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Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, | ask unan-
imous consent that the Agriculture
Committee be discharged from further
consideration of S. 2344, and that the
Senate proceed to its consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk reported as fol-
lows:

A bill (S. 2344) to amend the Agricultural
Market Transition Act to provide for the ad-
vance payment, in full, of the fiscal year 1999
payments otherwise required under produc-
tion flexibility contracts.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consider-
ation of the bill?

Mr. DASCHLE addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi-
nority leader is recognized.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, | thought the
majority leader and | were working on
this. | am a little bit surprised he has
chosen to call it up right now. We can
object. But | would prefer that we con-
tinue to see if we can’t resolve this
matter. We have been cooperating all
night.

I guess | expected a little more recip-
rocation on the other side. I am dis-
appointed that | was surprised in this
manner, and at this hour under these
circumstances it is uncalled for.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, | think the
Senator would like to withhold that
last comment about it being uncalled
for. | don’t do this lightly.

Mr. DASCHLE. | was not informed
this was going to happen.

Mr. LOTT. I did it for a reason.

Mr. President, if | could respond to
the Senator’s comments, this is not a
controversial issue. This is an issue
that | am sure that all agriculture
Members would very much like for us
to get resolved. There is no budget im-
pact. All it does is say that this allows
farmers suffering from drought, EI
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Nino, fire, and other natural disasters
to begin considering and receiving
emergency transition payments that
they are entitled to under the Freedom
to Farm Act. As a matter of fact, | un-
derstand that it will allow them to get
these benefits in October rather than
having to wait until January. | did it
for a reason.

If we don’t get it resolved before we
get to a final vote, then objections
later on tonight would make it impos-
sible for us to get any consideration.

If the Senator would indicate to me
that there is some idea that we could
get this agreed to tonight, | would be
glad to work with him like | always do.
But the timing was such that we have
to do it now in order to get it consid-
ered, or it could be objected to after
Senators have gone, and we would not
get it completed.

I am trying to complete action so
that we can go through a long list of
Executive Calendar nominations, so
that we could complete some more of
them tomorrow. If we don’t do these
two issues now, they are basically gone
until September.

I thought that—I understood there
was an objection, but that we had
worked through that, and that we
would not have any problem in getting
this cleared.

| had talked to Senators on your side
of the aisle that have agriculture inter-
ests that indicated they would not ob-
ject to this.

If there is some problem that we
could resolve right quick, I would be
glad to withhold. But we need to try to
get this resolved, because it is some-
thing that is very important timewise
to the Department of Agriculture and
to the farmers that have been affected
by drought.

We have worked this year on both
sides of the aisle on the agriculture ap-
propriations bill to get considerations
for farmers that have been impacted by
these disasters. This is just one way to
do that.

Since there is no cost factor in-
volved, it just gives authority for this
to be moved forward.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object again, | was con-
sumed, | guess, in assisting the chair-
man of the Defense Appropriations
Subcommittee in working down the
amendments. We have been working on
that tirelessly all day. The majority
leader and | have worked throughout
the day on a number of issues. Not
once did he raise this issue with me.
That explanation would have been wel-
comed, would have been appreciated 5
minutes ago, a half hour ago, 2 hours
ago. But he surprises me at this hour
after we cooperated all week on an
array of issues working over these ap-
propriations bills amendment after
amendment. And | guess it is very,
very disappointing to me.

I ask unanimous consent that an
amendment that would provide $500
million in indemnity payments to
farmers and that was passed unani-
mously on the Senate floor during the
debate on the agricultural appropria-
tions bill be attached to the bill that is
now under consideration, and for which
the majority has asked unanimous con-
sent.

Would he accept that addition to the
bill? Because, if he would, 1 am sure
then that we could accommodate the
majority leader and those who wish to
pass this, as it was a surprise to the
rest of us.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, this comes
as no surprise to Senators interested in
agriculture on either side of the aisle.
In fact, | did bring this subject up to
Senator DASCHLE earlier today, stand-
ing right there.

By the way, | have been working on
amendments and Executive Calendar
items while we have been having these
last few votes. | have been talking to
Senators on both sides of the aisle
about nominations. | talked to Senator
DORGAN who | know confers with Sen-
ator DAsScHLE all the time about this
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particular unanimous consent request
within the hour.

| don’t believe there is anybody on ei-
ther side of the aisle surprised by this.

Mr. DASCHLE. | am one.

Mr. LOTT. As a matter of fact, we
just discussed it a moment ago.

If the Senator wants to object, he can
go ahead and object. | think the impli-
cation here is that there is some sin-
ister effort here. And it is certainly not
true. This is something that is very
noncontroversial. | don’t know of any
problem with it. | can’t imagine why
any Senator would object to it.

Mr. HARKIN. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. ROBERTS. Will the majority
leader yield?

Mr. LOTT. With regard to his unani-
mous consent request, | have no idea of
the ramifications of the unanimous
consent request he just asked. | don’t
know what is involved there. We al-
ready passed the agriculture appropria-
tions bill. There was action taken on
that particular item.

I would not be able to agree to that
at this point without checking with
Senators that have been involved in
that legislation with that amendment.

So there is no need in holding up the
Senate any further. If the Senator
wants to object, he can do so.

I am going to also ask unanimous
consent that he go ahead and move on
the H-1B issue which has been worked
out previously in conference by both
sides of the Capitol by both parties.
This is an issue that we need to get re-
solved.

I thought that we had a reasonable
resolution of the issue.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, | sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader has the floor.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, will
the majority leader yield?

Mr. LOTT. | would be glad to yield.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, the
basic reason | think this is so impor-
tant is that the other body, the House,
is going to pass this very same bill, and
all it is, is one of the many steps that
we need to consider and hopefully pass
in regard to growing problems we are
experiencing in farm country.

There was a great deal of press last
week about the intention of the House
to provide something called ‘‘advanced
transition payments.”” All that does is
provide the farmer an opportunity for a
voluntarily decision which he can
make as to whether or not he can ac-
cept next year’s transition payments
this year.

It means a considerable amount of
money. And if we are able to pass the
Farm Savings Account that Senator
GRASSLEY has introduced, it will be of
tremendous cash flow assistance.

I thought it was not controversial.
Since the House is going to pass it next
week, since the House is out of session,
it made a lot of sense, it seemed to me,
and many others, for us to deem it
passed, or to pass it.

Farmers would then have, under the
banner of consistency and predict-
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ability, the knowledge that they would
have this as a tool.

Now, | can’t tell you what we are
going to do in September with the $500
million that was referred to by the dis-
tinguished Democratic leader. That is
a place hold, and it is sitting there, and
as we go through the situation of judg-
ing what is happening with adverse
weather all around the country—in
Texas, Oklahoma, Florida, Georgia,
South Carolina, and the Northern
Plains certainly—perhaps that number
will change. We can take a look at it at
that particular point.

As a matter of fact, | was just going
to give to all the distinguished Sen-
ators from the Dakotas a proposal that
I have had in regard to crop insurance
and see maybe if the $500 million could
be increased somewhat and funneled
through crop insurance to answer these
indemnity payment questions that
have been raised.

But for goodness’ sake, to object to
this at this particular time—to give
farmers the advance news that this is,
as a matter of fact, on the table, that
they can expect this, that they have
some consistency, some idea of what is
coming—I think is very untoward.

More to the point, | think it has been
agreed to in a tremendous bipartisan
effort in the House and, | had thought,
in this as well.

Now, | understand that people per-
haps don’t get the word on each and
every occasion, but | cannot imagine
anybody objecting to this knowing full
well in September we will get to the
$500 million that the distinguished Sen-
ator has mentioned. | would certainly
urge that we not object to this, we give
the farmers a very clear signal, and we
get on with the business.

Mr. LOTT. Will the Senator respond
to a question?

Mr. ROBERTS. | would be delighted
to respond if | can.

Mr. LOTT. | believe the Senator from
Kansas has been working on this issue.
He knew we were trying to get it
cleared tonight. I made a specific call
to him to contact Senators on both
sides of the aisle and discuss this issue.
| assumed that he was doing that. | had
the impression that it had been—any
holds or objections had been cleared.

Did it come as surprise to the Sen-
ator? Does the Senator think it came
as a surprise?

Mr. ROBERTS. | am always pleased,
if 1 can respond to the majority leader,
to be Garcia and run the trap lines for
anything that could be proposed by the
Senator and the distinguished leader of
the minority. | have checked with a
great many Senators. | thought it was
pretty much common knowledge. I
have checked with the chairman of the
Subcommittee on Ag Appropriations,
the distinguished chairman of the Sen-
ate Agriculture Committee, checked
with Senator DORGAN, checked with
Senator CONRAD, and checked with oth-
ers. | could go down the list. But | just
did not anticipate that there would be
an objection, and so consequently—or,
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more especially, when the very subject
that Senator DASCHLE indicated is al-
ready in the Agriculture appropria-
tions bill.

As a matter of fact, | think if we fund
it now, you could make the argument
that later down the road, in regard to
disaster assistance, there would not be
any more forthcoming. | apologize if it
is my fault, if in fact | was supposed to
run the trap line and | didn’t run all
the traps. | am sorry, but | just did not
anticipate that this would be this
much of a problem.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, we can play
these games all night long, and there
are a lot of people who are tired. This
isn’t the way to end what | thought
was a fairly productive week.

We are not going to object. Let’s just
quit playing these kinds of games.
Let’s just get on with it. Let’s pass it.
But let’s all be aware of what we have
done.

You and | have a good relationship.
We ought to keep it that way. | don’t
like being dealt with this way. | will
accept it this time, but | wish we would
work in the manner in which we have
been working all week.

This is a very serious, important
issue. There are a lot of political rami-
fications, and we can play the political
game. The fact is that there are a lot of
people out there who want some help.
This is going to be a little help. 1 wish
we could pass the indemnity payment
tonight. | don’t see why we could not.
The fact is that we would pass it unani-
mously, and that would be new money,
$500 million in new money. | wish we
could do that just as easily as we are
going to agree to pass this thing that
isn’t going to mean that much. But we
will pass it.

But | must say, we shouldn’t be doing
it this way. | have been here all night.
I haven't left the floor. Somebody
could have come to me to say, look, we
want to do this. Instead, what has hap-
pened is that this was sprung on me.

Now, you don’t have to apologize. No-
body has to apologize. It just isn’t the
way we ought to do business.

So, Mr. President, we don’t object.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, | appre-
ciate the fact the Senator did not ob-
ject.

Mr. HARKIN. Reserving the right to
object—I will reserve the right to ob-
ject. Is this unanimous consent on ad-
vancing AMTA payments? Is that what
is before the body right now?

Mr. President, parliamentary in-
quiry. What is the unanimous consent
before the Senate right now?

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, if | could
respond, it is unanimous consent that
the Agriculture Committee be dis-
charged from further consideration of
S. 2344, which is a bill that allows
farmers who are suffering from the
drought to begin receiving emergency
transition payments that they are en-
titled to in October instead of having
to wait until January.

Mr. HARKIN. | would ask the pro-
ponents, | would ask the majority lead-
er then, is this the unanimous consent
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that would reopen the 1996 farm bill?
Because the farm bill stipulates that a
farmer could get half of the payment if
he wanted to in December or January
and could get the other half the next
September.

That was in the farm bill. As | under-
stand it, this then changes what the
farm bill provides. Is that correct?

Mr. LOTT. It says, as | understand it,
that they would get the same amount
they would get either way. They would
just get it earlier in the year instead of
later in the year so they could begin to
deal with the problems that they have
had to face as a result of disasters.

Mr. HARKIN. Further reserving the
right to object then, this then would
undo some of the provisions that were
in the 1996 farm bill, because it changes
the dates and circumstances under
which the farmer could get the AMTA
payment, as it is called.

I understand that some people want
to do that and they want to reopen the
farm bill. That is fine. But | would re-
mind my colleagues that a couple of
weeks ago we offered an amendment to
take the caps off the commodity loan
rates. For a typical lowa farmer with
500 acres of corn that amendment
would have put about $20,000 of addi-
tional income in the farmer’s pocket
this fall. Not only does this bill involve
significantly less money for that farm-
er, but it only advances money that he
is already going to get anyway. As far
as increasing income to the farmer,
this bill doesn’t do a darned thing.

What we need to do is to get the in-
demnity payments through that Sen-
ator DAsCHLE is talking about, $500
million. There are a lot of farmers out
there who are hurting very badly. |
have to tell you, there is a crisis in ag-
riculture today. Farmers have been
devastated by bad weather, by crop dis-
ease in the Upper Midwest, and espe-
cially in the Dakotas.

We can pass the $500 million for in-
demnity payments tonight. Why don’t
we pass that measure by unanimous
consent right now to get that $500 mil-
lion in indemnity payments out to
farmers immediately? Why can’t we do
that?

| ask the majority leader, why can’t
we pass that?

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, this is a
bill that has been offered. It provides
help now. I know no Senator would
want to delay that help that they were
going to get anyway. We just get it
earlier. This is a bill that is going to
pass the House next Monday, probably
unanimously, which would provide
some more immediate help to these
farmers.

There is no effort to play games here.
This is an effort to provide some help
to the farmers who need it as soon as
they can possibly get it. That is all
there is to it. The idea we are playing
games here—I will be glad to yield to
the Senator from Idaho.

Mr. CRAIG. Mr. President, | had the
privilege of working with Senator
CONRAD on crafting the indemnity pay-
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ment. We cooperated with Senator
COCHRAN in getting it in the agri-
culture bill. We are going to go to con-
ference right soon. We think that will
be in the new fiscal year. You talk
about immediacy of payment? We hope
that will be available by late this year
to deal with some of these agricultural
problems.

But | must say, it has not been
shaped to my satisfaction. Senator
CoNRAD and | have talked about how
we would work within the conference
to make sure that it is a legitimate ap-
proach toward a true disaster environ-
ment. This is a broader approach that
deals with more farmers.

The definition under which Senator
CoNRAD and | shaped that—he being
the primary author—dealt with double,
back-to-back disasters. It is narrower
by scope. We may want to adjust that
some. | would not think tonight we
would want to just accept it as it was
originally crafted with its narrowness.
The problem is already much larger
today than when we passed it, by char-
acter of the drought and heat in Texas
and in other States. It is already
broader. We will want to look at that
again.

It is not that | am objecting. I am
saying | think we will be working to-
gether in the conference of the Ag
approps to make that a viable approach
as we originally thought it ought to be.

Mr. LOTT. Let me ask Senator
CRrAIG, if he would respond, do you
think this bill, which is very limited,
with no budget impact, would, at any
rate, still provide some help quicker to
the farmers who had been affected by
these disasters?

Mr. CRAIG. There is no question it
does. Is it something new? No. Is it ad-
vanced? You bet it is. When the crops
dried out in the field and the banker
wants you to pay your bills and you
can pay them sooner than later, then it
is a big help. This is not opening up
Freedom to Farm. This is advancing a
payment that is already built within
that structure. That is why there is the
budget impact about which the major-
ity leader spoke.

I hope we can work together to re-
solve this, as we thought we had, so
that this can move forward this week
to deal with the problems that are very
current in our agricultural sector.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, | renew my
unanimous consent request.

Mr. CONRAD. Reserving the right to
object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, and | will not
object—but I do object to what has oc-
curred here, in terms of the way we are
dealing with each other.

When | worked to put together an in-
demnity plan, I went to Members on
the other side and | consulted with ev-
eryone. On this matter, there was no
consultation.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President—did we not
have conversations with Senators?

S9415

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

Mr. CONRAD. No, no, | have reserved
the right to object. | just say this: My
name was raised as having been con-
sulted; | haven’t been consulted. | was
not consulted. So, when my name is
raised on the floor of this body and it
has been said publicly that | was con-
sulted, that is not the case. In fact, |
heard a rumor that this was occurring
and went to another Member.

I am just saying, in terms of the way
we treat each other here, this is not
quite the way it ought to be done. |
would hope we would truly work to-
gether to advance the interests of our
farmers who, in many parts of our
country, are, indeed, financially trou-
bled.

There is no question this proposal is
of some help. It is no new money, but
it is of some assistance.

But | couldn’t be silent when it is
suggested people came and consulted
with us. That did not happen. The
Democratic leader is precisely right;
there was no consultation, at least
with this Senator.

Mr. LOTT. We are late in the hour. |
see a number of Senators from farm
States who would like to speak, per-
haps, on this.

Senator HUTCHISON, | know her State
of Texas has been affected by the
drought. Is this a matter that would be
helpful in your State of Texas?

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, if
we let the perfect be the enemy of the
good, we are going to let a lot of people
down who are in desperation right now.
This is a good bill. I think the debate
can be legitimately waged, but, please,
at this late hour, as we are leaving for
a month, do not fail to let us have this
relief. These farmers can get credit if
they can get that payment moved up.
It is no new money. But they need this
help. This will help my State, which is
the most drastically affected at this
point with this drought.

| urge you, for whatever other rea-
sons it may not have been handled
right, let this unanimous consent go
through. It will be to everyone’s bene-
fit who has a stake here. Let’s work
out the other problems when we can.
We are going into a month recess.

Mr. LOTT. Let me say again, Mr.
President, when you get to the end of a
period of time like this, when you are
fixing to go on a recess for an extended
period of time, there are a lot of bills,
there are a lot of issues we are dealing
with, a lot of nominations we are try-
ing to clear.

I am either going to have to do it
now or later tonight or tomorrow,
when everybody else is gone. We
wouldn’t have been able to get this
cleared, probably, tomorrow. But by
doing it now, | think everybody will re-
alize that this is something that will
help. It is not that controversial, and
we can get it done and we can move on
to the recess and feel like we did some-
thing here that will be helpful. We will
have other opportunities before the
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year is out to provide more help as we
go through the conference.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, | know
there are a lot of Senators on their
feet, but in an effort to try to be fair
before | move for regular order, I am
going to withhold so the Senator from
North Dakota can comment and then
the Senator from Georgia, and then |
will ask for the regular order.

Mr. DORGAN. | do not intend to ob-
ject. | have no quarrel with this provi-
sion that is being proposed tonight.

Mr. LOTT. Didn’t | call the Senator
and ask if there was a problem?

Mr. DORGAN. You did call within the
last hour or so. | indicated to you there
was no problem with this provision,
and | do not object to this provision.

But | do want to make the point that
the Senate has debated and passed an
emergency provision calling for $500
million of indemnity payments. That is
the only new money available. It is the
only new money around in the appro-
priations process. If it is completed by
October 1, then perhaps we may get
money into the pockets of some farm-
ers. We have seen prices collapse even
further in recent weeks. It may get
money into the hands of some farmers,
perhaps in October—unlikely—perhaps
November, maybe December.

My proposition is that to the extent
that we have already debated this sub-
ject, the Senate, by 99 to nothing, has
said we have an emergency in farm
country. They have already passed a
$500 million indemnity payment pro-
gram. It makes eminent good sense to
me that we would be able to pass that
indemnity program this evening and
move it to the House. Does the House
want to deal with it? | don’t know. But
they won’t have an opportunity to deal
with it in any timely way if we don’t
proceed.

I have no objection at all to what the
Senator is requesting. | simply ask
that he consider, and we consider, tak-
ing the $500 million we have already de-
cided upon and see if we can’t move
that to the hands of family farmers,
many of whom are desperately
strapped for cash.

As soon as the Senator has completed
getting his unanimous consent and as
soon as | am able to get the floor, | in-
tend to ask unanimous consent the
Senate will proceed to the bill provid-
ing the $500 million of agriculture in-
demnity payments, which was agreed
to as an amendment to the agricultural
appropriations bill, and the bill be read
a third time and passed, and the mo-
tion to reconsider be laid upon the
table.

If someone objects to that, fine. But
I hope they would not object to it. We
will not object to this. | think this may
help. | hope you will not object to that,
because | know it will help. It would
help in a more timely way than will be
the case if we wait until after recess,
and farmers have to wait until Novem-
ber or December. Perhaps we can help
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farmers to get some help from that
provision earlier.

Mr. LOTT. | yield to the Senator
from Georgia.

Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, |
have just returned from a disaster area
in our State. It is the most emotional
difficulty, | believe, with which | have
ever dealt. And | have dealt with a
1000-year flood and a 500-year flood.
Back-to-back crises like this are enor-
mous.

I heard the exchange between the
majority and minority leaders. | under-
stand the tensions of the day. | appre-
ciate the minority leader, in deference
to the issue involved, removing his
right to object. | appreciate that.

That removal of an objection will
lead to the movement and option of
farmers, in many States, to relieve
their cash flow problem. They have an
equity problem. The proposal that the
minority leader has mentioned, about
the $500 million, and others, is some-
thing for the broader issue. There are
many issues we are going to have to
bring to the table to deal with this cri-
sis. That is one idea. It is probably not
near enough. It wouldn’t take care of
Georgia and South Carolina, much less
Alabama and Texas and the Mid-
western States.

We do have a major issue in front of
us dealing with food and fiber and the
Nation’s security. | hope we could pro-
ceed this evening with that which does
not require new funds and it is simply
a logistical and administrative deci-
sion that will move money more rap-
idly.

| say to the leader, | appreciate the
chance to speak on this. Again, | thank
the minority leader for removing his
objection.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, | ask unan-
imous consent that the bill be consid-
ered read the third time and passed;
that the motion to reconsider be laid
upon the table; and that any statement
relating to the bill appear at the appro-
priate place in the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request? Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered.

The bill (S. 2344) was considered read
the third time and passed, as follows:

S. 2344

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the “Emergency
Farm Financial Relief Act’.

SEC. 2. SPECIAL RULE FOR FISCAL YEAR 1999

PAYMENT UNDER PRODUCTION
FLEXIBILITY CONTRACTS.

Section 112(d) of the Agirucltural Market
Transition Act (7 U.S.C. 7212(d)) is amended
by adding at the end the following:

““(3) SPECIAL RULE FOR FISCAL YEAR 1999.—
Notwithstanding the requirements for mak-
ing an annual contract payment specified in
paragraphs (1) and (2), at the option of the
owner or producer, the Secretary shall pay
the full amount (or such portion as the
owner or producer may specify) of the con-
tract payment required to be paid for fiscal
year 1999 at such time or times during that
fiscal year as the owner or producer may
specify.”.
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Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, | ask unan-
imous consent that when the Senate
receives the House bill relative to H-
1B, the text of which | send to the
desk, the bill be deemed agreed to and
the motion to reconsider be laid upon
the table. | further ask that if the text
of the House-passed bill is not identical
to the text just sent to the desk, then
the House bill will be appropriately re-
ferred.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, there
are objections on our side.

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 1999

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, | believe
we are ready to go to final passage of
the defense bill.

Mr. STEVENS. | ask we proceed with
the unanimous consent agreement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is, Shall the bill, H.R. 4103, as
amended, pass? On this question, the
yeas and nays have been ordered. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. | announce that the
Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
HELMS) is absent because of illness.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from North
Carolina (Mr. HEeLMsS) would vote
“aye.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 97,
nays 2, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 252 Leg.]

YEAS—97
Abraham Faircloth Lugar
Akaka Feinstein Mack
Allard Ford McCain
Ashcroft Frist McConnell
Baucus Glenn Mikulski
Bennett Gorton Moseley-Braun
Biden Graham Moynihan
Bingaman Gramm Murkowski
Bond Grams Murray
Boxer Grassley Nickles
Breaux Gregg Reed
Brownback Hagel Reid
Bryan Harkin Robb
Bumpers Hatch Roberts
Burns Hollings Rockefeller
Byrd Hutchinson Roth
Campbell Hutchison Santorum
Chafee Inhofe Sarbanes
Cleland Inouye Sessions
Coats Jeffords Shelby
Cochran Johnson Smith (NH)
Collins Kempthorne Smith (OR)
Conrad Kennedy Snowe
Coverdell Kerrey Specter
Craig Kerry Stevens
D’Amato Kohl Thomas
Daschle Kyl Thompson
DeWine Landrieu Thurmond
Dodd Lautenberg Torricelli
Domenici Leahy Warner
Dorgan Levin Wyden
Durbin Lieberman
Enzi Lott
NAYS—2
Feingold Wellstone
NOT VOTING—1
Helms

The bill (H.R. 4103), as amended, was
passed.
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(The text of the bill will be printed in
a future edition of the RECORD.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate insists
on its amendment, requests a con-
ference with the House, and the Chair
appoints the following conferees.

The Presiding Officer appointed Mr.
STEVENS, Mr. COCHRAN, Mr. SPECTER,
Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. BOND, Mr. McCON-
NELL, Mr. SHELBY, Mr. GREGG, Mrs.
HUTCHISON, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. HOLLINGS,
Mr. BYRD, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. BUMPERS,
Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. HARKIN, and Mr.
DORGAN, conferees on the part of the
Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the order, S. 2132 is indefinitely post-
poned.

UNANIMOUS CONSENT REQUEST—
S. 2344

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, as | in-
dicated to the majority leader, it is my
intent to ask unanimous consent that
the Senate proceed to the bill which
provides $500 million in agricultural in-
demnity payments which was agreed to
as an amendment to the agricultural
appropriations bill, and the bill be read
the third time and passed, and the mo-
tion to reconsider be laid upon the
table.

Mr. GREGG. | object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ob-
jection is heard.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, |
heard on the other side of the aisle a
chorus of “‘I object.” | am not quite
sure why.

I was on a show this morning, WCCO
Radio, in Minnesota. It is hard to ex-
plain to farmers why we can’t take the
action right now on the indemnity pay-
ment, the $500 million. We passed it.
The correction would be made later on,
but we can get assistance to farmers
right now.

Why can’t we send this over to the
House? | say to my colleagues.

Mr. CRAIG. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. WELLSTONE. | am pleased to
yield.

Mr. CRAIG. | helped craft that in-
demnity payment. It is very important
we do work with the House. Senator
CONRAD, I, and others, deserve to go to
conference. Senator DORGAN was a part
of that.

I can understand a rush to imme-
diacy. That is in the next fiscal cycle.
I think it is important we deal with it
in a fair and balanced way. As it is
written, already the circumstances of
agriculture have changed significantly
enough. We deserve to look at it in a
broader spectrum.

We, the Senate, tonight acted to
bring some immediacy to the difficulty
you are expressing. There may be more
to be done in the coming weeks as this
whole difficulty with production agri-
culture increases across our country.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, let
the RECORD show | am speaking for
myself, but let the RECORD show that
there was no objection to moving for-
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ward on advance payments for this
“freedom to fail’’ bill, which is just an
admission what an awful piece of legis-
lation it was on our side. In addition,
we could have gotten a $500 million in-
demnity payment out to farmers.

People are asking, when are we going
to see this assistance? People are
thinking about a lifetime of 2 months
or 3 months.

I hear this discussion that we need to
take a broader view, it needs to go over
to the House, and we need to work it in
conference committee, and we haven’t
had a chance to meet yet in conference
committee. Do you know how ridicu-
lous that sounds to the people whom
we represent?

Mr. President, | will just say | don’t
think it is just that simple. Obviously,
I am not going to change the course of
events tonight.

My colleague from lowa came out
here earlier and spoke about this.
First, the minority leader asked
whether or not we also could have
unanimous consent to get this indem-
nity payment out to the countryside,
out to families in rural America. Then
the Senator from lowa spoke about it.
Then the Senator from North Dakota
comes to the floor, after we have
agreed to go forward—fast forward the
advance payments was just fine with
this Freedom to Farm bill. And now we
come out and the Senator from North
Dakota asks unanimous consent that
we get the $500 million—when did we
pass that? | ask my colleagues.

Mr. DORGAN. Almost a month ago.

Mr. WELLSTONE. A month ago. We
get this out now, over to the House of
Representatives; they take action this
week or next week; and then we get the
assistance out to farmers.

And what | hear on this side is this
chorus of ‘““No,” and then everyone
leaves. With all due respect, it is not
that simple. I want the farmers in Min-
nesota and | want the farmers across
the country to know that there was an
effort made tonight to get some addi-
tional help to people above and beyond
these advance payments, which will
help only a little.

It is a desperate situation. Many peo-
ple are going to go under over the next
several months. There was an effort to-
night to get $500 million passed, over to
the House, and out to farmers all
across the country, especially in those
areas that have been hardest hit. And
my colleagues on the other side said
no. And they are gone.

I will be willing to yield in 1 second.
I would like to speak a little bit more
about this for another 3 minutes. It is
not that simple. | will just say to my
colleagues on the other side, | see that
it is late at night, but I will just say to
them, it is not as simple as saying no.
You said no to a proposal, to an effort
to get assistance to people now. We
could have done it. We have done it.

I think the RECORD should be very
clear. I want every single farm family
in northwest Minnesota that is in des-
perate shape to know that this pro-
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posal was turned down by the Repub-
lican Party—unwilling to do it. We
were more than willing to help out a
little bit with moving forward on the
advance payments. No reciprocation or
cooperation on the other side in get-
ting the $500 million out to people
right now.

I don’t think it will be very easy to
explain to people why we are waiting
another month. | don’t know whether
we should have even left. It is sort of
interesting to me, a bitter irony. Now
we are gone. We probably shouldn’t
have gone. We probably shouldn’t be
going into recess.

How do you say to people, well, it
will be in a conference committee and
we haven’t quite got that together and
we just didn’t want to do it tonight be-
cause there are some things that | am
not satisfied with as a Senator and |
would like to work on that longer?

The future is now for people. Time is
not neutral. We could have passed
something which would have provided
$500 million to farmer families that are
in real trouble, and we didn’t do it. |
am embarrassed that we are going into
recess. | am embarrassed that the U.S.
Senate blocked this. | am embarrassed,
specifically, that my Republican col-
leagues blocked it.

| didn’t get a chance to talk earlier
because the majority leader tried to
move things along, said he would rec-
ognize two Senators, and the Senator
from Georgia was the last Senator. So
now | get to speak. | think it is just
outrageous.

| yield the floor.

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

Mr. DORGAN. | simply wanted to
make the point that the reason | asked
the unanimous consent request really
has nothing to do with the request by
others to advance the Agriculture Mar-
keting Assistance Act, or AMTA pay-
ments as they are called, under the
Freedom to Farm bill. | didn’t object
to that. If that will help a producer
here and there, that is good. Anything
that helps gets assistance into the
pockets of family farmers, 1 am for
that. So | didn’t object to that. | told
folks this evening | wouldn’t object to
that.

But, this is not new money at all.
This is just a payment that they are
supposed to get later on. Now, they
might get this payment earlier or at
least they will have the option to get it
earlier.

I was thinking about the farmer who
testified yesterday at our farm policy
hearing. This was young fellow from
South Dakota who testified. When he
talked about putting the crop in this
spring, he could barely continue. His
chin was quivering, and he had tears in
his eyes. He talked about having to
find something on his farm to sell in
order to get the money together to put
in his crop. Then things went bad for
him and he was out of money again. He
had to sell some of the feed for his cat-
tle that he put aside for this winter. He



S9418

didn’t have any money. He talks about
the need to feed his kids, the need to
provide for his family. He could barely
continue because he was talking about
something that is much more than a
business. It is a way of life. This was
life, and his dream. | had a call from a
guy in Sarles, ND. You could hear the
pain in his voice. Everything that he
has, everything that he owns, every-
thing that he aspires to, everything
that he has fought and worked for in
his family is on the line. He said, “You
know, I’'m going to harvest my barley
and I’'m going to have to take it right
to the elevator. Prices have crashed, |
am not going to get anything for it. |
don’t have a choice. | have to pay back
my lender, and feed my family.”” The
pain was so evident in his voice. He was
asking, “What can | do? Is there help
someplace?”’

The point of both of these producers
is that they didn’t cause these condi-
tions. They didn’t cause the Asian fi-
nancial crisis that has caused our ex-
ports to start to slow down and prices
collapse. They didn’t cause the crop
diseases that have devastated these
crops. They didn’t cause the price col-
lapse of wheat and barley. It is not
their fault. The question for this coun-
try is whether we are going to have any
family farmers left. And, does anybody
care about that?

This Senate did something that |
thought was the right thing to do. We
passed an indemnity program of $500
million. Frankly, that is going to have
to increase substantially. Since that
time, in the last several weeks, we
have learned that the Texas cotton
crop is gone, with over $2 billion in
damage. In Louisiana and Oklahoma,
the agricultural economies are dev-
astated. So the $500 million is going to
have to be increased. The point is,
while | think advancing the Freedom
to Farm payments is fine, 1 think we
can do more by deciding to take the
$500 million we have already agreed
upon and advance that and move that
out.

The earliest farmers are going to get
these indemnity payments would be
perhaps November or December. To-
night, we could have taken that $500
million and made it available. We
could have sent it to the House, and let
them pass it. Next week, or the week
after, the Department of Agriculture
could have begun to try to deal with
this deepening farm crisis. This isn’t
an ordinary crisis. | have mentioned
before that we have so many auction
sales of family farms in North Dakota
that they were calling auctioneers out
of retirement to handle the sales. You
can go to those sales and see these lit-
tle tykes wearing their britches and
cowboy hats with hair in their eyes,
wondering why mom and dad have to
sell the farm, and why their life is
going to change. You can see the hus-
band and wife with tears in their eyes,
watching people bid on their machin-
ery. Most of the equipment is old be-
cause they can’t afford the new ma-
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chinery. You can see the pain being
suffered out in the great plains.

I am disappointed tonight. I wish we
could have done what we have already
decided to do. We should make $500
million available now. We should do it
sooner rather than later. We will come
back in September and have another
significant debate. Advancing the Free-
dom to Farm payment is fine. It may
help some producers. If it does, | am for
that. But we must do more. This Con-
gress must decide that family farmers
matter. This isn’t just about dollars
and cents, or about economic theory.
With all that is going on in agri-
culture, including unfair trade, unfair
competition, a choked market, monop-
olies up and down and sideways, and
everywhere, we are losing something
very important. We are losing family
farmers. Then all the yard lights will
be turned off on these farms. You will
fly from California to Maine and you
won’t see family farms because agri-
factories don’t have yard lights. They
plow as far as you can plow for 10
hours, and they plow back. There will
be nobody living out in the country.
That seed bed of family values that ex-
isted and that nurtures us from small
towns to America’s cities, and which
has always refreshed this country will
be gone. Then somebody will scratch
their head and say: What happened to
our country? What will have happened
is that this Congress didn’t understand,
as some other countries do, that family
farmers make a difference in our na-
tional life. It is not just dollars and
cents. It is a lot more than some eco-
nomic calculation made by those who
give us a bunch of constipated theories
about agriculture. This is everyday liv-
ing by farm families that just ask for
an even chance to make a decent liv-
ing. Yet they are confronted in every
direction by monopolies, price collapse,
disease, and then by a Government
that says they want to pull the rug out
from under them on price supports.

What if the Government tried to do
that on the minimum wage? They
would say, “Let’s reduce the minimum
wage to $1 an hour and call it freedom
to work.” It’s the same thing. The fact
is, we must come back here in Septem-
ber and have a real debate about real
policies that will give family farmers
in this country a real opportunity to
make a decent living. They are the eco-
nomic all stars in this country. Make
no mistake about it. This country will
make a serious mistake if it turns its
back to the economic opportunity that
ought to be offered to the family farm-
ers in this country.

I yield the floor.

Mr. CONRAD addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
DEWINE). The Senator from North Da-
kota is recognized.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, perhaps
it is healthy that we had a discussion
on the farm crisis started again to-
night. It is unfortunate the way it
came up because, typically, those of us
who represent farm country have tried
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to work together. That did not happen
tonight. That is unfortunate. There is
no great harm done. In fact, we passed
something that will be modestly help-
ful, although it represents no new
money.

Mr. President, the reason there is
such a high level of feeling about what
is happening in farm country is be-
cause we face an unmitigated disaster.
In North Dakota, farm income declined
98 percent from 1996 to 1997. The result
is a massive number of auction sales,
and the result is that the Secretary of
Agriculture came to North Dakota and
his crisis response team said that we
are in danger of losing 30 percent of our
farmers in the next 2 years. That is a
disaster of staggering proportion.

Of course, it is not limited to North
Dakota because we have the lowest
prices for wheat and barley in 50 years.
Those prices continue to crash. | just
received a phone call from a farmer
back home in North Dakota, who heard
this debate occurring and he said,
“Don’t they know down there that just
shuffling payments is not going to
solve the problem? Don’t they know
that this kind of shell game is not
what is needed? What is needed are ad-
ditional resources to fight what is an
international trade war. Don’t they
know that Europe spends 10 times more
supporting their producers than we do
supporting ours? Don’t they know Eu-
rope is spending 100 times more than
we are supporting exports? Don’t they
understand the result is not only the
lowest prices in 50 years, but in addi-
tion to that, disasters that are not
being addressed?”’

The disaster in North Dakota is the
outbreak of a disease called scab, a fun-
gus that is loose in the fields, which
cost us a third of the crop last year.
That combination of the lowest prices
in 50 years and losing a third of the
crop to this horrible disease, scab, has
meant devastation to farm income. As
I indicated, there has been a 98 percent
reduction in farm income from 1996 to
1997, with literally thousands of farm-
ers being forced off the land this year,
and many more coming next year. One
of the major agricultural lenders in my
State called me and told me, ‘‘Senator,
there is something radically wrong
with this country’s farm policy. If a
State like North Dakota, which is one
of the breadbasket States of our coun-
try, is in a farm depression, then there
is something radically wrong with the
farm policy.

Mr. President, | just want to con-
clude by saying that we do face low
prices in North Dakota. It is not just in
North Dakota because now it is spread-
ing to other States as well. They are
being hit by the low prices, but they
are also being hit by these disaster
conditions. In different parts of the
country, it is different kinds of weath-
er disasters. In Oklahoma and Texas, it
is overly dry conditions, a drought. It’s
the same thing in Louisiana. In our
part of the country, it is overly wet
conditions that led to this outbreak of
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the fungus called scab. In other parts
of the country, it has been hurricanes.

The combined result is a farm crisis
worse than anything we have seen
since | have been in public life. I have
been in public life now for over 20
years.

Mr. President, | hope when we return
that we are ready to aggressively ad-
dress this problem. What we did to-
night will help. It is not new money. It
just moves money forward. That will
be of some assistance. But it in no way
solves the problem. We have a crisis of
staggering dimensions, and it requires
our full response.

| thank the Chair. | yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ENz1). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, we
are now in the closing process for the
evening, and we have several matters
to be considered.

MORNING BUSINESS

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that there now be a
period for the transaction of morning
business.

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

MEDIA CAMPAIGN HELPS INFORM
CONGRESSIONAL ACTION ON
ENCRYPTION
Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, | rise to

recognize the continuing efforts of
Americans for Computer Privacy
(ACP), a broad-based advocacy coali-
tion, to energize the discussion now
taking place in Washington on
encryption. ACP has a role since they
represent industry, private citizens and
interest groups from all sides of the po-
litical spectrum. The computer indus-
try believes, as do many members in
both the House and Senate, that it is
time to reform America’s outdated
encryption regime. Last week, an im-
portant step was taken when a multi-
media campaign was launched to raise
Congressional and public awareness on
the encryption issue. This campaign in-
cludes television commercials, print
media, and an online banner compo-
nent with such statements as, ‘“‘would
you give the government the keys to
your safety deposit box or home.” In
the past few days, television commer-
cials highlighting the need for
encryption reform have appeared dur-
ing Good Morning America, the Today
show, Hardball, and Cross Fire.

Mr. President, ACP has an impressive
membership which includes such orga-
nizations as the Law Enforcement Alli-
ance of America, the Louisiana Sher-
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iff’s Association, American Small Busi-
ness Alliance, Americans for Tax Re-
form, Electronic Commerce Forum, In-
formation Technology Industry Coun-
cil, the National Association of Manu-
facturers, the U.S. Chamber of Com-
merce, and over sixty technology com-
panies. It’s bipartisan advisory panel
includes several intelligence and law
enforcement experts such as former
National Security Advisor Richard
Allen, former NSA Deputy Director
William Crowell, former CIA Director
John Deutch, former FBI Director Wil-
liam Webster, and former San Jose Po-
lice Chief Joseph McNamara. This
array adds credibility to their message.

As you are well aware, encryption
plays a significant role in our daily
lives. This technology scrambles and
unscrambles computer text to keep pri-
vate communications from being read
by unauthorized individuals such as
hackers, thieves, and other criminals.
Encryption protects private citizens
credit card numbers when they buy
something over the Internet, ensures
that only authorized medical personnel
can read a patients’ medical records
stored on a hospital database, shields

tax information that we send to the
IRS, and safeguards personal letters
that we E-mail to loved ones.

Encryption means that American com-
panies can protect confidential em-
ployee information, such as salary and
performance data; valuable trade se-
crets and competitive bidding informa-
tion; and critical target market data.

Encryption also benefits America’s
security by protecting our nation’s
critical infrastructures, like the power
grid, telecommunications infrastruc-
ture, financial networks, air traffic
control operations, and emergency re-
sponse systems. Strong encryption
thwarts infiltration attempts by com-
puter hackers and terrorists who have
destructive, life threatening intent.

Yes, this is an issue that truly affects
all Americans.

By allowing a public policy that lim-
its encryption to continue, we risk
sending more potential U.S. business
overseas. This approach only serves to
harm America’s economic and national
security interest by encouraging crimi-
nals to purchase foreign made products
now widely available with unlimited
encryption strength. By contrast, the
broad development and use of Amer-
ican encryption products should be ad-
vantageous to our law enforcement and
intelligence communities.

I must say that | am deeply troubled
by the comments made by Commerce
Under Secretary William Reinsch, head
of the Bureau of Export Administra-
tion, in response to ACP’s efforts. Ap-
parently, Under Secretary Reinsch
doubts that this initiative will work—
that industry and privacy advocates
are wasting their money. | disagree.
This media campaign is rightfully edu-
cating the public about the importance
of encryption in our every day lives.
These advertisements make clear that
encryption technology preserves our
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First Amendment right to freedom of
speech and our Fourth Amendment
freedom against unreasonable search
and seizure. They illustrate that we
need strong security to keep all Ameri-
cans safe from infrastructure attack.
And they explain that Americans and
computer users everywhere must feel
confident in the knowledge that their
private information will remain pri-
vate. Clearly, the development and use
and strong encryption is critical if
Internet commerce is going to grow to
its full potential and sustain the eco-
nomic engine that is driving this coun-
try into the 21st century.

I believe this advertising campaign is
yet another indication of industry’s
willingness and desire to find a reason-
able solution to the encryption issue.
Industry and privacy groups, for exam-
ple, have been working in earnest with
Administration officials for several
months. In May, a proposed interim so-
lution to the encryption issue was of-
fered. The Administration responded
that it would take five to six months
to review the proposal. This reaction in
conjunction with Under Secretary
Reinsch’s recent comments, lead many
in Congress, from both sides of the
aisle, to conclude that the Administra-
tion, despite what it has been saying
publicly, does not want to see a bal-
anced resolution before this Congress
adjourns.

Mr. President, | think it is also im-
portant to reiterate that the Adminis-
tration’s restrictions against U.S.
encryption exports and its proposals to
control domestic use just cannot work.
Innovation in the high tech industry is
relentless and ubiquitous. The govern-
ment cannot stop it. It is for this rea-
son that industry is trying to persuade
the Administration that innovation is
the solution to this issue, not the
enemy. Two weeks ago, a coalition of
thirteen companies proposed ‘‘private
doorbells™, a technology solution that
would provide law enforcement with
court approved access to computer
messages. Clearly, industry leaders
want to help officials capture criminals
and terrorists. | believe the ideas they
have put forward are reasonable and re-
sponsible. On the other hand, | do not
believe the Administration’s response
has been forthcoming. Encryption pol-
icy can be modernized with the stroke
of a pen, but the Administration has
shown little willingness. Thus, indus-
try takes appropriate action by imple-
menting a media campaign.

While encryption is a complex and di-
visive information technology issue,
this media initiative reinforces the
need for legislation to bring America’s
encryption policy into the 21st cen-
tury. The national security and law en-
forcement communities have legiti-
mate concerns that must be consid-
ered. | believe that the best way to deal
with these concerns is to pass during
this Congress legislation that strikes a
balance on encryption. Legislation
that would help keep private and cor-
porate communications away from
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hackers, terrorists and other criminals,
provide a level playing field for U.S.
encryption manufacturers, and ensure
Constitutional protections for all
Americans. A number of my colleagues
have been pushing for this type of re-
form for years and several competing
encryption bills have been offered in
both the House and Senate during this
session.

Mr. President, as you may recall, |
engaged in a colloquy with my col-
leagues last week which reinforced the
need for Congress to act during this
session to break the impasse. This is a
difficult issue, not easily explained or
understood, but it is a crucial one. Mo-
mentum has been built in both the
House and Senate toward finding a
workable solution. Congress must seize
upon these efforts and pass a consensus
encryption bill now or risk starting all
over during the next session. Congress
has come too far on this issue to go
back to the beginning.

Americans need a sound and reason-
able encryption policy that protects
public safety, reinforces security, pro-
motes digital privacy, and encourages
online commerce and economic growth.
Without the development and use of
powerful encryption, we may bear the
consequences of the next hacker’s at-
tack on the Pentagon’s information
network, a terrorist attack on the
city’s power supply, or a thief’s attack
on the international financial markets.

With over $60 billion and over 200,000
jobs at stake by the year 2000, the
House and Senate cannot continue to
hope that the Administration will
reach an amicable solution that satis-
fies the needs of all parties. | strongly
encourage my colleagues to report out
a balanced encryption bill that Con-
gress can act on before the end of this
session. Before it is too late.

INSTALLATION OF WILLIAM B.
GREENWOOD AS PRESIDENT OF

THE INDEPENDENT INSURANCE
AGENTS OF AMERICA
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, | rise

today to commend a fellow Kentuckian
and my friend, William B. Greenwood
of Central City, who will be installed as
president of the nation’s largest insur-
ance association—the Independent In-
surance Agents of America (I1AA)—
next month in Boston. Bill is president
of C.A. Lawton Insurance, an independ-
ent insurance agency located in Cen-
tral City.

Bill’s career as an independent insur-
ance agent has been marked with out-
standing dedication to his clients, his
community, IIAA, the State associa-
tion—the Independent Insurance
Agents of Kentucky—his colleagues
and his profession.

At the state level, Bill served as
president of the Independent Insurance
Agents of Kentucky in 1983, and was
named the Kentucky association’s In-
surer of the Year in 1986. He was Ken-
tucky’s representative to IIAA’s Na-
tional Board of State Directors for
seven years beginning in 1985.
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Bill also has been very active with
IIAA. He served as chairman of its
Communications and Membership
Committees as well as chairman of the
Future One Communications Task
Force. Bill was elected to I1AA’s Exec-
utive Committee in 1992 and since then
he has exhibited a spirit of dedication
and concern for his 300,000 independent
agent colleagues around the country.

Bill’s selfless attitude also extends to
his involvement in numerous Central
City-area community activities. He re-
ceived the 1989 Kentucky Chamber of
Commerce Volunteer of the Year
Award. He is on the Boards of Directors
for the Leadership Kentucky Founda-
tion, Kentucky Audubon Council Boy
Scouts of America, and Central City,
Main Street, Inc.

In the past, Bill served on the Board
of Directors of the Muhlenberg Com-
munity Theater, the Everly Brothers
Foundation, and the Central City Main
Street and Redy Downtown Develop-
ment Corporation. Also, Bill is past
president of the Central City Chamber
of Commerce and the Central City
Lions Club.

Bill’s professional endeavors outside
IHAA extend to serving on the board of
directors and serving as president of
the First United Holding Company,
which owns Central City’s First Na-
tional Bank.

I have complete confidence that Bill
will serve with distinction and provide
strong leadership as president of the
Independent Insurance Agents of Amer-
ica. I wish him and his lovely wife, Les-
lie, all the best as IIAA President and
First Lady over the next year.

UTAH ASSISTIVE TECHNOLOGY
PROGRAM

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, today |
pay tribute to the noteworthy efforts
of the Utah Assistive Technology Pro-
gram, which has helped empower indi-
viduals with disabilities, allowing
them to live more rewarding, produc-
tive, and independent lives.

An estimated 216,100 Utahns of all
ages—approximately 10 percent of our
state’s population—live with a dis-
abling condition. Assistive technology
provides a means whereby these indi-
viduals can live and work in virtually
all areas of society. Stated plainly, as-
sistive technology not only improves
the quality of life for individuals with
disabilities but also enables the rest of
us to have the benefit of their con-
tributions.

The term ‘‘assistive technology’ en-
compasses all devices that improve the
functional capabilities of individuals
with disabilities. Such devices can be
as simple as a wheelchair or as high-
tech as an electronic Liberator, a tech-
nological apparatus that makes com-
munication possible for disabled indi-
viduals who are not able to speak. Or-
ganizations such as the Utah Assistive
Technology Program provide services
that assist disabled individuals in the
selection and acquisition of these prod-
ucts.

July 30, 1998

With the help of assistive technology,
children have received a more mean-
ingful and challenging education;
adults have undertaken rewarding ca-
reers; and senior citizens have contin-
ued to live independently in their own
homes.

The Tech Act, as it is known, passed
by Congress in 1988, has proven invalu-
able to the realization of these goals.
Under this act, Utah has established an
impressive assistive technology pro-
gram. According to my fellow Utahn,
Ms. Corey Rowley, chairperson of the
National Council on Independent Liv-
ing Assistive Technology Task Force,
the effectiveness of the Utah Assistive
Technology Program lies in its ability
to initiate and coordinate projects with
all relevant Utah agencies—an inte-
grated effort that transcends any one
piece of federal legislation.

Prominent among its achievements
is the creation of the Utah Center for
Assistive Technology in Salt Lake
City—a statewide service center that
provides invaluable assessments and
demonstrations of applicable assistive
technology devices to consumers. This
center also provides people with in-
formative guidance concerning avail-
able resources to acquire these serv-
ices. While federal funds from the Tech
Act were crucial to the center’s cre-
ation, it is now fully funded by the
state. This is an excellent example of
how Utah has been able to leverage a
small amount of federal funding.

Mr. President, we must make sure
that the Tech Act is reauthorized.
While this act has already enhanced
the lives of many Americans, a great
need still exists. We must do more. It
seems clear that the need for assistive
technology in the coming years will in-
crease as America’s population ages.
Moreover, we must take full advantage
of scientific and technological ad-
vances that can be applied to persons
with disabilities.

Congress will have the opportunity
this year to continue a modest federal
effort to empower individuals with dis-
abilities to learn, to work, and to pros-
per. | hope that all my colleagues will
support this program.

HONORING THE WRIGHTS ON
THEIR 50TH WEDDING ANNIVER-
SARY

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, fami-
lies are the cornerstone of America. In-
dividuals from strong families contrib-
ute to the society. In an era when near-
ly half of all couples married today
will see their union dissolve into di-
vorce, | believe it is both instructive
and important to honor those who have
taken the commitment of ‘“‘till death
us do part” seriously, demonstrating
successfully the timeless principles of
love, honor, and fidelity. These charac-
teristics make our country strong.

For these important reasons, | rise
today to honor Lonnie and Regina
Wright of Goshen, Arkansas, who on
August 4, 1998, will celebrate their 50th
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wedding anniversary. My wife, Janet,
and | look forward to the day we can
celebrate a similar milestone. The
Wrights’ commitment to the principles
and values of their marriage deserves
to be saluted and recognized.

RECOGNITION OF ACHIEVEMENT

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, | rise
today to extend appreciation to
Arsalan Iftikhar for his service as an
intern in my office during the Spring of
1998. Arsalan set the highest standard
of excellence on a project undertaken
by my Operations Team.

Since | was elected in 1994, my staff
and | have made an oath of service,
commitment, and dedication. We dedi-
cate ourselves to quality service.
America’s future will be determined by
the character and productivity of our
people. In this respect, we seek to lead
by our example. We strive to lead with
humility and honesty, and to work
with energy and spirit. Our standard of
productivity is accuracy, courtesy, ef-
ficiency, integrity, validity, and time-
liness.

Arsalan has not only achieved this
standard, he set a new standard on the
project he was given. He exemplified a
competitive level of work while main-
taining a cooperative spirit. His per-
formance truly was inspiring to my en-
tire office. It is with much appreciation
that | recognize Arsalan’s contribution
to me and my staff in our effort to ful-
fill our office pledge and to serve all
people by whose consent we govern.

RECOGNITION OF ACHIEVEMENT

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, I rise
today to extend appreciation to Heath-
er Oellermann for her service as an in-
tern in my office during the Spring of
1998. Heather set the highest standard
of excellence on a project undertaken
by my Operations Team.

Since | was elected in 1994, my staff
and | have made an oath of service,
commitment, and dedication. We dedi-
cate ourselves to quality service.
America’s future will be determined by
the character and productivity of our
people. In this respect, we seek to lead
by our example. We strive to lead with
humility and honesty, and to work
with energy and spirit. Our standard of
productivity is accuracy, courtesy, ef-
ficiency, integrity, validity, and time-
liness.

Heather has not only achieved this
standard, she set a new standard on the
project she was given. She exemplified
a competitive level of work while
maintaining a cooperative spirit. Her
performance truly was inspiring to my
entire office. It is with much apprecia-
tion that | recognize Heather’s con-
tribution to me and my staff in our ef-
fort to fulfill our office pledge and to
serve all people by whose consent we
govern.
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COMMUNITY SERVICES BLOCK
GRANT LEGISLATION

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, |
would like to take this opportunity to
thank Senator CoATS, the Chairman of
the Labor Committee’s Subcommittee
on Children and Families, for the ex-
cellent work he has done in drafting
legislation to reauthorize the Commu-
nity Services Block Grant, which re-
cently passed in the Senate. The CSBG
program is intended to fight poverty
and alleviate its effects on people and
their communities. Through these
block grants, federal money is given to
the states and local communities to
create programs that help low-income
people secure employment, get an ade-
quate education, make better use of
their available income, obtain and
maintain adequate housing, and ulti-
mately achieve self-sufficiency.

These block grants free states and
local communities of federal red tape
and give them the flexibility they de-
sire to initiate programs that meet the
needs of people who need help. As a
former governor, | learned that state
and local governments are far more ef-
fective in serving local communities
than Washington’s bureaucracy.

Further, Community Services Block
Grants provide opportunities for the
government to partner with the non-
governmental sector to provide a vari-
ety of services to the poor. | am grate-
ful that Senator CoATS has led a bipar-
tisan effort to include within this reau-
thorization bill language that can ex-
pand the opportunities for charitable
and faith-based organizations to serve
their communities with CSBG funds.
The provisions included will help faith-
based organizations to maintain their
religious character and integrity when
providing social services with govern-
ment funds.

For years, America’s charities and
churches have been transforming shat-
tered lives by addressing the deeper
needs of people—by instilling hope and
values which help change behavior and
attitudes. As a matter of sound public
policy, we in Congress need to find
ways to allow these successful organi-
zations to unleash the cultural remedy
that our society so desperately needs.
Senator COATS’ legislation reauthoriz-
ing the Community Services Block
Grant will help to further this goal.

The language in this bill regarding
charitable and faith-based providers is
similar to my Charitable Choice provi-
sion contained in the welfare reform
law which we passed two years ago, but
it does contain some differences. For
non-governmental organizations wish-
ing to participate in both the Commu-
nity Service Block Grant and the Tem-
porary Assistance for Needy Families
programs, the differences between the
two provisions may cause some confu-
sion and lead to additional administra-
tive burdens.

This situation demonstrates the need
to pass legislation that applies the
same Charitable Choice language to all
federally funded social service pro-
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grams in which the government is au-
thorized to use nongovernmental orga-
nizations to provide services to bene-
ficiaries. Under my Charitable Choice
Expansion Act, which | introduced in
May of this year, uniform protections
and guidelines would apply to faith-
based entities using federal dollars to
provide housing, substance abuse pre-
vention and treatment, juvenile serv-
ices, seniors services, abstinence edu-
cation, and child welfare services, as
well as services under the Community
Development Block Grant, the Social
Services Block Grant, and of course,
the Community Services Block Grant.
One uniform Charitable Choice provi-
sion will certainly make it easier for
both the government and faith-based
organizations to work together more
efficiently to help our nation’s needy.

Again, | thank Senator CoATs and all
the members of the Labor Committee,
as well as their staff, for their hard
work on this legislation, and | com-
mend them for their decision to in-
clude provisions that invite the greater
participation of charitable and faith-
based providers in the Community
Services Block Grant program. | hope
that we in the Senate will continue
working together to pursue legislative
proposals that encourage successful
non-governmental organizations to ex-
pand their life-transforming programs
to serve our nation’s poor and needy.

NUCLEAR NON-PROLIFERATION
AND SENATE RATIFICATION OF
THE COMPREHENSIVE NUCLEAR
TEST-BAN TREATY

Mr. BIDEN. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.

It is a truism that despite the end of
the Cold War, we live in a dangerous
world. The ultimate danger we face,
perhaps, is that nuclear weapons will
be obtained—or even used—by unstable
countries or terrorist groups.

We must undertake a range of activi-
ties to reduce that danger. There is no
magic bullet. No single program or ini-
tiative will rid the world of the threat
of nuclear cataclysm at the hands of a
new or unstable nuclear power.

Rather, we need a coherent strategy
with many elements—a strategy de-
signed to reduce both the supply of nu-
clear weapons technology to would-be
nuclear powers and the regional ten-
sions that fuel their demand for those
weapons.

I would like to spend a few minutes
today talking about one piece of that
strategy that this body can implement:
We can and should give our advice and
consent to ratification of the Com-
prehensive Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty.
And we should do that promptly.

In her speech on the 35th anniversary
of John F. Kennedy’s American Univer-
sity speech, Secretary of State Mad-
eleine Albright called for U.S. ratifica-
tion of the Comprehensive Nuclear
Test-Ban Treaty. Noting the recent In-
dian and Pakistani nuclear tests, she
said that ratification was needed ‘‘now,
more than ever.”
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Senator SPECTER and | have also
called for ratification now, both in
floor statements and by drafting a res-
olution calling for expeditious Senate
consideration of the Test-Ban Treaty.

Why is the Test-Ban so crucial? Be-
cause it is directly related to the glob-
al bargain that is the heart of the glob-
al nonproliferation regime. Other coun-
tries will give up their ambition to ac-
quire nuclear weapons, but only if the
declared nuclear powers honestly seek
to end their nuclear advantage. We
have to keep up our side of the bar-
gain—and that means ratifying and ad-
hering to the comprehensive test ban—
or the non-nuclear weapons states will
not feel bound to theirs.

One lesson of this decade’s nuclear
developments in India, Pakistan, lIraq
and North Korea is that very basic nu-
clear weapon design information is no
longer a tightly held secret. The tech-
nology required to produce nuclear
weapons remains expensive and com-
plex, but it is well within the reach of
literally scores of countries.

To keep countries from producing
what scores of them could produce, you
need more than pressure or sanctions.
You must constantly maintain their
consent to remain non-nuclear weapons
states.

Ideally, we would maintain that con-
sent by removing the security concerns
that propel countries to seek nuclear
weapons. But that is terribly difficult,
be it in Kashmir or the Middle East, in
the Balkans or the Korean Peninsula
or the Taiwan Straits.

In the world of today and of the fore-
seeable future, peace does not reign.
Nuclear non-proliferation will not pre-
vail in this world either, unless we con-
vince states that nuclear weapons are
not the key to survival, to status or to
power.

The Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban
Treaty is not merely emblematic of the
nuclear powers’ commitment to the
non-nuclear weapons states. It also will
put a cap on the development of new
classes of nuclear weapons by the nu-
clear powers.

The test-ban treaty will also limit
the ability of any non-nuclear weapons
state to develop sophisticated nuclear
weapons or to gain confidence in more
primitive nuclear weapons if it were to
illegally acquire or produce them. If
you can’t test your weapon, you are
very unlikely to rely upon it as an in-
strument of war.

These are important reassurances to
the non-nuclear nations of the world.
They are why those countries agreed to
foreswear all nuclear tests and to ac-
cept intrusive on-site inspection if a
suspicion arose that they might have
tested a nuclear device.

Will the Test-Ban Treaty also gradu-
ally reduce a country’s confidence in
the reliability of its nuclear weapons
over the next 30 or 50 years, as some of
its opponents assert? If so, that is actu-
ally reassuring to the non-nuclear
weapons states, for it gives them hope
of the eventual realization of that
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‘‘cessation of the nuclear arms race”
encouraged by Article VI of the Non-
Proliferation Treaty. So even the cloud
that most frightens test-ban opponents
has a silver lining: it helps keep the
rest of the world on board the non-pro-
liferation bandwagon.

Now it is true, Mr. President, that
some countries have never accepted the
world non-proliferation bargain. The
so-called ‘“‘threshold states” of India,
Pakistan and Israel all viewed nuclear
weapons as essential to their national
security, and India denounced the Non-
Proliferation Treaty because it did not
require immediate nuclear disar-
mament.

Still other countries, like Iran, lraq
and North Korea, signed the Non-Pro-
liferation Treaty but maintained cov-
ert nuclear weapons programs.

But the vast majority of the world’s
states, including many prospective nu-
clear powers, have gone along with this
bargain. And it is vital to our national
security that we maintain their adher-
ence to the world non-proliferation re-
gime. They must not become *‘‘thresh-
old states,”” let alone actually test nu-
clear weapons.

So, how will we maintain the adher-
ence of the world’s non-nuclear weap-
ons states to the nuclear proliferation
regime? The Indian and Pakistani nu-
clear tests are a direct challenge to
that regime. The regime—and the
countries who support it—can only
meet that challenge if the United
States leads the way.

On one level, we are already doing
that. We have imposed severe sanctions
on both India and Pakistan, and both
of their economies are at risk. We have
adjusted our sanctions to limit their
effect upon innocent populations, and
we are working to give the President
the flexibility to lift them in return for
serious steps by India and Pakistan to-
ward capping their arms race and ad-
dressing their differences.

On the world-wide level, however, our
record is mixed. Some countries have
joined us in imposing sanctions on
India and Pakistan. We have also been
joined in strong statements by coun-
tries ranging from Japan to Russia and
China.

Statements and resolutions by the G-
8, the Organization of American States,
the Conference on Disarmament, and
the United Nations Security Council
have rightly condemned India and
Pakistan’s nuclear tests and called
upon them to join the Nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty, to refrain from
actual deployment of their weapons, to
ratify the Comprehensive Nuclear Test-
Ban Treaty and to move toward a
peaceful settlement of the Kashmir dis-
pute.

But the world is acutely aware of our
failure to persuade more countries to
impose sanctions, and also of our own
failure, so far, to ratify the Com-
prehensive Test-Ban Treaty. Until we
ratify this Treaty, the nuclear hard-
liners in India and Pakistan will be
able to cite U.S. hypocrisy as one more
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reason to reject the nuclear non-pro-
liferation regime. And until we ratify
the Treaty, the rest of the world will
find it easier to reject U.S. calls for
diplomatic and economic measures to
pressure India and Pakistan.

We must keep our part of that non-
proliferation bargain, if we are to
maintain U.S. leadership on non-pro-
liferation, keep the rest of the world on
board, and influence India and Paki-
stan. The truth is that we have little
choice.

If we fail to keep faith with the non-
nuclear states because we cannot even
ratify the Test-Ban Treaty, then we
will also fail to keep them from devel-
oping nuclear weapons of their own.
And in that case, Mr. President, we
might as well prepare for a world of at
least 15 or 20 nuclear weapon states,
rather than the 5 or 7 or 8 we have
today. That is the stark reality we
face.

THE FATE OF THE TEST-BAN TREATY

But we need not fail, Mr. President.
The Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban
Treaty is a very sensible treaty that is
clearly in our national interest. It
binds the rest of the world to refrain
from nuclear testing, just as we have
bound our own government for the last
6 years.

The Test-Ban Treaty forces us to rely
upon so-called ‘“‘stockpile stewardship’’
to maintain the safety and reliability
of our nuclear weapons, but we are in a
better position economically and sci-
entifically to do that than is any other
country in the world.

Treaty verification will require our
attention and our resources, but those
are resources that we would have to
spend anyway in order to monitor
world-wide nuclear weapons programs.

Indeed, the International Monitoring
System under the Treaty may save us
money, as we will pay only a quarter of
those costs for monitoring resources
that otherwise we might well have to
finance in full.

But we do have a problem. We have
been unable to hold hearings on this
treaty in the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, even though committees with
lesser roles have held them. And the
Majority Leader has said that he will
not bring this treaty to the floor.

Why is that, Mr. President? | know
that my good friends the chairman and
the majority leader have raised argu-
ments against the Treaty, but they
seem curiously unwilling to make
those arguments in the context of a
proper committee or floor debate on a
resolution of ratification.

Could they be afraid of losing? Could
they be afraid that, once the pros and
cons are laid out with a resolution of
ratification before us, two thirds of
this body will support ratification?
Perhaps; | know that | think the Trea-
ty can readily get that support.

For the arguments in favor of ratifi-
cation look pretty strong. The condi-
tions that the President has asked us
to attach to a resolution of ratification
will assure that we maintain our weap-
ons and the ability to test them, and
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that he will consider every year wheth-
er we must withdraw from the Treaty
and resume testing to maintain nu-
clear deterrence.

I also know, Mr. President, that the
American people overwhelmingly sup-
port ratification of the Test-Ban Trea-
ty. A nation-wide poll in mid-May,
after the Indian tests, found 73 percent
in favor of ratification and only 16 per-
cent against it. Later polls in 5 states—
with 7 Republican senators—found sup-
port for the Treaty ranging from 79
percent to 86 percent.

The May poll also found that the
American people knew there was a risk
that other countries would try to
cheat, so the public is not supporting
ratification because they wear rose-
colored glasses. The people are pretty
level-headed on this issue, as on so
many others. They know that no trea-
ty is perfect. They also know that this
Treaty, on balance, is good for Amer-
ica.

So perhaps those who block the Sen-
ate from fulfilling its Constitutional
duty regarding this Treaty are doing
that because they know the people
overwhelmingly support this Treaty,
and they know that ratification would
pass.

Perhaps they just don’t like arms
control treaties. Perhaps they would
rather rely only upon American mili-
tary might, including nuclear weapons
tests. Perhaps they want a nation-wide
ballistic missile defense and figure that
then it won’t matter how many coun-
tries have nuclear weapons. Perhaps
they figure our weapons will keep us
safe, even if we let the rest of the world
fall into the abyss of nuclear war.

I don’t share that view, Mr. Presi-
dent. | believe we can keep non-pro-
liferation on track. | believe that we
can maintain nuclear deterrence with-
out engaging in nuclear testing, and
that the Comprehensive Test-Ban Trea-
ty is a small price for keeping the non-
nuclear states with us on an issue
where the fate of the world is truly at
stake.

I cannot force a resolution of ratifi-
cation on this Treaty through the For-
eign Relations Committee and onto the
floor of this body.

But the American people want us to
ratify this Treaty. They are absolutely
right to want that. | will remind my
colleagues—however often | must—of
their duty under the U.S. Constitution
and to our national security. | will
make sure that the American people
know who stands with them in that
vital quest.

My colleague, the senior Senator
from Pennsylvania, and | have drafted
a resolution calling for expeditious
consideration of this Treaty. So far, we
have been joined by 34 of our colleagues
as co-sponsors of that resolution.

We know that many others support
us quietly, Mr. President, but hesitate
to part company with their leaders. We
are confident, however, that as more of
them reflect on what is at stake, and
on the need for continued U.S. leader-
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ship in nuclear non-proliferation, they
will realize that they will do their lead-
ers a favor by helping the Senate to do
what is so clearly in the national inter-
est.

The Senate will give its advice and
consent to ratification of the Com-
prehensive Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty.
The only question is when.

The world is a dangerous place, Mr.
President, and we must no underesti-
mate the challenges our country faces.
But the spirit of America lies in our
ability to rise to those challenges and
overcome them. The immediate chal-
lenge of non-proliferation is to bring
forth a resolution of ratification on a
useful treaty, Mr. President. We should
show more of that American spirit in
our approach to that task.

THE IMPORTANCE OF IMF
FUNDING

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, no less an
authority than Alan Greenspan re-
cently pronounced our economy in the
best shape he has seen in his profes-
sional life.

Unemployment, inflation, and inter-
est rates are low; incomes, investment,
and optimism remain high.

Clearly, Mr. President, now is the
time to worry.

Now is the time to worry, Mr. Presi-
dent, because these are exactly the cir-
cumstances that breed overconfidence
and complacency. Pride, Mr. President,
goeth before the fall.

Mr. President, we enjoy this excel-
lent economic performance because we
have got our own house in order—we
have gone through a painful period of
restructuring that has made our econ-
omy more efficient, and we have taken
the tough steps to balance our federal
budget.

So our factories and businesses are
operating efficiently, our workers are
earning more, and our sound govern-
ment finances are helping to keep in-
terest rates down. What could go
wrong?

Well, what if the markets for this
new, more productive economy were
not there? What if international inves-
tors pull their money out of some of
our major trading partners? What if
those countries stop buying our prod-
ucts and services? What if they can’t
pay back their loans, and American in-
vestments there lose money instead of
sending profits back home?

Unfortunately, that is just what is
happening now, and instead of acting
quickly to limit the threat of these de-
velopments, the majority in the House
of Representatives has chosen to play a
dangerous game of chicken with inter-
national financial markets.

Mr. President, the Senate went on
record in March, by an overwhelming
vote of 84 to 16, in favor of full funding
of U.S. participation in the Inter-
national Monetary Fund. But those
funds were dropped by the House in
Conference.

I am pleased to see that Chairman
STEVENS, who, along with my colleague
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Senator HAGEL on the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee has shown real leader-
ship on this issue, has taken a second
crack at the problem by including this
funding on the Foreign Operations Ap-
propriations bill. Unfortunately, we
will not act on that bill until after the
August recess.

But just last week, the House pulled
its version of the Foreign Ops bill from
further consideration because of their
internal squabbling over funding for
the IMF.

| fear that those squabbles may mask
an even more cynical motive—to hold
the IMF, and by extension global finan-
cial stability, hostage to increase their
bargaining leverage on unrelated issues
at the end of the legislative session
this fall.

Mr. President, | want to stress what
is at stake while the majority in the
House dithers. The financial crisis that
began a year ago in Asia has not gone
away—it continues to fester, and
threatens to spread. Indeed, with the
resources of the IMF already stretched
thin, we may be entering the most crit-
ical phase of this threat to the global
economy.

If the worst case happens, Mr. Presi-
dent, we will have no place to hide, no
matter how well things have been
going for us lately. Just look at the
risks.

Japan is the keystone of the Asian
economy—it could pull that already
fragile region into a real depression if
current trends are not quickly and dra-
matically reversed. That's why the re-
cent elections there were so important,
and why international investors are
watching closely to see if Japan has
the political muscle to overhaul its fi-
nancial system and restore growth at
the same time. That is a lot to ask, and
much hangs on the outcome, including
the health of important markets for
American exports throughout Asia.

Mr. President, in May our trade defi-
cit soared to $15.8 billion, as exports to
Asia dropped by 21 percent compared to
a year ago. Still, our friends in the
House suggest that we wait until the
fall to see if things get worse.

Russia presents an additional threat
to our economic and security interests.
Despite the announcement of a new
IMF package, the Moscow stock mar-
ket index has dropped 24 percent. An
economically foundering Russia, facing
political collapse, opens a Pandora’s
box of issues for stability in Europe
and around the world.

On top of all this, other countries, in-
cluding South Africa, Ukraine, and Ma-
laysia, are lined up in the IMF’s wait-
ing room.

But because of the severity of the
Asian crisis, the IMF’s resources are so
low that international investors must
now have real fear that it will not be
able to provide further support to its
current clients, or support any addi-
tional countries now on the brink. This
will add uncertainty to an already
shaky situation, and can only make
further panic more likely.
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Mr. President, the distinguished Sen-
ator from Maryland, Senator SAR-
BANES, recently warned those who
think we can do without the IMF that
they are “playing with fire.”” He’s
right.

They have decided, for short-term po-
litical reasons—some as small as their
own fight over the Speaker’s job—that
they are willing to fiddle while the
international economy burns. The IMF
is not a perfect institution, Mr. Presi-
dent, but right now it is the only fire
insurance we have got.

By delaying indefinitely the funding
for the IMF, these gamblers are taking
deadly risks with our own economy, an
economy that has taken years of sac-
rifice to restore to health. They are
squandering our ability to lead eco-
nomically and politically in a time of
international crisis in exchange for
some short-term political gains.

It is time to cease this recklessness,
Mr. President. It’s time to provide the
IMF with the funds it needs, and re-
move short-sighted bickering and self-
serving calculations in the U.S. Con-
gress from the list of threats to our
own economy.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by Mr. Williams, one of his
secretaries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session the Presiding
Officer laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the United
States submitting three withdrawals
and sundry nominations which were re-
ferred to the appropriate committees.

(The nominations received today are
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE

At 4:08 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the
following bills, in which it request the
concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 872. An act to establish rules govern-
ing product liability actions against raw ma-
terials and bulk component suppliers to
medical device manufacturers, and for other
purposes.

H.R. 3506. An act to award a congressional
gold medal to Gerald R. and Betty Ford.

H.R. 3982. An act to designate the Federal
building located at 310 New Bern Avenue in
Raleigh, North Carolina, as the “Terry San-
ford Federal Building’.

H.R. 4194. An act making appropriations
for the Department of Veterans Affairs and
Housing and Urban Development, and for
sundry independent agencies, boards, com-
missions, corporations, and offices for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 1999, and for
other purposes.

The message also announced that the
House has agreed to the following con-
current resolutions, in which it re-
quests the concurrence of the Senate:

H. Con. Res. 294. Concurrent resolution
commending the Armed Forces for their ef-
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forts, leadership, and success in providing
equality of treatment and opportunity for
their military and civilian personnel without
regard to race, color, religion, or natural ori-

n.

9 H. Con. Res. 305. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the use of the Capitol Grounds for
a clinic to be conducted by the United States
Luge Association.

The message further announced that
the Houses agrees to the report of the
committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on
the amendment of the Senate to the
bill (H.R. 4059) making appropriations
for military construction, family hous-
ing, and base realignment and closure
for the Department of the Defense for
the fiscal year ending September 30,
1999, and for other purposes.

The message also announced that the
House disagrees to the amendment of
the Senate to the bill (H.R. 4060) mak-
ing appropriations for energy and
water development for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 1999, and for
other purposes, and agrees to the con-
ference asked by the Senate on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses there-
on; and appoints Mr. MCDADE, Mr. ROG-
ERS, Mr. KNOLLENBERG, Mr. FRELING-
HUYSEN, Mr. PARKER, Mr. CALLAHAN,
Mr. DICKEY, Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. FAzIO
of California, Mr. ViscLosky, Mr. ED-
WARDS, Mr. PASTOR, and Mr. OBEY, as
the managers of the conference on the
part of the House.

At 10:31 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the
following bill, in which it requests the
concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 4237. An act to amend the District of
Columbia Convention Center and Sports
Arena Authorization Act of 1995 to revise the
revenues and activities covered under such
Act, and for other purposes.

MEASURES REFERRED

The following bill was read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent and referred as indicated:

H.R. 3982. An act to designate the Federal
building located at 310 New Bern Avenue in
Raleigh, North Carolina, as the “Terry San-
ford Federal Building’’; to the Committee on
Environmental and Public Works.

The following concurrent resolutions
were read and referred as indicated:

H. Con. Res 294. Concurrent resolution
commending the Armed Forces for their ef-
forts, leadership, and success in providing
equality of treatment and opportunity for
their military and civilian personnel without
regard to race, color, religion, or natural ori-
gin; to the Committee on Armed Services.

H. Con. Res. 305. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the use of the Capitol Grounds for
a clinic to be conducted by the United States
Luge Association; to the Committee on
Rules and Administration.

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with
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accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, which were referred as indi-
cated:

EC-6287. A communication from the Asso-
ciate Managing Director for Performance
Evaluation and Records Management, Fed-
eral Communications Commission, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ““Rules to Adopt Regulations for Auto-
matic Vehicle Monitoring Systems’ (Docket
93-61) received on July 29, 1998; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation.

EC-6288. A communication from the Chief
of the Regulations Unit of the Internal Reve-
nue Service, Department of the Treasury,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘“‘Conversion to the Euro”
(RIN1545-AW34) received on July 29, 1998; to
the Committee on Finance.

EC-6289. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Office of Surface Mining Reclama-
tion and Enforcement, Department of the In-
terior, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘““Kentucky Regulatory
Program’ (Docket KY-217-FOR) received on
July 29, 1998; to the Committee on Energy
and Natural Resources.

EC-6290. A communication from the Chair-
man of the National Endowment for the Hu-
manities, transmitting, pursuant to law, the
Endowment’s annual report for fiscal year
1997; to the Committee on Labor and Human
Resources.

EC-6291. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary for Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, certification of a proposed Technical
Assistance Agreement for the export of de-
fense services to the Federation of Bosnia
and Herzegovina (DTC-71-98); to the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations.

EC-6292. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary for Export Administration,
Department of Commerce, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled
‘““Additions to the Entity List: Russian Enti-
ties”” (RINO0694-AB60) received on July 29,
1998; to the Committee on Banking, Housing,
and Urban Affairs.

EC-6293. A communication from the Acting
Assistant Secretary for Export Administra-
tion, Department of Commerce, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ““Exports to the Federal Republic of
Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro); Imposi-
tion of Foreign Policy Controls” (RIN0694-
ABG69) received on July 29, 1998; to the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs.

EC-6294. A communication from the Em-
ployee Benefits Manager, AgFirst Farm
Credit Bank, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the financial statements of the Bank’s Re-
tirement Plan and Employee Thrift Plan for
calendar year 1997; to the Committee on Gov-
ernmental Affairs.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. ROTH, from the Committee on Fi-
nance, with an amendment in the nature of
a substitute:

S. 442: A bill to establish a national policy
against State and local government inter-
ference with interstate commerce on the
Internet or interactive computer services,
and to exercise Congressional jurisdiction
over interstate commerce by establishing a
moratorium on the imposition of exactions
that would interfere with the free flow of
commerce via the Internet, and for other
purposes (Rept. No. 105-276).

