROWNBACK for 10 
minutes from my time. 

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, it is in-
teresting, listening to the Senator 
from Idaho, who, as he said, came to 
this decision from a different place 
than the Senator from North Dakota, 
and listening to the Senator from 
North Dakota; both of them have 
raised issues they tried to get the ad-
ministration to respond to. I am very 
sympathetic with the sense they have 
that the administration just didn’t re-
spond to them and really was unwilling 
to try to accommodate what I think 
are very reasonable concepts. 

In May of 2003 I sent a letter to Am-
bassador Zoellick, asking the adminis-
tration to delay tabling CAFTA’s labor 
chapter until Congress had an oppor-
tunity to consult. I wrote again in Oc-
tober 2003, raising similar concerns. 

All we got was a very sort of abrupt 
and short letter that basically never 
engaged in the kind of discussion that 
could have benefited all of us so we 
would not have the kind of divide we 
have in the Senate and in the country 
today. 

During the debate of TPA in 2002, I 
offered an amendment to allow com-
munities to be able to preserve their 
health and safety laws which were 
being challenged under NAFTA. Even 
now, with a lawsuit pending against 
the State of California for attempting 
to protect their drinking water—imag-
ine that. The State of California wants 
to protect its drinking water and the 
interests of its citizens. But neverthe-
less they included the very same provi-
sions that have led to that kind of 
challenge in CAFTA. 

In the summer of 2003, I suggested to 
the administration, in the context of 
the Chile and Singapore agreements, 
that the labor standards achieved in 
those agreements would not be ade-

quate for CAFTA. The reason for that 
is in Chile, in Singapore, and in Aus-
tralia—all three agreements which I 
supported last year—you have capacity 
for enforcement. You have specificity 
with respect to the laws on the books 
that can be enforced. And you have a 
record of that enforcement. All three of 
those ingredients—capacity, specificity 
of law, and record of enforcement—are 
absent in too many of the countries 
that are involved in this agreement. 

We tried to get the Trade Represent-
ative to understand that there is an 
evenhanded way to open a fair agree-
ment to trade but to address those 
kinds of concerns. Regrettably the 
labor standards in the Chile and Singa-
pore agreements may be good for those 
countries, but they should not be ap-
plied to CAFTA because of the lack of 
those three critical ingredients. 

Even in this last month, as CAFTA 
was considered in the Senate Finance 
Committee, I offered an amendment 
that specifically laid out what the ad-
ministration could do to fix this agree-
ment. That amendment lost on a tie 
vote—10 to 10 was the division in the 
Finance Committee, in no small part a 
division that was that close because 
the administration opposed it. 

So I regret enormously that we are 
where we are with respect to this 
agreement at this point in time. I have 
been in the Senate now for 21 years, 
and I was one of those who was on the 
cutting edge and leading the effort in 
our party to try to make it clear that 
we ought to trade and that it is impor-
tant to the United States. I still be-
lieve that. I voted for NAFTA, the Uru-
guay Round, China PNTR, and the 
many bilateral agreements negotiated 
by both the Clinton and Bush adminis-
trations. 

Last year, while I was not here to 
vote, I supported the Chile, Singapore, 
and Australia agreements precisely for 
the reason that they had a strong abil-
ity and a strong record of enforcement, 
that they had very specific laws, and 
that they had the capacity to be able 
to enforce those laws. 

There are some colleagues who have 
always opposed each and every one of 
these trade agreements; and there are 
some who have been for everything no 
matter what the balance is. For a num-
ber of years now I have been trying to 
suggest not as a matter of ideology, 
not as a matter of party label, because 
I don’t think this should have a party 
label, but as a matter of common 
sense, I have been trying to suggest 
that the consensus we have built glob-
ally for trade, a consensus built around 
the notion that, yes, there are some 
winners and losers, but you do your 
best to mitigate the impact on losers, 
that you have sufficient trade adjust-
ment assistance, that you do enough 
education and training, that you do 
enough with health care and COBRA 
payments so people can cover them-
selves with health care during a transi-
tion, that you ease the pain, so to 
speak. 

At the same time, as you attempt to 
maximize the rising of all boats in the 
tide that we proverbially think about, 
the rising tide lifts all boats, the fact 
is, in many countries, it is not lifting 
all boats. The standard of living does 
not move at the rate it ought to. The 
standards for health, safety, labor or-
ganizations, or environment do not 
change in the way they ought to. All of 
these are quality-of-life issues and 
value issues, fundamental value issues 
that ought to be part of our agree-
ments. 

This is not just basic economics. Par-
ticularly when you look at the chart 
showing the deficits in trade that are 
growing, it is hard to make a new eco-
nomic argument about it. The fact is 
there are larger issues at stake in a 
trade agreement. 

For rigid ideological reasons, over 
the years, we have had tension in the 
Senate and a fight over whether you 
embrace some of these other consider-
ations in a trade agreement. Part of 
the reason we have had such intense re-
actions to trade meetings around the 
world, with riots in Seattle and with 
other demonstrations around the globe, 
is because of the raging pace of 
globalization and the discomfort it 
brings to a whole bunch of people who 
feel powerless to be able to do some-
thing about it. If we, the people who 
have the power to do something about 
it, do not choose to do so, we leave peo-
ple out in the cold and hurting even 
more. 

The fact is, the consensus—which has 
been global, that has helped us to be 
able to build the trade structure—is 
fraying. It is fraying not just in the 
United States but it is fraying in other 
countries as well. The administration 
had a unique opportunity in this agree-
ment to try to address some of those 
concerns. We all understand that open-
ing markets sets in motion economic 
transition that everyone here knows 
creates winners and losers at the same 
time. 

While you may want to mask some of 
that impact, the personal impact to 
people’s lives with an unemotional lan-
guage of economics in the Senate, the 
fact is if you go to Ohio, Wisconsin, 
Minnesota, Idaho, North Dakota, or 
other parts of the country, it is having 
a profound impact on communities. It 
is having a profound impact on the fab-
ric of life in America and on our ability 
to be able to have a long-term strategy 
for success. 

We all know the numbers. Since 2001 
we have shed nearly 3 million manufac-
turing jobs. We have endured 42 con-
secutive months of economic decline in 
the manufacturing sector. Fifteen 
years ago, 20 years ago, 30 percent of 
America’s economic pace was services 
and 70 percent was manufacturing. 
Today, it is 30 percent manufacturing 
and 70 percent services. Many of those 
services are not the kind of high value- 
added paying jobs Americans have 
come to expect. 
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We have long understood if we want a 

broad consensus for free trade in Amer-
ica, we have to make these trade agree-
ments work for all Americans, not just 
for the winners, but for the people who 
temporarily are in the losing position. 

In the 1990s we began to respond to 
that. First we looked at the trade 
agreements themselves and we decided 
we must protect American workers 
from unfair competition. American 
workers should compete on the basis of 
pay and skill and effort. But it is un-
fair, fundamentally unfair, to ask 
Americans to compete against child 
labor or against habitually depressed 
wages or habitually unfair working 
conditions. 

In the Jordan agreement of 2001, 
President Clinton had come to under-
stand that in the later part of the 1990s. 
His administration moved specifically 
to include these other values within 
the four corners of a trade agreement. 
We gave basic labor protections the 
same standing we give in the protec-
tions we provide to corporate America. 
In other words, we made a new bargain 
with the American worker in order to 
hold on to the consensus. The bargain 
was very simple: We will protect your 
economic interests, your job from un-
conscionable competition such as child 
labor, just as we protect a corpora-
tion’s economic interests, which are its 
product, from dishonest competition 
such as copyright theft. It seemed like 
a very fair bargain, a very fair form of 
protection. 

In CAFTA, we go backwards from 
that standard. We go backwards from 
that standard for no explicable reason. 
Once again, our corporations get the 
protections they need with an elabo-
rate system of rules, complaints, ap-
peals, compensation, and strict en-
forcement. But all our workers get is 
some flowery language with no teeth 
behind it. 

We are going to hear that CAFTA has 
the strongest labor provision of any 
trade agreement. That is what some 
folks have been trying to say. Look at 
this agreement, read the language, and 
you realize that is once again spin. It 
comes down to this: There is only one 
labor provision in CAFTA that is en-
forceable. It is a nation’s commitment 
to ‘‘enforce its own laws.’’ Now, that 
sounds good, or it sounds like some-
thing, but in reality this provision does 
nothing to protect workers because, 
No. 1, there is no stipulation whatever 
as to what those laws are; No. 2, some 
of those laws are completely inad-
equate; No. 3, there is no enforcement 
capacity in some of those countries to 
enforce even the inadequate laws, if 
you can understand what they are. 
There could have been a stipulation as 
to what they are. There could have 
been an understanding in the four cor-
ners of this agreement as to what 
standard we would try to reach. 

Moreover, if the provision does lead 
to an attempt at enforcement, guess 
what. The maximum so-called penalty 
is $15 million. There is a cap. There is 

no cap on the corporate penalty. But 
there is a maximum cap. Guess what. 
It is a so-called penalty because the 
fine is then returned to the offending 
country, ostensibly, to be used to fix 
the problem, but without any real en-
forcement mechanism to do so. 

Senator BINGAMAN will say to the 
Senate that he has secured an agree-
ment from Trade Administrator 
Portman that they will put $40 million 
a year into the enforcement efforts. 
Again, if you do not have adequate 
laws and you do not have adequate 
specificity and you are enforcing in a 
structure that has a cap on the pay-
ment and the payment goes to the 
country that offended, you are not en-
forcing the standards of workers. 

There is another labor provision in 
CAFTA. It asks a nation to strive to 
eliminate ‘‘the worst forms of child 
labor.’’ We do not even define what the 
gradations of the forms of child labor 
are. Just the worst forms of child 
labor. There shouldn’t be any form of 
child labor. But we are only going to 
seek to strive to get rid of the worst 
forms, sweatshop conditions and other 
problems. 

But if a nation fails to do that, we 
can only consult. In other words, we 
can talk about ending child labor in a 
CAFTA country, but we cannot take 
any action to end child labor in a 
CAFTA country. That is wrong. That is 
contrary to the values of our country 
and to the fundamental values of 
American workers. Words alone are not 
going to do anything for kids who are 
suffering in work sweatshops. They 
will not do anything for the American 
workers who lose their jobs as a con-
sequence of being undercut by that 
level of competition. 

I ask my colleagues to answer a sim-
ple question: Why is there a double 
standard that we are going back to 
when we passed an agreement that set 
a higher standard, and there is no 
showing as to why that standard hasn’t 
worked, shouldn’t work, and shouldn’t 
be part of this agreement? Why do 
Americans not have the same standing 
as a corporation? Why don’t they have 
the same standing to end child labor or 
sweatshop conditions that corporations 
have to go out and protect copyright or 
patent theft? Why the double standard 
that punishes American workers? 

I share with many of my colleagues a 
longstanding commitment to the de-
velopment of the well-being of Central 
America, but I am concerned that 
CAFTA is insufficient to provide for 
steady and balanced economic growth 
in the region. The administration 
claims supporting CAFTA is a security 
issue. I agree, it is a security issue. It 
is about the economic security of some 
of the more vulnerable economies in 
our hemisphere. We have to ensure 
that a trade agreement with Central 
American countries grows their econo-
mies, protects their workers, helps 
them preserve their sensitive eco-
systems, and, most importantly, en-
courages balanced and widespread eco-

nomic growth and opportunity for all 
of the people in the region. 

The most troubling aspect of CAFTA 
is that its shortcomings, particularly 
the administration’s indifference to 
our own workers, are part of a larger 
problem. I will speak about that for a 
minute. What CAFTA underscores is 
the need for a national policy to make 
sure America is competitive, the leader 
in the global economy of today and of 
tomorrow. The reality is, there is no 
comprehensive strategy to meet the 
needs of a fast-changing playing field. 

What am I talking about? Certainly 
when we negotiate trade deals with na-
tions that have an insufficient or lack-
luster labor record, you have to give 
citizens the same standing to be able to 
end child labor that corporations have 
to end copyright and patent theft. It 
seem to me it is a pro-trade, free-trade 
policy that builds consensus and which 
considers all Americans. But it was re-
fused in this agreement. 

After you have the agreement in 
place, we need to defend America’s in-
terests. This is true of all of our agree-
ments. The administration has to stop 
giving in to competitors. The Clinton 
administration brought an average of 
11 trade cases to the World Trade Orga-
nization per year. This administration 
has brought a total of 12 cases in the 
first 41⁄2 years. 

The administration also needs—and 
many colleagues have spoken about 
this—to take action against China’s 
currency manipulation. We keep hear-
ing about it. People talk about it. And 
they talk about it. And they talk about 
it. And they talk about it some more. 
The Senate has actually voted and 
gone on record that the administration 
needs to do something other than talk. 
But nothing has happened. 

In the administration’s recent deal-
ings with China, according to our trade 
representative, counterfeiting and pi-
racy in China are at epidemic levels. 
That piracy costs U.S. companies $20 to 
$25 billion annually. We are told the 
problem is getting worse, not better. 
According to press reports in May, the 
United States presented the Chinese 
with a list of modest proposals to cur-
tail intellectual property violations. 
Modest proposals. We gave them a list. 
The Chinese rejected the proposal out-
right. 

What did the administration do? 
They did not respond by pressing the 
Chinese. They did not respond by tak-
ing any particular action. Guess what 
they did. They told United States com-
panies to go file lawsuits in Chinese 
courts to defend their rights. It is in-
sulting and it is ridiculous. It is not 
just putting the agreements in place, it 
is also enforcing them that the Amer-
ican worker is asking for. 

In addition to that, we have all heard 
about the Chinese firm recently seek-
ing to purchase Unocal, an American 
energy company. What many people do 
not know is that Chinese company bor-
rowed money from the Chinese Govern-
ment in order to make the bid. It 
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should not come as a surprise since it 
is 80 percent Government owned. That 
has upset a lot of people and generated 
a lot of press. But it ought to concern 
us even more that we are doing the 
same thing in the United States in the 
following way. Since the start of the 
Bush administration, the Federal Gov-
ernment has borrowed billions of dol-
lars to fund our national debt and 
cover questionable and, some think, 
even reckless tax choices in fiscal pol-
icy. Billions of dollars have been bor-
rowed from—guess where—none other 
than the Chinese Government. 

Mr. President, I yield myself an addi-
tional 5 minutes off their time. 

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

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, we ought 
to be concerned about the missed op-
portunities that are related to trade 
adjustment assistance. The Senate has 
supported trade adjustment assistance. 
If people lose their jobs, they have the 
right to expect that we are going to try 
to help transition. We have done that 
because we have understood the move-
ment to open markets means this eco-
nomic transition. 

Guess what. Once again, the adminis-
tration has ignored the will of the en-
tire Finance Committee on this issue, 
which voted to include TAA for service 
workers in the CAFTA agreement. In 
the Commerce Committee, Senator EN-
SIGN held an excellent hearing on 
America’s competitiveness. Our wit-
ness was the administration’s point 
person on manufacturing, Al Frink. He 
told us he believes there is a shortage 
of skilled workers in America. And 
that shortage of skilled workers is 
hurting our economy. 

What the Under Secretary did not 
say, or maybe he did not know, is that 
the Bush administration has resisted 
congressional efforts to fund worker re-
training and vocational education, 
which would, in fact, address the 
skilled worker shortage. 

The administration’s indifference to 
competitiveness goes deeper. We have a 
tax policy that rewards American and 
multinational companies for housing 
operations abroad instead of housing 
them here in the United States. It is 
hard to imagine a more backward tax 
policy. We should end it. But for this 
administration, it is not only not a pri-
ority, it is not even an afterthought. 

We also do not adequately fund the 
basic science and research that will 
produce the revolutionary technologies 
and products of tomorrow. Not surpris-
ingly, fewer and fewer American stu-
dents are choosing to study science and 
engineering. The Bush administration 
has proposed cutting Federal research 
and development spending for the first 
time in 10 years. The story is much the 
same in our public schools. Bill Gates 
has called our high schools obsolete be-
cause they fail to prepare our kids to 
compete. Alan Greenspan said much 
the same thing before the Finance 
Committee last week. Yet every year 
the administration refuses to fully 

fund No Child Left Behind, seeming 
perfectly content to see those kids not 
study science and engineering, or per-
haps not study at all. And all of this 
time, the administration negotiates 
trade deals that remain indifferent to 
American workers and fail to defend 
our legitimate interests at home, all 
the while refusing to adequately invest 
in science, research, training, and ig-
noring the problems that drain our 
businesses, such as health care. 

The competition is hard at work at 
every single one of these. China and 
India will probably turn out 300,000 en-
gineers each over the next year—way 
ahead of the United States. While our 
shortsighted policies stunt our com-
petitive advantage, China, India, and 
all of Asia and Europe have developed 
long-term investment plans, long-term 
infrastructure investment plans, long- 
term trade, and long-term educational 
plans, all aimed at one thing: elimi-
nating America’s economic dominance. 
They have national programs aimed at 
educating workers, reducing capital 
costs, and attracting businesses. And 
we are falling dangerously behind. 

I was visited just the other day by 
the new president of MIT. Every Sen-
ator here, I know, respects that insti-
tution. She was deeply concerned. She 
expressed this enormous concern about 
what is happening to the competitive 
advantage of our great science and 
technology institutes across the coun-
try and our commitment to science as 
a whole as a Government. 

In the Commerce Committee, we 
heard how Japan and the European 
Union are implementing large-scale, 
long-range R&D projects aimed at de-
veloping leading-edge commercial 
technologies. For example, from 1995 
through 2001, the emerging economies 
of China, South Korea, and Taiwan in-
creased their investments in research 
and development by approximately 140 
percent. 

It is urgent we consider real meas-
ures to advance America’s competitive-
ness and forge a new global consensus 
on trade in our country. That global 
consensus begins with a set of rules 
that makes sense to the American 
worker, rules that work for the Amer-
ican worker, even as we open new mar-
kets, which we must do. 

We can do better than this trade 
agreement. We need to. 

Mr. President, the bottom line is 
that CAFTA is not a good deal for 
America. It is a good deal for some 
companies. It is a good deal for some 
investors and shareholders. It is a good 
deal even for some of the countries 
that are a party to it. But it is not a 
good deal for the American worker. So 
I hope colleagues will help America 
stay at the top, while making trade 
fair for Americans. And I hope col-
leagues will join in saying no to this 
agreement in its current shape. 

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

ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I think 
under the UC I have been allocated 
around 15 minutes. I ask unanimous 
consent to be granted such time as I 
shall consume. 

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

Mr. INHOFE. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent. I think I will be able to do it 
within that time, anyway. 

Let me make a couple comments. I 
think almost none of these items have 
been covered before. It is approaching 
this whole CAFTA idea from a different 
perspective. 

Let me first of all say that when this 
first came up, I just heard ‘‘CAFTA,’’ 
and I said: I am against it. I led the op-
position against NAFTA 11 years ago. I 
thought this was more of the same, and 
so I was opposed to it. Then someone 
showed me how my Oklahoma farmers 
might be affected. 

I am not sure you can see this chart, 
but it shows the various grains, cattle, 
meat products, dairy products, vegeta-
bles, and so forth. The blue bars are the 
tariffs that are charged to our farmers, 
and the others are what are charged to 
imports coming in. I have found that in 
every case, when this is fully imple-
mented—if it is—my Oklahoma farm-
ers will benefit, and benefit materially. 

So I actually went and talked to 
some of the farmer groups that were 
leaning against the agreement for a 
number of reasons—a number of rea-
sons that have been posed on this 
floor—only to find out they have 
changed their minds and they are very 
much supportive. 

That is not really why I am here 
today. I think that is something very 
specific we can look at. We know it is 
true. I would like to look at this in a 
little different way. I was distressed a 
little bit because some of my very good 
friends in the conservative commu-
nities were opposing CAFTA. I have 
gone to any lengths to try to deter-
mine specifically what their opposition 
was. 

There are five organizations that are 
conservative organizations—they are 
great organizations. I agree with them 
almost 100 percent of the time. Their 
argument was: We are against this as 
we are against all treaties because any-
thing that is this kind of a multi-
national thing will infringe upon our 
Nation’s sovereignty. 

Well, I have to tell my good friends 
in these five conservative organiza-
tions, there is no one who is stronger in 
this position than I am. I am the guy 
who stopped the Law of the Sea Trea-
ty. Quite frankly, I think it was going 
to pass. It actually had passed out of 
the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee with a unanimous vote. I found 
out what was in it. I found out we were 
ceding our jurisdiction—our sov-
ereignty, if you will—over some very 
important parts of the water-covered 
part of the planet. I felt it was wrong. 
And we have not—I am not saying it is 
all dead in the water right now, to use 
a phrase, but I think it is. Certainly it 
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has been stalled. I led the opposition. I 
was opposed to it. I was not for it. 

The Kyoto treaty, you all know how 
I feel about that. We debated climate 
change on the Senate floor 2 weeks 
ago. I spent 2 whole days talking about 
that. I think we know that under that 
treaty, according to the Wharton Econ-
ometrics Survey from the Wharton 
School of Economics, if we had to com-
ply with the Kyoto treaty, it would 
have cost our average family of four 
$2,700 a year. It would have doubled the 
price of energy and gasoline and all 
that. We know that is true. I led the 
opposition to that and was very proud 
to do that. 

Eleven years ago, we had NAFTA. I 
was in the other body, in the House of 
Representatives, 11 years ago. I was 
elected in a special election to come 
over to this body. So the year they had 
NAFTA, I was able to lead the opposi-
tion to the ratification of NAFTA in 
both the House and the Senate. I was 
the only one who could do that. So I 
came over here to the Senate. 

I say to my good friend from North 
Dakota, who posed some excellent ar-
guments against NAFTA just a few 
minutes ago, this CAFTA is not 
NAFTA. On the NAFTA part, I agree. I 
remember standing on the floor of both 
the House and the Senate saying: If we 
pass NAFTA, that is going to allow a 
Mexican trucker to pick up a load in 
Brownsville, TX, take it to Tulsa, OK, 
and not have to comply with any of our 
health standards, our environmental 
standards, our wage and hour stand-
ards. Sure enough, these things turned 
out to be true. I do not think it was a 
success. I think it was a failure. 

So getting back to the ones who are 
for this agreement and against it, I 
would have to say to the very small 
number of conservative organizations 
that are opposing this, the vast major-
ity of the organizations in the conserv-
ative column are supporting it. 

Listen to this. Those organizations 
that are supporting CAFTA include 
Americans for Tax Reform, Center for 
Security Policy, National Tax Payers 
Union, The Heritage Foundation, David 
Keene of the American Conservative 
Union, Citizens Against Government 
Waste, Competitive Enterprise Insti-
tute, Oklahoma Council of Public Af-
fairs, The Club for Growth, the Na-
tional Tax-Limitation Committee— 
that is Lew Uhler and his group—Citi-
zens for a Sound Economy, Empower 
America, and the James Madison Insti-
tute. That is just to name a few. They 
are the 40 most prominent—except for 
5—organizations that are supporting it. 

I am very sensitive to this. Maybe I 
should not be that sensitive, but I am 
because, according to the American 
Conservative Union, in their rating, I 
am not No. 2 or No. 3 or No. 4 but the 
No. 1 most conservative Member of the 
Senate. Now, I am qualifying myself 
for this because I keep hearing that 
conservatives are somehow opposed to 
this agreement, as they were NAFTA. 
Of course, I agreed with them back at 
the NAFTA time. 

Now, what kind of liberal groups are 
opposing CAFTA? We have already 
talked about the conservative groups 
that are supporting CAFTA. Those who 
are opposing it are Earthjustice, Na-
tional Environmental Trust, Friends of 
the Earth, EnviroCitizen, Freedom So-
cialist Party—there is another great 
group—the Berkeley Fellowship of Uni-
tarian Universalists’ Social Justice 
Committee, Nonviolence International, 
Progressive Democrats of America, 
Safe Earth Alliance, Public Citizen, 
Social Welfare Action Alliance, Com-
munity Alliance for Global Justice, 
Gray Panthers of Austin, San Fran-
cisco Neighbor-to-Neighbor, New York 
State Green Party, and the Holland 
Peacemakers. I could go on and on. 
And we will insert more of them in the 
RECORD. 

But by and large, what I am trying to 
get across is that virtually every far- 
left, extremist, liberal group in Amer-
ica is opposing CAFTA. And somebody 
has to say it. I was sent an e-mail from 
my State of Oklahoma saying that 
they understood I was still undecided. 
The responses are about 9 to 1 in oppo-
sition to CAFTA, and, therefore, you 
cannot dare go ahead and support 
CAFTA. 

Let me just say, on many occasions, 
when the people at home do not have 
available to them the information that 
we do because that is what we are paid 
to do for a living and we find out the 
information is wrong, I do not mind 
doing that. I can explain this to the 
people in my home State of Oklahoma. 
They do not want to identify them-
selves with that group, that liberal 
group I just read off. And when they 
find out about it, they will be very sup-
portive. 

But I only bring that up to say that 
if anyone is out there with the thought 
that this is a conservative versus lib-
eral issue, it is, but it is on the other 
side. The liberals are opposed to it. The 
conservatives are supporting it. 

But I have another concern that is 
far greater, that far outweighs even the 
benefits it might give to my farmers in 
my State of Oklahoma, even the bene-
fits that would be achieved by passing 
this to the very conservative groups in 
America; that is, I happen to be old 
enough to remember what happened in 
the 1980s. I remember Ronald Reagan, a 
great President. I remember at that 
time we had Communist regimes in 
Grenada, El Salvador, Nicaragua, and 
Costa Rica, and that they were infil-
trating—at that time, it was still the 
Soviet Union—they were trying to take 
over America by doing it through 
Cuba, and then all these organizations, 
all of these countries where they had 
taken over the government. 

By failing to pass this treaty, we 
could undo all of those successful 
democratizations of the Reagan and 
the first Bush administrations. I re-
member the Contras, the freedom 
fighters, who were down in Nicaragua 
at that time, and the fight that was al-
most impossible; they were fighting for 

their freedom. I remember those five 
countries that are part of this treaty: 
the Dominican Republic, El Salvador, 
Honduras, Nicaragua, and Costa Rica. 
They have all committed troops in sup-
port to the Iraqi coalition forces and 
have demonstrated their support for 
the global war on terrorism. They are 
fighting side by side with our troops 
over in Iraq and Afghanistan. These are 
the people we want to reward. These 
are not people we want to somehow 
punish, as though they have done 
something wrong. They are fighting for 
freedom. 

CAFTA approval for these countries 
and their economies should aid secu-
rity there and counter the influence by 
Cuban and Venezuelan Governments 
under Castro, Chavez, Ortega, and oth-
ers opposed to the United States influ-
ence in the region. 

I mentioned Chavez, Ortega, and Cas-
tro. They are among the anti-U.S. 
forces in the region, and they are all 
against CAFTA. These Communists, 
these enemies of the United States, 
Chavez, Ortega, and Castro, are all in 
opposition to CAFTA. If you want to be 
on their side, you would vote against 
CAFTA. They fear its passage would 
show support for and facilitate the ef-
forts of the pro-American countries 
and parties in the region. Also, Daniel 
Ortega, former Nicaraguan president 
and Sandinista leader, is making at-
tempts to elevate his obsolete ideology 
based on Marxist-Leninist theory. Fur-
ther, upon his capture, Ortega ex-
pressed solidarity with Saddam Hus-
sein against what he called the Yankee 
occupiers of Iraq. In other words, here 
is a guy who has been ousted as Presi-
dent of Nicaragua, one we defeated 
back in the 1980s, one who was trying 
to spread communism against freedom 
and democracy in Latin America. He 
was on the side of Saddam Hussein and 
called us the Yankee occupiers of Iraq. 

A couple weeks ago I had a pretty 
bitter competition with one of my 
friends here in the Senate from Ari-
zona, Senator MCCAIN. I disagreed with 
him on an issue, and we spent 2 days 
debating that issue and fighting with 
each other. I have to say that I whole-
heartedly agree. I happened to hear 
some of his remarks a few minutes ago. 
I share his concern about the state of 
democracy in Central America. Failing 
economies will create an environment 
in which regimes such as those of Fidel 
Castro and Hugo Chavez may once 
again poison the future of these na-
tions. The historical threat of com-
munism in Central America, the influ-
ence of Castro in countries such as 
Nicaragua, and the Sandinistas in 
power also affected neighboring coun-
tries such as Honduras and El Sal-
vador. CAFTA can protect these 
emerging democracies. 

For example, Nicaragua, the second 
poorest country in the Western Hemi-
sphere, second only to Haiti, has a 
President Enrique Bolanos. He is a pro- 
American President. He is facing a 
tough 2006 election, and the candidate 
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he is facing is none other than Daniel 
Ortega. Bolanos knows that CAFTA is 
the keystone to his plans to boost eco-
nomic growth and blunt the political 
attacks of the Sandinistas. Who would 
have ever thought in the last 10 years 
that they would reemerge, but they 
have. So now we have Daniel Ortega 
back there trying to do some things. 
To quote Senator MCCAIN: 

If there’s anything that we need today, it 
is strong, viable economies in Central Amer-
ica so that they can progress, so that they 
can be strong and they can again be allies of 
the United States of America, not in a mili-
tary fashion but in their advocacy for free 
and open societies, democracies, and places 
where people can raise their families in a sit-
uation of security and peace. 

That is what Ronald Reagan did back 
in the 1980s. 

I heard the junior Senator from Mas-
sachusetts speaking in opposition to 
the agreement. I don’t know whether it 
is because of his past relationship with 
what was going on down in Nicaragua 
some 12 or 14 years ago, but I would 
like to quote from an April 26, 1985 edi-
tion of the Washington Post. Keep in 
mind, this was back when we had Dan-
iel Ortega down there being promoted 
by Castro and by the Soviet Union to 
try to spread communism in Central 
America. 

The lengths to which some Democrats were 
willing to go in pursuit of nonintervention 
were extraordinary. Sens. Tom Harkin and 
John Kerry returned home from an 11th-hour 
trip to Managua [Nicaragua] clutching a 
piece of paper signed by President Daniel Or-
tega which they announced was a ‘‘new, bold 
and innovative approach’’ and ‘‘a wonderful 
opening.’’ At their arrival home, only the 
umbrella was missing. 

We have a difference of opinion. We 
don’t agree. We didn’t agree back in 
the middle 1980s about Daniel Ortega 
and what the Communists were trying 
to do in Central America and we don’t 
agree today. 

For those who weren’t around at that 
time, it was a very emotional time. 
The contras were the freedom fighters. 
They were supposed to win. I used to go 
down there. There was a hospital tent 
that was right across the border in 
Honduras. That is where they would 
take the freedom fighters from Nica-
ragua. They would take them over 
there to treat them. This tent was 
about the size of this Senate Chamber. 
It had beds all around the periphery. In 
the middle, not even screened, was the 
operating table. The only operations 
they performed there were amputa-
tions because of all the mines that 
were there. And so these freedom fight-
ers would come in there and be mended 
and go back and fight for their freedom 
across the border in Nicaragua. There 
must have been 40 beds all the way 
around, people who had had these am-
putations. 

At that time I did a pretty good job 
of speaking Spanish. I thought, you 
kids—the average age was 16 years old 
because the older ones had already 
been killed—you kids are fighting for 
your freedom, you are fighting against 
this force, the Communists, supplied by 
Castro and the Soviet Union. It is im-
possible. Why are you doing this? And 

I went around and talked to each one 
of them. I remember coming up to a 
little girl who was 15 years old. Her 
name was Elena Gonzales. I asked her 
that question. And she looked up to 
me. It was her third trip back to that 
hospital tent, and they had amputated 
her right leg a few hours before. The 
blood was coming from the bandages. 
She looked up at me with teary brown 
eyes and she said: 

Es porqué han tomado nuestros 
campos . . . han tomado todo de lo que 
tenémos. Pero de veras, ustedes en los 
Estados Unidos entienden. Porque 
ustedes tuvieron luchar para su 
libertàd lo mismo que estamas 
luchando ahora 

(English translation of the above state-
ment is as follows:) 

Yes, it is almost impossible, but we 
are fighting. We are fighting because 
they have taken our farms and 
ranches. Why would you in the United 
States question why we are doing this? 
You had to fight against the same odds 
for your freedoms as we are fighting 
now. 

That little girl didn’t know whether 
the Revolutionary War was 200 years 
ago or 20 years ago. But she knew we 
were that beacon of freedom and that 
the beacon was about to go out in their 
country. They were willing to fight. 
And they died and they won. So now we 
have the rest of the story. 

This is an opportunity for us to do 
something that is good down there. 
Yes, I think it is good for my Okla-
homa farmers. And yes, the conserv-
atives support it, and the extreme lib-
erals oppose the CAFTA treaty. But I 
think the strongest argument is that 
this is an opportunity for us to keep 
the Ortega and Chavez and Castro 
forces from undoing all the progress 
that was made throughout the 1980s 
and the early 1990s. 

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

ator from New Mexico. 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I 

yield myself 8 minutes off the time on 
this side. 

I want to speak briefly about the 
CAFTA agreement. I start from the 
proposition that increased trade with 
the international community can ad-
vantage us, and it also can advantage 
those with whom we trade. Most of the 
trade of these countries that are cov-
ered by this CAFTA-DR agreement, 
most of their trade, over 70 percent of 
their trade, is, in fact, with the United 
States. It is very much in our interest 
that that circumstance remain the 
case. It can benefit us, and it can ben-
efit these countries to see that trade 
increase. And it is very much in our in-
terest, not only to strengthen our own 
country’s economy but to see the 
economies of this region strengthened. 

This trade agreement comes at a 
time when our trade imbalance with 
the world is enormous. It is the largest 
in the history of our country. It is the 
largest in the history of any country in 
the world. Unfortunately, it is con-
tinuing to grow. As far as I can tell, 
our own Government has no strategy 

to deal with that problem. We have no 
strategy to promote investment in the 
United States. We have no strategy to 
promote the building of productive ca-
pacity or to keep this country competi-
tive in the global economy. 

I hope very much that the Finance 
Committee, which I am privileged to 
serve on, can play a role in developing 
such a strategy over the next few 
months. When we had the markup of 
this legislation yesterday, I discussed 
that with Senator GRASSLEY and Sen-
ator BAUCUS. It is my hope they will be 
able to schedule some hearings to begin 
understanding this issue better and 
helping us to craft a set of proposals to 
help deal with the very real problem we 
have in global trade. 

That being said, when I look at the 
provisions of this DR–CAFTA agree-
ment, I do not see them contributing 
significantly to that trade imbalance. 
These are countries that have exported 
over 85 percent of what they send to 
the United States duty free. They have 
done that since the implementation of 
the Caribbean Basin Trade Partnership 
Act in 2000, and before that they were 
shipping most of their product into the 
United States duty free under the Car-
ibbean Basin Initiative. The main ef-
fect of this agreement we are now de-
bating will be to phase out and elimi-
nate tariffs that they currently impose 
upon our products that we are export-
ing to them. 

I don’t see the basis for the claim, 
which I have heard on the Senate floor 
and from others around the country 
that this agreement will result in the 
further export of jobs from the United 
States to Central America. The reality 
is that U.S. companies have many op-
tions about where to build their next 
plant, where to manufacture the prod-
ucts that they sell. Central America 
has been one of those options for a very 
long time. There is nothing I know of 
pending here in the Congress that 
would change that circumstance. In my 
view, this agreement would not change 
that circumstance as well. 

I would hope and expect that if this 
agreement is implemented, as I expect 
it will be, we will see the encourage-
ment of more investment in productive 
capacity in Central America, but at the 
same time, as our exports to that re-
gion increase, we will see more invest-
ment in productive capacity here in 
the United States. 

There are clearly some problems with 
this agreement. Many of those have 
been pointed out. I don’t suggest I have 
answers for all of those, by any means. 
Two of the problems that have particu-
larly concerned me are, No. 1, the seri-
ous lack of attention to the enforce-
ment of worker rights in these coun-
tries and, secondly, the inadequate pro-
vision of assistance with regard to the 
negative impacts that U.S. exports of 
agricultural product into that region 
may cause. 
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Let me talk first about enforcement 

of worker rights. I have urged the ad-
ministration to commit resources to 
this as a priority. It is not reasonable 
to require U.S. producers and workers 
to compete with foreign producers who 
do not afford their workers certain 
basic rights. To begin addressing this 
issue, Ambassador Portman, our trade 
representative, has assured me the ad-
ministration will propose and will sup-
port funding for worker rights enforce-
ment to the extent of $40 million per 
year for fiscal years 2006 through 2009. 
Second, on monitoring of compliance 
with the various requirements on 
worker rights, there is a need for an 
independent and transparent moni-
toring of the treatment of workers in 
these countries. I have urged the ad-
ministration to fund the International 
Labor Organization, or ILO, 
headquartered in Geneva, to conduct 
ongoing monitoring on worker rights 
in Central America. This would include 
reports that they would publish every 6 
months beginning when the agreement 
goes into effect and continuing to the 
end of the 2009 fiscal year. 

The administration has agreed to 
commit $3 million per year to accom-
plish that task. That $3 million would 
come out of the $40 million per year in 
funding that they are otherwise com-
mitting for enforcement of worker and 
environmental rights. 

I believe both of these commit-
ments—to worker rights enforcement 
and the commitment to ILO moni-
toring—should be a part of all trade 
agreements that we have with devel-
oping countries. In addition, of course, 
I hope that the actual commitment to 
workers’ rights standards in the lan-
guage of the treaties, in any future 
treaties we sign, will be stronger than 
we find in this agreement. I believe it 
is also incumbent upon us to urge the 
next administration, after President 
Bush leaves office, to continue with 
these same commitments in the future. 

The other issue I mentioned is agri-
cultural assistance—adjustment assist-
ance for those working in the agricul-
tural sector. I have also urged the ad-
ministration to commit resources to 
allow subsistence-level farmers to 
make a transition without undue dis-
location problems. This should help re-
duce the problem of dislocation of 
workers in these countries and the ad-
ditional illegal immigration to the 
United States that likely would result 
if that dislocation occurs. 

Again, the administration is com-
mitted to provide increased support to 
address this issue. The level of funding 
is not what I would like it to be, but if 
these countries do receive funding 
under the Millennium Challenge Cor-

poration grants, those funding levels 
should increase substantially. 

Mr. President, each of these commit-
ments that I have referred to are set 
out in a letter that Ambassador 
Portman has provided to me. 

I ask unanimous consent that that 
letter be printed in the RECORD fol-
lowing my comments. 

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

(See Exhibit 1) 
Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, with 

these additional commitments, I have 
concluded that I can support the imple-
mentation of this trade agreement. I 
will do so when the roll is called later 
today. 

I yield the floor. 
EXHIBIT 1 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESI-
DENT, THE UNITED STATES TRADE 
REPRESENTATIVE, 

Washington, DC, June 28, 2005. 
Hon. JEFF BINGAMAN, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR JEFF, as the Congress considers the 
Central America-Dominican Republic Free 
Trade Agreement (CAFTA–DR), you have 
raised concerns about ongoing efforts to im-
prove enforcement of labor laws and to mon-
itor progress in this regard in the CAFTA– 
DR signatory countries. As you know, Con-
gress appropriated $20 million in FY05 spe-
cifically for projects to improve labor and 
environmental law enforcement in these 
countries. 

The recent House Appropriations Com-
mittee mark-up of the FY06 Foreign Oper-
ations appropriations bill increases this 
commitment for the next fiscal year, with 
$40 million earmarked for labor and environ-
mental enforcement capacity-building in the 
CAFTA–DR signatory countries. The Admin-
istration is willing to support this level of 
funding in the FY06 Senate appropriations 
bill. 

Furthermore, because we are willing to 
make a longer-term commitment to improve 
labor and environmental law enforcement in 
the CAFTA–DR countries, the Administra-
tion is willing to propose and support this 
same level of labor/environment capacity- 
building assistance for the next three fiscal 
years, FY07 through FY09. 

More specifically, you have suggested the 
assistance of the International Labor Orga-
nization (ILO) in monitoring and verifying 
progress in the Central American and Do-
minican governments’ efforts to improve 
labor law enforcement and working condi-
tions. 

We are willing to implement your idea. 
Your proposal, as I understand it, is that the 
ILO would make a transparent public report 
of its findings every six months. The Admin-
istration has now consulted with the ILO and 
determined that this function would require 
additional funding to the ILO of approxi-
mately $3 million annually. The Administra-
tion is willing to devote approximately $3 
million of the $20 million in FY05 labor en-
forcement assistance monies to support and 
fund this ILO monitoring initiative. To en-

sure that this monitoring continues, the Ad-
ministration is willing to continue a funding 
commitment to ILO monitoring for the next 
three fiscal years, FY07 through FY09. 

The Administration also shares your goal 
of ensuring that we pair expanded trade op-
portunities with economic development as-
sistance designed to ease the transition to 
free trade, especially for rural farmers in our 
CAFTA–DR partners. On June 13, 2005, the 
U.S. Millennium Challenge Corporation 
(MCC) signed a $215 million compact with 
Honduras targeted specifically at rural de-
velopment and infrastructure, and on the 
same day the MCC announced a $175 million 
compact with Nicaragua that will be signed 
shortly. 

As Secretary Rice and I have already com-
municated to you, we are willing to give 
high priority to negotiating compacts with 
El Salvador, Guatemala, and the Dominican 
Republic when those countries become eligi-
ble for MCC assistance under higher per cap-
ita income caps next year. I anticipate that 
such compacts would provide substantial 
U.S. economic assistance for rural develop-
ment in these countries. 

In addition, the Administration has 
worked with the Inter-American Develop-
ment Bank (IDB) to provide new assistance, 
including $10 million in new grants an-
nounced by the IDB earlier this month for 
rural development and institution building. I 
hope you will join me and officials from the 
IDB, World Bank, and other institutions 
next month for an international donors con-
ference to discuss other ways we can direct 
development assistance toward meeting the 
needs of rural populations. 

To address your specific concern about the 
period before MCC compacts might be nego-
tiated with El Salvador, Guatemala, and the 
Dominican Republic, the Administration is 
willing to support additional spending for 
rural development assistance of $10 million 
per year for each of those countries starting 
in FY07 for a total of five years, or until the 
signing of an MCC compact with such coun-
try, whichever comes first. This amounts to 
a $150 million commitment in transitional 
rural assistance for these countries over five 
years. 

These monies will provide transition as-
sistance to rural farmers in these three 
countries for a defined period, while pre-
serving a very strong incentive for candidate 
countries to meet the statutory criteria to 
receive what would likely be much higher 
levels of economic assistance under an MCC 
compact. Since the implementation of 
CAFTA–DR requires steps which reinforce 
the statutory criteria for funding under the 
MCC law, I believe that implementation of 
the agreement will assist these three coun-
tries to move quickly toward qualifying for a 
successful MCC compact with the United 
States. 

Furthermore, because many of the agree-
ment’s requirements for agriculture liberal-
ization in the CAFTA–DR countries for sen-
sitive commodities—such as dairy, poultry, 
and rice—will not fully occur until ten, fif-
teen, or even twenty years after CAFTA’s 
implementation date, I am confident that 
this transitional mechanism provides ample 
time for adjustment in the rural economies 
of these nations. 

Sincerely, 
ROB PORTMAN. 

N O T I C E 

Incomplete record of Senate proceedings. 
Today’s Senate proceedings will be continued in the next issue of the Record. 
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