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The Senate met at 9 a.m., on the ex-
piration of the recess, and was called to
order by the Honorable JACK REED, a
Senator from the State of Rhode Is-
land.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Almighty God, we humble ourselves
and confess our need for You. You lift
us up and grant us opportunities be-
yond our imagination. Yet, when we
try to make it on our own, claiming
recognition for ourselves, eventually
we become proud and self-sufficiently
arrogant. Keeping up a front of ade-
quacy becomes demanding. Our pride
blocks our relationship with You and
debilitates deep, supportive relation-
ships with others.

Help us accept our humanity. We
need You, and life is a struggle when
we pretend to have it all together. We
honestly confess the times we forgot
You went for hours this week, even
days without asking for Your help, and
endured life’s pressures as if we were
the source of our own strength.

In the quiet of this moment, we in-
vite You to fill our depleted resources
with Your Spirit. We want to allow
You to love us, forgive us, renew us,
and grant us fresh joy. To this end we
admit our need and accept Your power
for the work ahead this day. You are
our Lord and Saviour. Amen.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable JACK REED led the
Pledge of Allegiance, as follows:

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

Senate

(Legislative day of Thursday, May 9, 2002)

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. BYRD).

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, May 16, 2002.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable JACK REED, a Senator
from the State of Rhode Island, to perform
the duties of the Chair.

ROBERT C. BYRD,
President pro tempore.

Mr. REED thereupon assumed the

chair as Acting President pro tempore.

————

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The assistant majority leader is
recognized.

————

SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. The Chair will shortly an-
nounce we will be in a period of morn-
ing business until 10 a.m. today, with
the first half under the control of the
majority leader and the second half
under the control of the Republican
leader. We expect Senator BOXER mo-
mentarily.

At 10 a.m. the Senate will resume
consideration of the trade bill, with 90
minutes of debate in relation to the
Gregg amendment, followed by a vote
in relation to that amendment. I re-
mind all Senators that from 2 to 3 p.m.
today we will be in recess for the
Reagan gold medal ceremony. Presi-
dent Reagan and Nancy Reagan will be
recognized in the Rotunda today for
their service to our country.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

———

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

————

MORNING BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, there
will now be a period for the transaction
of morning business not to extend be-
yond the hour of 10 a.m. Under the pre-
vious order, half the time until 10 a.m.
shall be under the control of the major-
ity leader or his designee.

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I ask to
be advised when 5 minutes remain on
our time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair will so advise.

THE ENVIRONMENT

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, I take to
the floor this morning to talk about an
issue that is very near and dear to the
hearts of the American people. It is
very near and dear to the hearts of
Californians and very near and dear to
my heart. That is a clean and healthy
environment for our people. I know the
Presiding Officer shares my view on
this very important issue.

When I was a little girl, my mother
would say you can have everything,
but if you don’t have your health, you
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really don’t have anything. She was
right about that. The older I get, the
more I realize that is true. You can
have a wonderful home, wonderful fam-
ily, but if someone is ill, someone has
chronic problems, it takes over. That is
what a clean and healthy environment
means. It means clean air; it means
clean water, safe drinking water; it
means beautiful places to take your
family.

In the old days, people used to say
only the elitists were environmental-
ists. In other words, it was a movement
about people who had everything. The
truth is, it is quite the contrary be-
cause the people who have a lot of re-
sources and a lot of money can buy
their own environment. They can buy a
big piece of property. It can have a
lake on it, beautiful trees, and moun-
tains. They can enjoy it forever, as
long as they live. But ordinary families
cannot do that. They need to rely on
the environment that we all share.

Most of our people live in urban areas
or near urban areas. In California,
about 90 percent of our people live
close to urban areas. In the rest in the
country as a whole, it is almost 80 per-
cent. The fact is, most of us live near
businesses, and some pollute. We live
in a shared environment. Sometimes it
is an environment that is not as
healthy as it should be. We know now
what causes the pollution. It is no
great surprise.

What brings me here? To say that I
am distressed at the record of this ad-
ministration on the environment. Al-
most every day we have something else
to which we can say: Oh my God, what
are they doing? We believe it is time to
call attention to it. We think when we
call attention to it, they may well
change their ways. We have proof of
that in one particular issue that I will
discuss. But, also, the American people
need to know the values of this admin-
istration compared to their own values.
When so many of our children have
asthma, this is not a time to turn away
from the Clean Air Act and put up
some phony proposal that you say is
better but is worse. We have a leader
on that issue, Senator JEFFORDS, very
clearly saying that is the direction in
which this administration is going.

When we have children who are suf-
fering from too much lead in their
blood and we know that leads to dis-
ability, sometimes coma, blindness,
sometimes even death—certainly
learning disabilities and mental retar-
dation—it is not a time to float a pro-
posal that says we should stop testing
poor kids for lead in their blood.

What has happened as a result of this
attack on the environment—and, by
the way, I will go through more
issues—is that our majority leader,
ToM DASCHLE, has appointed what I
call the E team, the environmental
team. That team comprises several
Senators: BILL NELSON, CANTWELL,
CLINTON, REID, WYDEN, LIEBERMAN,
TORRICELLI, and myself. We are exam-
ining on a daily basis what this admin-
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istration is doing to us on the environ-
ment. We have created a Toxic Trophy
Award to go to those particular agen-
cies that are doing the most damage.

Two weeks ago, we gave that award
to the Department of Health and
Human Services for their proposal to
consider not testing poor kids for lead
in their blood. We pounded away pretty
hard and we presented our Toxic Award
in a ceremony. They were not there,
but in absentia we presented the
award. Guess what happened. Yester-
day we read in the paper that they de-
cided they are going to back away.

We are really glad. We see this hap-
pening all over. My friend is very in-
volved in education issues. Senator
KENNEDY and I know that the Presiding
Officer, Senator REED, and others were
there to point out the administration
is going to make it more difficult for
our young people to pay back college
loans. You pounded on this administra-
tion, and guess what happened. They
backed away.

We think this administration func-
tions in a very interesting way. They
do a lot of things in the dead of night.
They hope nobody notices. The news-
papers may write a couple of articles,
but then they figure the publicity will
die down. And the American people,
frankly, are worse for it.

The E team and the other teams Sen-
ator DASCHLE has set up, be it for pre-
scription drugs or Social Security, the
many issues we are looking at, are not
going to allow these policy changes to
go unnoticed.

Today I want to put on record and
share with you, Mr. President, since I
see you are the one with whom I can
share it, what has happened since this
administration took over in terms of
the environment.

We think the place to start is an or-
ganization called the Natural Re-
sources Defense Council, the NRDC.
This is a great organization. They are
nonprofit and nonpartisan. They em-
ploy about 200-plus lawyers and sci-
entists to follow what various adminis-
trations are doing with regard to the
environment. As I say, they are very
nonpartisan. They did not like a couple
of things the Clinton administration
did, and they went pretty heavily for it
on a few issues. They are unrelenting
in their pursuit of a clean environment
for our families.

Most of the time they agreed with
the Clinton administration because the
Clinton administration, I would say,
was probably the most pro-environ-
mental administration we have seen in
many years. But even then, when they
believed the administration was wrong,
they went after them.

They have Kkept a record of this ad-
ministration’s decisions on the envi-
ronment. That is what I want to talk
about. What they have found is that
there are more than 90 separate actions
this administration has taken that are
bad for public health and the environ-
ment. Let me repeat that. They have
not been in office that long—it seems
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like yesterday—and already 90 separate
actions that this administration has
taken are bad for public health and the
environment.

I do not have time to put this entire
list in, but let me show you the report.
It is called ‘‘Rewriting The Rules, The
Bush Administration’s Assault On The
Environment.” It has a picture of some
beautiful land with a used tire in the
middle. Everyone should get a copy of
this. You can go on their Web site,
nrdc.org, and find out what is hap-
pening.

I am glad one of the members of my
E team is here, Senator NELSON of
Florida. I am opening, and when I get
to the Superfund, I would like to get
into a colloquy with him, if he can.

Does the Senator have time to stay
for about 15 minutes?

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Certainly.

Mrs. BOXER. Let’s start from the be-
ginning. The administration took over
in 2001. One of the first things they did
was to hold up proposed rules an-
nounced by EPA in December of 2000
that were designed to minimize raw
sewage discharges and to require public
notification of sewage overflows.

There is nothing more ugly than sew-
age overflows—without going into any
detail. Why on Earth would they re-
verse the decision to minimize sewage
overflows? You will have to ask them.
Last year alone, there were some 40,000
discharges of untreated sewage car-
rying bacteria, viruses and, frankly,
fecal matter into basements, streams,
playgrounds, and waterways across the
country. That rule is still delayed
today.

On March 13, 2001, President Bush
broke the promise he made during the
campaign and he announced he would
not regulate carbon dioxide, the chief
contributor to global warming. He is
not going to go after the powerplants.
This is where Senator JEFFORDS is tak-
ing this administration on, and I am
right by his side, as is the E team.

On May 22, the administration sus-
pended the new standard for arsenic in
drinking water. My friend Senator
NELSON and I just went wild on that
point. When we took to the floor and
shined the light on this subject, they
changed their mind and they decided to
let the Clinton rule go into place: 10
parts per billion. We know the old
standard that they seemed to want to
have, because they delayed the new
standard, causes cancer in 1 in 100 peo-
ple. So we had to fight very hard on ar-
senic. By the way, the fight isn’t over
because now we are learning from sci-
entists that 10 is too high, 10 parts per
billion; we need to go down to 3. So we
have a fight there.

On May 3, the administration re-
versed a 25-year-old Clean Water Act
rule that restricted the disposal of
mining and other industrial solid
wastes in our waterways. The EPA
then issued a new rule, making it ille-
gal for coal companies to dump ‘‘fill
material,” which includes waste mate-
rial from mountaintop mining, into our
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rivers, our streams, our lakes and our
wetlands.”

I don’t know whether the President
really listens to the words:

O beautiful for spacious skies,
For amber waves of grain,

For purple mountain majesties
Above the fruited plain!
America! Americal!

God shed his grace on thee.

He doesn’t seem to understand beau-
ty that we have been given by God, to
be honest. I don’t see it. Either that or
he has not taken an interest. But, ei-
ther way, the decisions of this adminis-
tration—I have just shared a few.
There are 90 of them. Go up on the
NRDC site and get the rest of them—
would make you shudder. That is why
Senator DASCHLE set up this E team—
to take a light and shine it on what is
happening.

I am going to get to the issue I know
Senator NELSON is very upset about,
and that is the Superfund. Before I
yield to him in a colloquy, let me show,
in a chart form, what is actually hap-
pening. I want to show how many strip
mine sites there are across this great
land of ours. This is the EPA’s own
Web site, and this is the NPL sites,
which are the priority sites, the worst
sites. You don’t see much yellow here.
Yellow indicates the places that have
no Superfund sites. Purple represents
the ones that have the sites. So we are
talking about an issue that impacts
our entire Nation.

The health effects of these sites are
very real. What are they? When we say
Superfund, it means these are the most
toxic sites. When you live near a
Superfund site, studies show there are
increased birth defects, low birth
weights, changes in pulmonary func-
tion—that is breathing—neurological
damaging—that is the brain—and leu-
kemia.

If you live near one of these sites,
you have a better chance of getting
really sick, and particularly your chil-
dren because—what have we said here
so many times—children are the most
vulnerable when it comes to being ex-
posed to toxins and pollution. Why is
that? Their bodies are changing and
growing in the midst of these toxins.
And they are small, so when they
breathe in the air in proportion to
their body weight, it is much more of
an important factor.

Now, I often say, children are not lit-
tle adults. I am a little adult. I am
stronger. If I lived near one of these
sites, I could get sick because I am not
as strong as a big 155-pound male,
which is always the standard on which
we measure progress. But little kids,
they are the ones who get hurt.

So there are 1,200 national priority
list Superfund sites, NPL sites. And
nearly 70 million Americans, including
4 million children, live within 4 miles
of a Superfund site. Let me reiterate:
70 million Americans live within 4
miles of a Superfund site. And we know
if you live near a site, you are at great-
er risk of getting very ill. We know 4
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million children live near Superfund
sites.

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield for
a question?

Mrs. BOXER. I am happy to do so.

Mr. REID. One of the things I have
been trying to do is tell people in Ne-
vada we should not be afraid of Super-
fund sites. Let me give the Senator
from California an example.

In northern Nevada, Sparks, which is
a suburb of Reno, there was a huge
gravel pit, much larger than the Cap-
itol Building. It was huge.

One day, a number of years ago,
somebody started seeing black rings
around this pit. And months and
months went by and the State simply
was ill-equipped to handle the many
problems involving a Superfund. I
thought something might be involved.

So to make a long story short, the
Senator from California and I have
served on the Environment and Public
Works Committee for a long time, and
I sent a staff person to look at it.

We held a hearing, and within 2
weeks that was declared an emergency
Superfund site because millions of gal-
lons of oil had been spilled by the oil
companies into the ground. It could
have been extremely dangerous.

Again, I will make this story shorter
than it probably should be, but that
place now, after having been declared a
Superfund site, is one of the most beau-
tiful places in all of northern Nevada.
It is called Sparks Marina. There are
boats out in this beautiful area which
used to be an ugly gravel pit. Now it is
a marina with recreation.

They are now going to build some
apartments and homes next to it.

So I say to my friend from California,
I appreciate very much, as someone
from Nevada, that Senators are here
this morning talking about the inad-
equacies and fallacies of this adminis-
tration relating to the environment.
But I also want to pinpoint what Sen-
ators are talking about with regard to
Superfund sites because we should be
spending more money on Superfund
sites so we can have, across this coun-
try, more Sparks Marinas rather than
less Sparks Marinas.

So I appreciate very much the Sen-
ator from California bringing this to
the Senate’s attention.

Mrs. BOXER. I say to the Senator,
that is the point. If we can clean up
these sites, the Senator is so right—the
same way with brownfields—they are
then safe, productive land, good for the
community. The reason we are on the
floor of the Senate today—and the Sen-
ator is part of my E team, and he will
understand this—this wonderful story
occurred because the site was cleaned.
If the site sat there, people would have
been fearful, and should have been fear-
ful. And that is why I want to get to
this next point.

Mr. REID. Before the Senator does,
let me make one additional point. That
beautiful Sparks Marina was cleaned
up without a single penny of taxpayers’
money. It was paid for by the polluters
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who were forced into cleaning that up
when it was declared a Superfund site
because had they not come forward and
then been found guilty, they would
have been charged three times the ac-
tual damages.

Mrs. BOXER. My friend has now hit
on the very two issues that we are
going to talk about in the next few
minutes. The first one is the impor-
tance of cleaning up the sites and what
it means when you do that. The second
point is the importance of ‘‘polluter
pays’ as a concept that is now being
threatened.

So what is happening under this ad-
ministration, I say to my friends, is
this: This administration is going to
cut in half the number of sites to be
cleaned up. I should not say they are
going to; they have so stated.

So we are going from the Clinton ad-
ministration, where the last cleanups
reflected in the year 2000 were 87 sites
cleaned up, to now, under this adminis-
tration, they are talking about clean-
ing up 47. They did 47 last year. So that
means it has already been cut in half.
And they want to continue to go down,
down, down. So we see here a walking
away from the Superfund Program.

I say to my friend from Florida, what
is so stunning about this is the only
way we found this out was by digging
and digging through EPA documents.
We have asked in the Environment
Committee—I am the chair of the
Superfund Subcommittee—for a list of
which sites are not going to be cleaned
up. They first promised to do 75, and
they did 47. Then they said they would
do 65, and now they have said they are
going to do 40. So they are down, from
a high of 88 to 40. We cannot get the
list of what sites they will not clean
up.

I have a chart in the Chamber show-
ing NPL sites. We do not know where
the sites are. Mr. President, they could
be in your State. They could be in
Florida. They could be in my State. I
have over 100 sites—100 sites—in my
State, and 40 percent of my people—
and that is a big number; we have 35
million people—live within 5 miles of a
Superfund site.

So we are all in this together. There
is only one State that has no sites, and
that is North Dakota. Lucky North Da-
kota. Well, there are not that many
people there. But the people who are
there do not live near a Superfund site.
Every other State has a site in it, and
no one knows where the sites are be-
cause the administration will not tell
us. By October, they have to expend
the money, and the administration
says they don’t have the list ready.

I believe at some point we are going
to have to subpoena this information
because how would you feel, Mr. Presi-
dent, if you were a property owner, and
you anticipated a site near you was
going to be cleaned, and suddenly you
were told it would not be? You would
want to have some advance notice so
you could protest, so you could call
your Senator and say to him or her:
Fight for me. This isn’t right.
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We have a site in New Jersey where,
honestly, the rabbits there have turned
a horrible color of green because of the
Agent Orange on the site, arsenic on
the site.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from California has 5
minutes remaining.

Mrs. BOXER. I will yield to my
friend some time to ask me some ques-
tions. But I will say this: We are in a
mess. Half of the sites that we thought
were going to be cleaned up will not be
cleaned up.

The last point is the point on ‘‘pol-
luter pays.”” I have a chart I will show
you, and then I will yield.

“Polluter pays’” has been a theory
and a practice. Now what the adminis-
tration is doing—we always had a situ-
ation where taxpayer funds only paid
for about 18 percent of the cleanup, and
82 percent was paid by the responsible
parties and other funds.

Now, under this administration, in
2003, because there is no Superfund fee
in place anymore, 54 percent of the pro-
gram is going to be paid by taxpayers.

So I ask a rhetorical question to this
administration: Where have you been,
when we have made a point that pol-
luter pays is basic?

I yield to my friend for questions or
comments, but I also ask unanimous
consent for 5 additional minutes on our
side.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?

The Chair hears none, and it is so or-
dered.

Mrs. BOXER. I thank the Chair.

Mr. NELSON of Florida. I thank the
Senator from California for yielding.

I would like to talk about 1 of those
1,222 sites around the country, 51 of
which are in my State, 111 in the State
of New Jersey, 100 sites in the State of
California. One of those sites is about
12 miles west of Orlando near Lake
Apopka at a site called the Old Tower
Chemical plant which was shut down in
1980 after a plug of witches’ brew that
had been created in a holding pond as a
result of cooking DDT—I am not mak-
ing this up; it sounds like a fantasy
tale but it is true—after cooking this
DDT in order to get a chemical byprod-
uct, all of this residue flowed into a
holding pond.

What they didn’t know was that the
holding pond was a sink hole that al-
lowed that cooked witches’ brew to go
right into the water supply, the Flo-
ridian aquifer and, even with that sink
hole, a plug escaped over the top of the
holding pond and into a creek which
flowed into Lake Apopka.

Lake Apopka is a huge lake west of
Orlando. It has had quite a few envi-
ronmental problems, not the least of
which is a lot of agricultural runoff,
and so forth. But this Tower Chemical
plant was finally shut down by EPA
when it found that some of this holding
pond brew went into Lake Apopka.

Today Lake Apopka’s population of
4,000 alligators is down to 400. And of
those 400, they have found deformities
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in the alligators. You know how tough
an alligator is. This site, the Tower
Chemical plant, still sits out there, not
treated, not cleaned up, and there are
traces of these chemicals in the area in
the water supply. There are eight resi-
dences right in the immediate vicinity.
I am trying to get EPA to give filters
for the water wells that tap the water
supply right next door to the Tower
Chemical plant, just for starters, not
to speak of the underlying point.

If we don’t have a trust fund that is
filled with money for that principle
that the ‘‘polluter pays,” there is not
going to be any money. The money in
the trust fund is going to run out next
year. So how are we going to clean up
the Tower Chemical site that could be
threatening a huge water supply for
the State of Florida? There is simply
no way.

As to the Bush administration—I
said this in Florida the other day—
what has happened to them? Have they
taken leave of their senses; to say that
they are not going to fund, through the
principle of the ‘‘polluter pays,” the
trust fund so we can clean up these 51
sites in the State of Florida, the 1,222
sites around the country? If you don’t
do that, either you don’t clean up the
sites—and there is just too much envi-
ronmental risk—ergo, witness the ex-
ample I have just given you west of Or-
lando and the Floridian aquifer being
threatened—or if you are going to
clean them up, guess who is going to
pay. The general taxpayer is going to
pay instead of the polluter paying.

When we passed this bill in 1980—I
was a Member of the House of Rep-
resentatives, and I voted for it—it was
with the understanding that there
would be a tradeoff, that the oil compa-
nies would trade off their liability in
future lawsuits by agreeing to the prin-
ciple of the polluter paying, and they
and the chemical companies over the
years would pay into the trust fund. If
we don’t keep that same principle, then
the o0il companies get off scot-free.
They don’t have any lawsuit liabilities
now because of their agreement in ex-
change for paying in to help us clean
up these sites. Are we to let them com-
pletely off the hook so that they will
not pay?

I wanted to bring that one case to the
attention of the Senator from Cali-
fornia as she is talking about the na-
tional implications of this. I thank the
Senator for yielding.

Mrs. BOXER. I thank my colleague.
We are not talking about theory. We
are not talking about an academic
proposition. We are talking about sites
with horrible pollutants and toxins in
them, close to people, that have to be
cleaned up.

This is the first time I have taken to
the floor on this subject. I intend to
come back. Other members of the team
include HILLARY CLINTON and RON
WYDEN and JOE LIEBERMAN, and we
think BOB TORRICELLI may join us.
This is a big issue to the people of this
country. We are all pulling together on
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the challenge that was handed to us on
9-11. We will pull together on that.

To me, the most important thing is
to understand that there is a balance.
On domestic issues, when we see this
administration going the wrong way,
repealing laws that reflect values of
the American people, the value of a
healthy environment, the value of a
beautiful environment, we are going to
be here.

Today we will with Senator SCHUMER
give out another Toxic Trophy Award.
Senator CANTWELL is also on the E
team. I think I have covered then all of
the members.

I know how strongly we believe in
these issues. If we continue to shine
the light on some of these outrageous
proposals, we won’t stop every one of
them, but we will stop some of them.
At a minimum, the American people
will know what this administration is
doing, sometimes in the dead of night
when they are not watching. We intend
to be here and call attention to these
matters in the hope of winning this
battle, when we consider that there has
been a war waged on the environment.
We will be here as soldiers in that war.
We intend to win it.

I thank the Chair and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Under the previous order, the time
until 10 a.m. is under the control of the
Republican leader or his designee.

The Senator from Iowa is recognized.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

————

SOIL CONSERVATION

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I
come to the floor to comment on an ar-
ticle that was in the Des Moines Sun-
day Register April 21 which speaks to
the point of conservation of farm land.
There is nothing in the article that is
not accurate, but I think some things
that are not included leave the impres-
sion that farmers of the United States
are not good stewards of the soil. The
premise of the article, according to the
headlines ‘‘Farmers’ penalties rarely
stick,” is that under Federal law farm-
ers must take certain action to con-
serve soil. If they do not conserve the
soil and do it according to a plan, then
they would be fined. And the article
here is based on the premise that only
a Government policeman from the U.S.
Department of Agriculture is going to
make the farmers conserve soil and
that fines that might be imposed are
the way of doing that because it says
here that farmers’ conservation fines
rarely stick.

The bottom line of the article is that
farmers are not conserving soil, that
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Government regulation is the only
thing that is going to make the farm-
ers conserve the soil, and that there is
not enough club on the part of Govern-
ment because the fines in too many in-
stances, according to the article, are
forgiven.

As I said, there is nothing inaccurate
in that, but I have prepared remarks in
which I want to give both sides of the
story. We do have a Government re-
quirement for farmers to participate in
farm programs they must take appro-
priate action to conserve soil. There
has been tremendous progress made in
the conservation of soil, and it has
come not because of Government fines
that might be imposed against farmers
but it comes because it is in the farm-
ers’ best interests to conserve soil be-
cause, quite frankly, the soil is very
valuable but in the process of growing
crops you put tremendously expensive
chemicals and fertilizers on the soil.
And when you have soil erosion and
that soil washes into the streams, then
obviously that investment to produce a
bountiful crop goes with it. So it is to
the farmers’ advantage to keep the soil
on their land.

Over the past year, this body, along
with our colleagues in the House, has
engaged in a protracted discussion
about the future of agriculture in the
United States and how to best ensure a
safe and stable food supply while pro-
viding an adequate safety net for farm
families. The farm bill was passed and
signed by the President very recently,
which will be the safety net for the
next 6 years.

Now that we have done that, I would
like to take a step back and address a
concern that has been raised by many
people I represent. For those colleagues
who have never had the good fortune to
visit my State of Iowa, I would like to
take a moment to talk about this
State. While we in Iowa may not be
able to boast about majestic mountains
or white sands on beaches along the
oceans, my State has one natural re-
source to which I daresay no other
State can compare—our rich, abun-
dant, fertile topsoil. This resource has
given birth to a deep-seated agricul-
tural heritage in every corner of my
state. In fact, each year communities
across Iowa take to the streets to cele-
brate our rich heritage that comes
from this rich natural resource, our
topsoil.

For example, the community of
Conrad, IA, celebrates what they call
“Black Dirt Days.” Gladbrook cele-
brates ‘“‘Sweet Corn Days,” and the lit-
tle community of Dike celebrates ‘“Wa-
termelon Days.” You can go on and on
with examples of the people of Iowa
worshiping our great natural resource.
And no one in Iowa cares more about
this rich heritage and our precious nat-
ural resources than the farm families
who depend on the land for their liveli-
hood and their way of life. That is why
I was disturbed, as I already indicated
to you, when the Des Moines Sunday
Register on April 21 accused Iowa farm-
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ers of failing to take adequate steps to
protect Iowa’s soil and water. The arti-
cle suggested that the U.S. Department
of Agriculture’s Natural Resources
Conservation Service Program, as well
as the Farm Service Agency, both fail-
ing to adequately enforce Federal con-
servation rules, often let our farmers
off the hook when conservation viola-
tions occur.

The article suggests that the only
way to achieve real conservation in
rural America is for the Federal Gov-
ernment to carry a very big stick. Even
more disconcerting, the article fails to
address the significant conservation
achievements that Iowa’s farm families
have already attained in terms of re-
ducing soil erosion and reducing the
use of nitrogen fertilizers by using it
more efficiently.

The Federal Government first signifi-
cantly increased the prominence of
conservation as a national priority in
the 1985 farm bill. For the first time,
that Food Security Act of 1985 required
farmers to implement sound conserva-
tion plans on their farms as a condition
for receiving Federal farm subsidies.

We were not controlling the farmers’
land, but we were saying in effect,
through that bill, if they are going to
benefit from the farm safety net, we
expect everybody to be good stewards
of their soil.

More importantly, the 1985 bill also
recognized the desire on the part of
farmers themselves to protect the land
on which they live and raise their fami-
lies from abusive farming practices.
The bill created the Conservation Re-
serve Program, sometimes called CRP,
which allows farmers to take our coun-
tryside’s most highly erodible land out
of production.

Since the 1985 farm bill, we have ex-
panded the number of opportunities for
farmers to voluntarily practice soil
conservation programs. Today, farmers
have a full arsenal of conservation
tools at their disposal, including the
Conservation Reserve Program, the
Wetlands Reserve Program, the Emer-
gency Watershed Protection Program,
and the Wildlife Habitat Incentive Pro-
gram, to name a few.

The response to these programs by
farmers and landowners has been over-
whelming. Today, in Iowa alone, the
farmers have enrolled 1.8 million acres
in the Conservation Reserve Program,
including 337,000 acres in the Contin-
uous Conservation Reserve Program,
which allows farmers to remove our
country’s most environmentally sen-
sitive land from production. The Con-
tinuous Conservation Reserve Program
helps farmers make significant con-
servation improvements on their land,
including riparian buffers, grass water-
ways, filter strips, and windbreaks.

In addition, Iowa farmers are aggres-
sively working to restore our Nation’s
wetlands. Today, Iowa farmers have en-
rolled over 44,000 acres in the Wetlands
Reserve Program. Wetlands provide a
number of environmental benefits, as I
am sure my colleagues understand.
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These wetland reserves help filter out
nitrates that leech into the surface
water from nitrogen fertilizers used by
farmers to improve yields, as well as
from naturally occurring nitrogen in
Iowa’s highly organic soil. They filter
herbicides that seep into the ground,
and they provide valuable habitat for
Iowa’s wildlife.

As you can see, restoration of wet-
lands is important to all Iowans, both
rural and urban. And that is not all.

Iowa farmers have enrolled more
than 60,000 acres in the Watershed Pro-
tection Program, and nearly 2,000 acres
in the Wildlife Habitat Incentive Pro-
gram. These programs have proven to
be very successful.

According to the Natural Resources
Conservation Service, Iowa farmers cut
soil erosion in half over the past two
decades. We used to lose 10 tons per
acre in 1982. By 1997, because of these
conservation programs, we had cut
that loss down to 5.3 tons per acre, and
at b tons per acre, it is renewable.

Moreover, according to the Iowa De-
partment of Natural Resources, over 92
percent of Iowa’s public water systems
meet Federal drinking water stand-
ards.

However, some critics of Federal con-
servation programs have asserted that
the 1996 farm bill actually weakened
conservation efforts. These critics may
be interested to learn that throughout
the duration of the 1996 farm bill, over
313,000 acres of conservation buffers
have been built in the State of Iowa.

In addition, over 106,000 acres of wet-
lands have been created, and there con-
tinues to be a waiting list of farmers
who are eager to enroll fragile cropland
in these programs, only Kkept from
doing so because of the amount of
money Congress will appropriate for
these programs.

It is important to keep in mind that
sound conservation practices not only
improve the environment in rural
areas, but they also can play into the
farmers’ bottom line. Since 1996, Iowa
farmers have increased the use of no-
till planting. No-till planting leaves
the residue from a previous crop on the
ground, significantly reducing erosion.
By not tilling the land, farmers reduce
the number of trips across the field
with their tractors, saving time, reduc-
ing the use of limited fossil fuels, and
reducing harmful emissions into the
air.

In addition, technological advance-
ments have improved the farmer’s abil-
ity to care for land while improving
yields. Today, for example, many farm-
ers have turned away from the old
method of applying fertilizer at an
equal rate throughout the entire field.
In fact, because of global positioning
equipment, we can apply variable rates
of fertilizer in different parts of the
field in different quantities to save
money, but not to waste fertilizer as
well.
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One concern I have expressed about
the 1996 farm bill is that it fails to in-
corporate effective payment limita-
tions that would target Federal assist-
ance to family farmers.

Mr. President, the Senate has now
passed the successor to the 1996 farm
bill. This legislation should be the in-
carnation of our principles and our vi-
sion for the role we see America’s farm
families playing in the future.

I was pleased that 64 Members of the
Senate joined Senator DORGAN and me
in a bipartisan fashion to ensure Fed-
eral payments are targeted to small
and medium-sized family farmers who
produce the food and fiber of our Na-
tion. Our amendment would have
helped curb the overproduction and
target assistance to family farmers
who live on the same land they farm. I
am disappointed that the agreement
reached in conference significantly
weakens our provision.

In conclusion, this discussion raises
the question of whether Federal farm
program policy should require farmers
to conserve through strict enforcement
of Federal regulations or whether the
Federal Government should encourage
farmers to conserve through voluntary
conservation programs. In my State,
we have witnessed the numerous bene-
fits of voluntary conservation to im-
proving the quality of life and our envi-
ronment.

It is in every farmer’s best interest
to conserve the soil, to eliminate ex-
cessive use of fertilization, and ensure
that chemicals are applied in an envi-
ronmentally sensitive manner. After
all, the farmers live on the same land
they farm. Farm families depend on
the land for their livelihood and their
way of life.

I have to say again, Iowa’s rich top-
soil is our most prized resource. Our
economy and our rural heritage depend
on it. We have heard much in recent
years about sustaining agriculture. No
one cares more about sustaining agri-
culture in America than our family
farmers. Our rich soil is rivaled by only
one other resource: the hard-working
men and women who, day in and day
out, work the land to feed the United
States and the world.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to print in the RECORD two arti-
cles.

There being no objection, the articles
were ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Des Moines Sunday Register, Apr.
21, 2002]
FARMERS’ PENALTIES RARELY STICK
(By John McCormick, Jerry Perkins and
Perry Beeman)

In exchange for millions of dollars in fed-
eral subsidies, Jowa farmers promise to pro-
tect the soil and water.

But a Des Moines Sunday Register analysis
shows farmers almost never lose their tax-
payer subsidies, even when federal officials
discover they have violated their conserva-
tion pledge.

Three percent of the $7.8 million in poten-
tial fines farmers faced for soil and water
conservation violations were actually levied
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from 1993 through 2000. After appeals, farm-
ers were allowed to keep the rest—about $7.6
million.

‘“You have to ask just how serious the en-
forcement effort is,”” said Kenneth Cook, ex-
ecutive director of the Environmental Work-
ing Group, an outspoken critic of U.S. farm
policy. “There is almost no chance that
you’ll lose a penny.”’

With Congress poised to approve a new
farm bill—legislation that among other
things will provide about $46 billion over the
next 10 years to supplement commodity
prices paid to farmers—few changes are
planned for enforcing soil conservation regu-
lations.

That’s probably best for Iowa farmers and
agricultural land owners, who between 1996
and 2001 collected $8.7 billion in subsidy pay-
ments, more than any other state.

Federal agriculture officials maintain that
they are doing the best they can, within the
limits of time and personnel, to ensure that
farmers do their part to preserve the envi-
ronment. Looking merely at enforcement,
they say, ignores the impact of effective vol-
untary conservation programs.

Though difficult to measure on a large
scale, there is little argument that soil ero-
sion has left Iowa with dirty water. There
are 157 lakes and sections of river in Iowa on
the federal government’s list of critically
polluted waters, and the state’s waterways
are known for having some of the world’s
highest nitrate and phosphorus levels.

Soil and fertilizer are Iowa’s two biggest
waterway pollutants. Much of the pollution
comes from the runoff that’s gradually wash-
ing away the state’s greatest asset: its rich
topsoil.

After promising starts, no-till farming has
leveled off, and conservation tillage has de-
clined. Silt and soil erosion also show few
signs of slowing.

“Now we’re going backward,” said David
Williams, a former soil and water district
commissioner in Page County. ‘“We’re seeing
more and more black dirt in the fields and
they’re losing a lot of it, and that’s hurting
our water quality.”

Williams said conservation compliance re-
quirements worked reasonably well until
passage of the Freedom To Farm law in 1996.
He said the law made it more difficult to
take away farm payments from those who
violated their conservation plans, removing
the programs’s teeth.

There are no national data available on
conservation compliance, but environ-
mentalists say enforcement is probably just
as lax in other states.

‘““The problem we have in answering a lot
of these questions is that there isn’t any real
enforcement trace record to base an answer
on,” said Craig Cox, executive director of the
Ankeny-based Soil and Water Conservation
Society, a national organization.

Sen. Tom Harkin, chairman of the Senate
Agriculture Committee, has requested a re-
view of the U.S. Department of Agriculture’s
conservation programs by the General Ac-
counting Office, the investigative arm of
Congress. He has asked specifically for a
look at the enforcement of conservation
practices.

“I’ve been hearing that, quite frankly,
we’ve been backsliding,” Harkin said late
last week, between conference committee
meetings on the 2002 farm bill.

Harkin has pushed for a new conservation
initiative in the Senate version of the farm
bill. The proposal would base payments to
farmers on their level of soil stewardship, es-
sentially paying more to those who volun-
tarily agree to work harder on conservation.

“They will actually get paid for doing
these things,” he said. I think that’s a
much better way of approaching it than the
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hammer kind of approach we’ve had in the
past.”
ROOTS OF THE PROBLEM

Tying federal farm payments to sound con-
servation practices started in the depth of
the 1980s farm crisis, when farmers agreed to
new requirements pushed by environmental-
ists as part of a deal to secure a greater fi-
nancial safety net.

In return for taxpayer subsidies, farmers
were supposed to protect the land for future
generations. That meant taking steps such
as planting field borders or leaving corn
stubble in a field after harvest. Both tech-
niques can reduce erosion of soil by wind and
water.

Farmers who work land prone to erosion
are required to follow specifically designed
federal conservation plans or risk losing
their federal subsidies.

The loss of federal payments is meant to be
a huge club to gain the attention of those
few farmers who don’t want to protect their
land for the long run.

The Register’s analysis, however, shows
that 97 percent of the money Iowa farmers
were at risk of losing because of conserva-
tion violations was restored through ‘‘good
faith”” and other exemptions often granted
by county committees. Those committees
are largely composed of neighboring farmers.

Farmers were given several ways to side-
step penalties under the Freedom To Farm
law. For instance, they could point to finan-
cial problems that might have kept them
from following their conservation plans.

Virtually any farmer was given a year to
fix problems found by federal inspectors, who
say they check about 2 percent of all farm-
land each year to see whether conservation
plans are followed.

In addition to the new exemptions, there
has been a dramatic decrease in the number
of annual inspections since passage of the
Freedom To Farm law, according to data
provided to the Register by the Iowa office of
the Natural Resources Conservation Service,
a branch of the USDA.

In 1993, the agency checked 2,536 tracts of
farmland in Iowa. The number rose to 3,407
in 1997 before dropping sharply to 1,430 by
2001. Officials blame limited budgets and
other department responsibilities for the de-
cline.

But over the years, farmers haven’t been
bashful about complaining to members of
Congress if their payments were threatened,
said Lyle Asell of the Iowa Department of
Natural Resources, who also used to work for
the conservation service in Iowa.

“If they are going to lose payments, they
could lose the farm, and the first thing they
do is call their legislators,” Asell said, add-
ing that he still believes the program has
greatly improved soil conservation in Iowa.

A CARROT, NOT A STICK

Jan Jamrog, a program specialist with the
Farm Service Agency in Washington, D.C.,
said enforcement statistics don’t give a com-
plete picture of what’s happening to the en-
vironment. For example, they fail to take
into account farmers who don’t bother to
apply for subsidy payments because they
know they’re in violation of conservation
rules.

Given the massive undertaking of policing
America’s farms, federal farm officials say
they’ve learned that encouraging voluntary
conservation improvements can be more ef-
fective than dropping the hammer on viola-
tors.

“There was a move away from the time
spent on compliance in favor of voluntary
programs,’’ said Larry Beeler, a conservation
worker in the Natural Resources Conserva-
tion Service’s Des Moines office. ‘‘Conserva-
tion compliance is important, but so are the
voluntary programs.”
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Beeler said the move reflects a nationwide
trend to encourage greater soil protection
through voluntary programs such as the con-
servation reserve and wetland reserve pro-
grams. Such programs reward farmers for
taking highly erodible land out of production
and for protecting and enhancing wetlands.

Beeler said his agency’s move toward
greater voluntary efforts has not hurt com-
pliance: The proportion of inspected farms
found to be in violation in any given year
has stayed at 5 percent or less.

Many farmers agree that increasing en-
forcement isn’t the answer. They say most
producers know it’s in their best interest to
practice sound conservation.

“If you don’t, you’re not going to grow
anything,” said Tom Kohn, who farms 3,000
acres near Cushing. ‘It will all go down the
river. . .. The farmers who haven’t taken
care of the land aren’t in business anymore.”’

Changes in 1996 that gave local officials
broad discretionary powers can help and hurt
a farmer, others say.

Glenn Marsh, who farms 550 acres near
Mapleton, said he’s found different conserva-
tion rules in mneighboring Monona and
Woodbury counties.

“It has to be the same all over,” he said.
Marsh called the linking of conservation in-
spections and farm subsidies ‘‘the biggest
joke there ever was.”

Other farmers expressed concern about en-
forcement.

“I’ve had some bad experiences with local,
state and national farm officials,” said Mort
Zenor, who farms 900 acres in Woodbury
County. ‘“They’ve got cold ears.”

Zenor, who received more than $225,000 in
federal farm subsidy payments from 1996
through 2001, lost $17,000 in the mid-1990s for
tilling 40 to 50 acres that conservation offi-
cials had designated as no-till.

“I didn’t have a no-till planter, and we
couldn’t afford to buy a new one,” he said.

Zenor tried to fight the fine. He hired a
lawyer and appealed his case to a county
committee, as well as district and state of-
fices, but the fine was upheld.

“It’s worse than an income-tax audit,” he
said. ‘“They’re right and you’re wrong.”

Woodbury County led Iowa for violations
of approved conservation plans from 1993
through 2001, according to federal data.
Sixty-four tracts of land were discovered to
be in violation during those years.

Aster Boozer, a conservation worker for
the Natural Resources Conservation Service,
said western Iowa’s Loess Hills make com-
bining farming and conservation in the area
more challenging.

“They are steep and highly erodible,” he
said of the hills. ‘It means our conservation
plans are very complex.”’

Jamrog, the program specialist with the
Farm Service Agency in Washington, said
many violations are accidental.

“FSA’s goal is to not penalize producers, if
they are willing to get themselves into com-
pliance,”” he said.

PROGRESS IS SLOW

Even critics of the 1996 changes acknowl-
edge that the evidence that programs aren’t
working is largely anecdotal.

Measuring erosion is expensive and ex-
tremely technical. The Natural Resources
Conservation Service tries to measure ero-
sion every five years. Its last survey came in
1997, just a year after the farm bill changes
cited by environmentalists. Results of the
2002 survey may not be available until 2003 or
2004.

Jeff Vonk, director of the Iowa Depart-
ment of Natural Resources and a former top
Iowa official for the Natural Resources Con-
servation Service, said that when he talks to
Iowa’s local soil and water commissioners,
he receives conflicting signals.
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““‘In some counties, they reflect some frus-
tration on their perception of a lack of en-
forcement,”” Vonk said. ‘“In other counties,
they say enforcement is maintained.”

As Vonk drives around Iowa, he can see the
good and the bad. Some of the conservation
programs begun in the mid-1980s have made
a huge difference in soil conservation, but
Vonk still sees muddy waters, fish kills and
oxygen-robbing algae blooms created by fer-
tilizer runoff.

Others suggest that changes should have
been made in the farm bill currently under
discussion to address conservation compli-
ance enforcement.

“There seems to have been in this farm bill
absolutely no interest in compliance provi-
sions as a way to achieve better environ-
mental progress,”’ said Cox of the Soil and
Water Conservation Society.

The answers will undoubtedly come too
late for the 2002 farm bill, but Harkin is ask-
ing many of the questions that would have
to be answered before significant changes
can happen. His request to the General Ac-
counting Office asks how the USDA monitors
producers’ use of conservation plans, how
many exemptions are granted, and what the
USDA does to ‘‘ensure that violations are
consistently identified.”’

While he sees problems in the system, Cox
and others say Iowa farmers have made great
improvements in soil conservation since the
policy was initiated in 1985.

“We’re making progress, although it might
be a little bit slower for some,”’ said Art Ral-
ston, a soil and water district commaissioner
in Woodbury County for more than a decade.
“We just have to keep plugging away.”

EROSION: WAITING FOR ANSWERS

The Natural Resources Conservation Serv-
ice does an estimate every five years of total
erosion on cropland and Conservation Re-
serve Program land. Environmentalists and
farm officials are eagerly awaiting the 2002
results, due sometime in 2003 or 2004, because
they might show whether total erosion has
been affected by the changes in the 1996 farm
bill.

[In billions of tons]

Wind ero- Sheet and Total ero-
Year sion rill erosion* sion
1.38 1.69 3.07
1.40 1.52 2.92
.95 121 2.16
84 1.06 1.90

*Sheet and rill erosion is removal of soil by water runoff that is a fairly
uniform, usually imperceptible thin layer of soil.

Source: Natural Resources Conservation Service.

COMPUTER PROBLEMS PLAGUE AGENCY

Part of the problem in evaluating whether
farm subsidiaries are restored too easily for
conservation violations lies with the federal
computer system.

Flaws: The federal employees charged with
monitoring conservation programs have yet
to create a comprehensive record-keeping
system. That means they can’t determine
what farmers on even what counties have
lost the most money due to violations. It
also means federal officials can’t say wheth-
er the proportion of money returned to Iowa
farmers found to be in violation of conserva-
tion rules is greater or lower than in other
states.

Changes: ‘“We’re in the process of devel-
oping a database that will allow us to do
comparison statistics,” said Jan Jamrog, a
program specialist with the Farm Service
Agency in Washington, D.C. “I really don’t
know if that is similar to other states.”

SIGNS OF TROUBLE

It’s hard to measure the impact of the 1996
changes in the farm bill. Since it passed, the
percentage of acres using conservation till-
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age has started to decrease and while no-till
farming seems to be leveling off:

Conservation
tillage in the
United States
(percentage of
total planted
acres)

No-till adoption
in the United
States (millions
of acres)

Year

26 16.8
31 28.1
347 389
35.8 429
37.2 47.8
36.6 50.7

Source: Conservation Technology Information Center.

REQUESTING RECORDS

The Iowa Farm Service Agency, which ad-
ministers U.S. Department of Agriculture
farm programs in Iowa, denied a Freedom of
Information Act request filed by the Des
Moines Sunday Register for the release of
the names of Iowa farmers who have lost
farm program payments because of a failure
to comply with their conservation plans.

Next: The Register has appealed the denied
to the USDA’s general counsel. Tal Day,
legal analyst in the USDA’s appeals and liti-
gants group, said the appeal was being re-
viewed by the general counsel’s office.

Information: The state Farm Service Agen-
cy’s Des Moines office did provide the news-
paper with an electronic file of farm num-
bers and the proposed fines and dollars rein-
stated. That information was used to gen-
erate a statewide percentage of reinstated
payments.

Appeal denied: Zenor adjust markers on his
machinery for planting corn. He appealed the
no-till fine to a county committee, as well as
district and state offices, but it was upheld.
“It’s worse than an income-tax audit.
They’re right and you’re wrong.”’

INSPECTIONS AND VIOLATIONS

The number of Iowa farms inspected by the
National Resources Conservation Service, a
branch of the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture, has gone down dramatically since
passage of the 1996 Freedom to Farm legisla-
tion. As the number of inspections has
dropped, so has the number of cases in which
farmers have been found to be in violation of
their approved conservation plan.

Percentage

Year Total in- Violations  of farmland

spections found tracts found

in violation

1993 . 2,536 102 4.0
1994 . 2,948 256 8.7
1995 . 2,946 120 4.1
1996 . 3,387 117 3.5
1997 . 3,407 63 1.8
1998 . 1,488 50 3.4
1999 . 1,517 67 44
2000 . 1,512 51 3.4
2001 1,430 39 2.1

Source: Des Moines Register analysis of data from the National Resources
Conservation Service.

[From the Des Moines Sunday Register, Apr.
21, 2002]
CRITICS SEE LOOPHOLES IN CONSERVATION
PROVISIONS
(By Blair Claflin)

Environmentalists and others say a hand-
ful of changes in the 1996 farm law, combined
with the practical problems of turning fed-
eral employees into farm police, have under-
mined efforts to link farm subsidies to sound
conservation practices.

“In 1996, Congress put in a whole second
set of appeals when somebody got in the pen-
alty box,” said Kenneth Cook, executive di-
rector of the Environmental Working Group,
an outspoken critic of U.S. Farm policy.
“There became lots of ways to get out.”

The changes included:

So-called good-faith exemptions for farm-
ers who did not have a history of violating
conservation provisions.
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A one-year grace period for farmers to get
into compliance.

An expedited procedure for producers to
get variances to conservation plans because
of problems deemed to be out of their con-
trol.

More authority for local officials to deter-
mine that conservation compliance plans in-
cluded requirements that would cause
“undue economic hardships.”

‘“The conservation provisions of the 1996
farm bill simplify existing conservation pro-
grams and improve their flexibility and effi-
ciency,” said a U.S. Department of Agri-
culture summary of the legislation.

Craig Cox, executive director of the Soil
and Water Conservation Society in Ankeny,
says conservation advocates reached a dif-
ferent conclusion.

“The criticism has been that any one of
these changes by itself was not a real cause
for concern, but together they opened a num-
ber of loopholes for the enforcement of con-
servation provisions,” Cox said.

Even critics like Cook, however, acknowl-
edge that the concept of linking farm sub-
sidies to conservation practices, which start-
ed in the mid-1980s, was in trouble well be-
fore 1996.

By the early 1990s, environmentalist were
complaining that the concept wasn’t being
adequately enforced. USDA officials, in turn,
complained they didn’t have the staff or the
time to monitor farm practices so closely.

And in small, tightly knit farming commu-
nities, many federal employees who ulti-
mately were responsible for carrying out the
new approach were not comfortable with po-
licing their neighbors.

‘“‘Nobody wants to stick it to somebody
who is demonstrating good faith,” said Dan
Towery, natural resources specialist with
the Conservation Technology Information
Center in West Lafayette, Ind.

Towery is a former farm official in Illinois
who had to investigate compliance cases
there. ‘“‘Determining what is ‘good faith’ is
very subjective,’”” he said.

No definitive studies have been done to de-
termine whether erosion has increased sig-
nificantly since 1997. The Natural Resources
Conservation Service looks at that issue
every five years, and its next study is sched-
uled for 2002.

However, survey work by Steven Kraft,
chairman of the Department of Agribusiness
Economics at Southern Illinois University in
Carbondale, suggests farmers don’t feel as
threatened by the concept of linking con-
servation practices to subsidy payments.

Kraft, working with other researchers, sur-
veyed farmers’ attitudes about conservation
between 1992 and 1996. the study looked at
farmers in 100 different counties throughout
the Midwest.

Producers were asked, for example, how
fair they thought federal officials would be
in implementing rules linking conservation
to subsidies. In the fall of 1992, almost 29 per-
cent said ‘‘very fair.”” By the winter of 1996,
the number had increased to nearly 38 per-
cent.

HOW THE SYSTEM WORKS

Two branches of the U.S. Department of
Agriculture play roles in enforcing conserva-
tion requirements:

NRCS: The Natural Resources Conserva-
tion Service helps farmers develop conserva-
tion plans for their farms. Then it polices
their efforts to follow the plans.

FSA: If the conservation service finds that
a farmer has violated a plan, it reports that
to the USDA’s Farm Service Agency, which
can withhold a farmer’s government sub-
sidies.

Appeals: A farmer can appeal the penalty
to Farm Service Agency county committees,
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which are composed of farmers elected by
other farmers in the county. Adverse deter-
minations by the county committee can be
appealed to the state FSA committee and
then to the national appeals division of the
Farm Service Agency in Washington, D.C.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I yield the floor. I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MIL-
LER). Will the Senator withhold his re-
quest?

Mr. GRASSLEY. Yes.

—————

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

—————

ANDEAN TRADE PREFERENCE
EXPANSION ACT

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

The legislative clerk read as follows:

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

Pending:

Baucus/Grassley amendment No. 3401, in
the nature of a substitute.

Gregg amendment No. 3427 (to amendment
No. 3401), to strike the provisions relating to
wage 1nsurance.

AMENDMENT NO. 3427

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be 90
minutes of debate on Gregg amend-
ment No. 3427.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the Senator from Utah.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, as we
go through the details of this debate, I
think it would be well for us to take a
moment at the beginning to look at
the overall situation we face and try to
put this debate into some kind of con-
text.

A fundamental principle that we need
to remember in all of these conversa-
tions and discussions is this: All money
comes from the economy. It does not
come from the budget. It does not come
from the actions of the Congress. It
comes from the economy. If there were
no underlying economy, there would be
no money for the Federal Government
to allocate. We have seen governments
around the world that have tried to
create money with no economy by
passing budgets, and we have seen the
disaster that occurs.

So the fundamental principle that we
need to address, to begin with, is what
are we doing that will help the econ-
omy grow? What are we doing with
trade promotion that will make the
American economy stronger? If we can
always keep that in mind as we address
these various amendments, we will not
do harm to our Government or what it
is we are trying to accomplish for our
citizens.
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The next principle that follows from
that one is this: The most significant
thing we can do to help the economy
grow is to increase productivity—in-
crease productivity of capital, of labor,
of our money, that it is invested in the
right places, so that we do not do
things that will cause the economy to
be less productive than it would be oth-
erwise.

These are two very strong fundamen-
tals. We must keep the economy strong
and growing. The way to Kkeep the
economy strong and growing is to in-
crease productivity. That brings us to
the Gregg amendment.

The Gregg amendment would strike
out a wage subsidy program that is
currently in the bill that is clearly
antiproductive. That is, the bill as it
currently stands, would decrease Amer-
ican worker productivity in ways that
we have already seen historically dem-
onstrated in other countries. We can
g0, particularly, to the European coun-
tries and discover that they have prob-
lems with productivity, and they have
problems with new job creation. One of
the reasons they have problems is that
they have structurally built into their
economy a subsidy for nonproductive
worker activity. It sounds very be-
nign—indeed beneficial—to say to a
worker: well, you have lost your job
and therefore we will tide you over to
another situation until you can get
back on your feet. We have unemploy-
ment compensation for that. We have
other safety net provisions.

But the Europeans, by and large,
have adopted the notion that we not
only tide you over, we make you whole
and keep you in your present income
circumstance regardless of our employ-
ment circumstance. I had this brought
home very dramatically when the com-
pany that I ran came into difficulties
and lost some clients and had to face
laying off some people—ultimately in-
cluding me. One of my employees, who
was in our European subsidiary, said
this with a complete straight face, not
understanding how America works:
How many months do we get from the
Government in terms of maintaining
our present salaries when this company
fails?

I said: None.

He said: In the country where I am
working, they get a year and a half to
2 years of continuation at present sal-
ary.

I said: Sorry, you are working for an
American company—and he had come
back here from Europe—and you are
here in America. You have to find an-
other job.

He did. He not only found another
job, he found a better job than the one
he had with me. I had to find another
job as my company failed. I did.

If we had been under the cir-
cumstances of the language that is in
this bill, we could have said to our-
selves that we did not have any pres-
sure to find another job; we could be
subsidized where we were. We did not
need to move forward. We could go just
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as things were, and the economy, as a
whole, magnified from this example,
would become less productive.

Putting it into context again, look-
ing at it as a general principle, here are
the principles: If the economy is not
strong, we will not have any money to
allocate. If the economy is not seeing
increased productivity every year, it
will not remain strong, and we can
look at our European friends and say,
if we do what they have done, in the
name of compassion for our workers,
we will end up hurting our workers, our
economy, and our Government.

Sometimes it takes the spur of a lit-
tle bit of pressure to keep Americans
going. But our historic pattern has
been that the strong economy helps
not only the people at the top but,
foremost, it helps the people at the
bottom. Keeping them in a temporary
position of stability ultimately pro-
duces long-term detriment to the econ-
omy and to the individuals themselves.
For that reason, I support the Gregg
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana is recognized.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise
today to oppose the amendment offered
by Mr. GREGG.

Let me say, first of all, that this bill
represents a very balanced compromise
between Democrats and Republicans. I
have worked hard to defeat some
amendments that I view as Killer
amendments, I am disappointed that
this amendment—which I also view as
a killer amendment—has even been of-
fered. This amendment would strike an
important provision in the TAA bill—
wage insurance. Wage insurance, as
many now know, gives an incentive to
displaced workers to find employment
more quickly. It does this by cush-
ioning them against income losses they
might experience after losing a job and
starting again in a new field. Now,
there have been some misstatements
about when wages insurance was added
to this bill. I have heard some Members
suggest that this was added after the
markup. That is simply not true.

Wage insurance was included in the
original bill introduced by myself and
Senators BINGAMAN and DASCHLE last
July. And it was open to debate at the
Finance Committee markup last De-
cember. As a part of a compromise
with Senators GRASSLEY and GRAMM,
we have all agreed to make this pro-
gram a pilot program to see if it works.
If it does, I suspect we many want to
broaden the program. If it does not, I
expect that Congress will end this pro-
gram. But it is hard to argue against,
at a minimum, giving this widely-sup-
ported program a chance. So how does
it work?

We have drafted this as a pilot pro-
gram for older workers. Due to their
long tenure in a single job or industry,
older workers tend to be the hardest
TAA participants to reemploy and the
most likely to experience significant
earnings losses in a new job. So, under
our bill, any worker who is at least 50
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years old and certified eligible for TAA
can choose to participate in the wage
insurance program.

To qualify for wage insurance, a
worker must take a new job that pays
less than the old one within the first 26
weeks of regular unemployment insur-
ance. By opting for wage insurance, a
worker agrees to forego the 18 months
of additional income support the could
get under traditional TAA. Wage insur-
ance lasts 2 years and is capped at
$5,000 per year. A worker would not be
eligible for wage insurance if he made
over $50,000 per year. Now, why should
we try a wage insurance program as
part of TAA?

First, I would note that this is an
issue that has been championed by
Both Republican and Democratic lead-
ers, and by academics. A number of Re-
publicans, including Secretary Rums-
feld and Ambassador Zoellick—as
members of the Trade Deficit Review
Commission—and former USTR Carla
Hills, have supported wage insurance.
Alan Greenspan has also expressed sup-
port for such a program. These promi-
nent individuals support wage insur-
ance because it uses market incentives
to shorten the period of unemploy-
ment.

Second, this is an innovative way to
get hard-to-employ people back to
work faster. The idea behind wage in-
surance is that a worker will be more
willing to take a lower paying job—and
get back into the workforce sooner—if
someone is making up part of the dif-
ference between the old and new wage.
After a year or two of experience on
the job, wages tend to rise, reducing
the long-term wage losses.

Third, this program actually saves
money. During the 26 weeks a worker
receives unemployment insurance,
they can choose traditional TAA bene-
fits or they can get a job and opt for
wage insurance. The choice is up to the
worker, but on average providing wage
insurance will cost less than providing
traditional TAA benefits. By getting
people back into the workforce sooner,
wage insurance will reduce unemploy-
ment rolls, reduce traditional TAA par-
ticipation, and reduce overall costs to
the government. Basically, if a worker
certified for TAA takes a job before the
end of his 26-week unemployment in-
surance period, the money that would
have gone to fund income support
starting in week 27 is instead used to
pay the wage insurance. The difference
is that the total amount of wage insur-
ance a worker could receive is much
less than the cost of traditional TAA
benefits. One year of TAA income sup-
port at an average of $250 per week is
$13,000, while wage insurance is capped
at $5,000 per year. There are additional
savings because the government will
also not be paying for training.

Fourth, on-the-job training works.
Studies show that on-the-job training
is better for both employers and em-
ployees. Wage insurance gives workers
the incentive to take entry level jobs
and train on the job and it gives em-
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ployers more control over the kind of
training that employees receive.

I would also like to respond to some
of the criticisms raised last night
about the wage insurance program.
First, critics have suggested that wage
insurance will give people an incentive
to lower their productivity, that wage
insurance will persuade workers to
turn down good-paying jobs that use
their skills in favor of underpaid dream
jobs like a fly-fishing instructor or a
Disneyland worker. That seems pretty
far-fetched to me. Workers in their 50s
have kids in college, retirement nest-
eggs to build, and mortgages to pay off.
Research shows that older workers are
the most likely to have obsolete job
skills that do not lead to well-paying
jobs they need to meet these obliga-
tions. I expect that these workers will
take the best job they can get.

We have an example in my own state
of Montana. Last year the Asarco lead
smelter closed in East Helena. Most of
the workers have been with the plant
many years and are in their late 40s or
older. There are no more lead smelting
jobs in the U.S. where they could
match their wages and use their skills.
Most ended up starting again in jobs
that paid much less—if they could find
jobs at all. This wage insurance pro-
gram could have helped many of them
get back on their feet faster. In any
event, I would emphasize that this is a
pilot. If it turns out that critics are
right and wage insurance leads to a
glut of fly fishing instructors, the pro-
gram can be ended after the 2-year
trial. But I don’t think that is what we
will see.

The second criticism made of wage
insurance is that it is inconsistent
with the purpose of TAA, which is to
provide retraining. Nothing could be
further from the truth. The purpose of
TAA is not training for its own sake.
The purpose of TAA is to get trade-im-
pacted workers back to work as quick-
ly as possible by helping them get new
skills. Wage insurance serves that goal,
because it encourages on-the-job train-
ing. And on-the-job training is the best
way to learn new job skills.

Finally, we have heard that this
wage insurance program is a form of
age discrimination. Giving older work-
ers first crack at an alternative to tra-
ditional TAA is not age discrimination.
But if this is truly a serious concern, I
would be happy to amend this provi-
sion, and expand wage insurance to
workers of all ages.

Mr. President, in concluding, let me
say that there have been several Mem-
bers who have criticized TAA in the
last several days. They suggest it does
not work. Yet they reject new bipar-
tisan ideas—like wage insurance—that
are offered as alternatives to TAA. I
don’t understand that. This amend-
ment puts at grave risk the bipartisan
compromise that has been struck in
this bill. I oppose the amendment and I
hope my colleagues will work hard to
defeat it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?
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The Senator from New Hampshire.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, in a few
moments I believe there are other
Members coming over to speak, but let
me outline once again some of the
problems of this language. Remember,
the way this is structured is that if one
loses their job as a result of trade ac-
tivity, they can take another job that
pays less, and then the taxpayers pay
them $5,000 a year for taking a job that
pays less if they are over 50 years of
age. There is no training requirement
language.

There is no requirement that if there
is a similar suitable job that pays the
same, you take that. Say you lost your
job at a manufacturing industry which
was trade affected, and there was an-
other job down the street in the manu-
facturing industry, in the same busi-
ness, but that company had been able
to compete effectively. You can take a
job there at the same amount. There is
no requirement you must take that;
you can work for your cousin, brother,
anyone, take a less paying job, and get
paid $5,000 from the taxpayer to do
that.

There is no requirement to remain in
the community. A key in the trade ad-
justment language is that workers re-
main in the community. The concept
was to revitalize the community
through the trade adjustment lan-
guage. There is no requirement to do
that. I can see a lot of people losing
their jobs—hopefully not a lot—in the
Northeast or the Chicago area or the
northern part of the country. Say they
are 50 years old. They will say: Hey,
I'm out of here; I’'m going south where
it is warm. I will get a job being an as-
sistant golf pro, which is what I always
wanted to do, and I will get $5,000 from
the taxpayers to do that. There is no
requirement to remain in the commu-
nity.

There is no requirement for economic
damage. In other words, there is no re-
quirement that you need the money.
There is a $50,000 payment level, but if
you have a lot of assets or your spouse
happens to have a high income, you
still can benefit from this program.

There is no arm’s length require-
ment. I can see a situation where an
agreement may have been reached in
the small business just having tough
times. They close the store and open
across the street, and they get a $5,000
subsidy. Maybe it is just a family situ-
ation and you work the system so you
can go to work for your son who is run-
ning a construction business. The
chances to manipulate the system be-
cause there is $5,000 of taxpayer money
pouring in to support you are very sig-
nificant.

There are a lot of structural prob-
lems as well as philosophical problems
that we as a society are going to begin
to pay people to be less productive.
That is a concept which goes against
American entrepreneurship.

I would like to yield to the Senator
from Missouri, but I believe we are
going back and forth.
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Mr. BAUCUS. Senator GRASSLEY and
I have to go to a Finance Committee
meeting in 8 minutes. I would like Sen-
ator GRASSLEY to have the floor.

Mr. GREGG. Obviously, the Senator
is the leader on the floor, and we cer-
tainly recognize that right.

I reserve my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I thank the Senator
from New Hampshire.

The Senator from Montana has laid
out very clearly why this amendment
must be defeated. This is a carefully
crafted compromise. The year 2002 is
not like previous years in the Senate
when we have devoted a lot of biparti-
sanship to trade agreements. There is
bipartisanship, but it is not as certain
that we will pass a bill as in the pre-
vious 25 years when similar legislation
passed.

I emphasize what Senator BAUCUS
said: This is a carefully worked out
agreement. It may not be entirely to
the liking of Senator BAUCUS or per-
haps not entirely to my liking, but we
have to stick together to get this legis-
lation passed. It is probably one of the
most important pieces of legislation to
be considered in the Senate.

Although the Senator from New
Hampshire has some valid arguments, 1
cannot support an amendment that up-
sets the balance of the package by
striking these wage insurance provi-
sions. There are things in the package
that Members on each side may not
like. It is their prerogative to amend
whatever they see necessary. I cannot
support stripping out this section of
the package.

Another reason is, wage insurance
provisions in the legislation have not
been tested, as some would say. Some-
where along the line, new ideas become
law. Just because this is a new idea
does not mean it is a bad idea.

I will read what Ambassador Carla
Hills, former U.S. Trade Representa-
tive for President George Bush, said
last year, a long time after she left her
position as Trade Representative, when
she appeared before the Senate Finance
Committee:

We should explore the concept of wage in-
surance to supplement the incomes of dis-
placed workers—whatever the cause—who
take an entry-level job in a different, more
promising sector at lower pay. This would
respond to workers’ anxiety over near-term
wage loss, encourage them to stay produc-
tive in the work force and obtain the train-
ing that has proved most effective—which is
training on the job.

Carla Hills went on to say in a report
called ‘‘Getting Over the Fear of Free
Trade’:

The key goal of all of these ideas, as un-
conventional as they may seem at first, espe-
cially to the U.S. business community or the
Republican Party, is straightforward. It is to
educate and motivate more Americans to
stand up in defense of open markets lest we
lose the benefits that come from the free
flow of ideas, capital, and goods.

We should listen to Ambassador
Hills. I believe American anxiety about
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globalization stems in part from job in-
stability. Wage insurance eases those
fears.

As we consider voting on this amend-
ment, I ask Members on my side of the
aisle to keep their eye on the ball. The
ball happens to be trade promotion au-
thority, a contract between the Con-
gress of the United States and the
President of the United States, nego-
tiated for 270 million Americans, a bet-
ter world, a world that creates job op-
portunities. Trade creates jobs.

As President Kennedy said, trade,
not aid, when it comes to helping the
rest of the world. The United States
has full responsibility to look out for
our interests, the interests of the
American people, but also to be a lead-
er in the world. Being a leader in the
world involves our participation in not
only the economic concerns of the
world but maintaining the peace. One
of the tools of maintaining peace is
economic opportunity. The cooperation
comes to the world because of people
trading. We often brag about political
leaders and diplomats doing so much
for world peace. We obviously create an
environment for world peace, but there
is nothing that works more for world
peace than opportunities for individ-
uals to interact with other individuals
around the world in a commercial way.
That does more to break down barriers
and establish world peace than any-
thing else.

Trade promotion authority is one of
the three or four parts of this legisla-
tion. That is the 800-pound gorilla at
which we ought to all be paying atten-
tion. It takes a carefully crafted com-
promise to get to that point. Some of
the items in the Trade Adjustment As-
sistance Act that people on my side of
the aisle might not like—and wage in-
surance could be one—are very small
compared to the ball that I am asking
Members to keep their eye on—trade
promotion authority.

As the Chairman of the Federal Re-
serve Board said regarding trade pro-
motion authority and freeing up trade
around the world, as a result of the
agreements we last endorsed in this
body, the North American Free Trade
Agreement, 1993, the Uruguay Round of
Tariffs and Trades, 1994, those have
helped reduce costs to the American
consumer by $4,000 for a family of four.

That is equal to more than we have
given in tax cuts in recent years to
American families. Think of the good
that comes to the economy because we
have an opportunity to export and our
consumers have an opportunity to im-
port. We have an opportunity to reduce
costs because of increased efficiency.
That is all going to come in the future,
as it has in the past, 50-some years
under the GATT arrangements, be-
cause we are going to give our Presi-
dent trade promotion authority.

That is what we want our eye kept
on. This compromise on trade adjust-
ment assistance is part of that com-
promise.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I will say
this quickly and then I will yield to the
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Senator from Missouri and then to the
Senator from Tennessee, but I rarely
disagree with the Senator from Iowa. I
consider him to be one of the best Sen-
ators in the Senate. He is certainly a
thoughtful and effective Member of the
Senate and a strong leader, especially
for free trade. I certainly support his
commitment to the trade promotion
authority, but the price of that trade
promotion authority should not be the
creation of a brandnew entitlement
which has explosive potential and is re-
grettably not a new idea. In fact, it is
a very old idea. It is a European indus-
trial socialist policy idea which has
failed in Europe, failed in the old coun-
tries. We should not bring it to the new
country.

I yield to the Senator from Missouri
5 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, I thank my
friend from New Hampshire. I say to
my good friend from Iowa, I know he is
a devoted, committed advocate of free
trade. Coming from agricultural States
such as his and mine, we know our
farmers absolutely depend upon access
to the world market to make sure they
gain their return from the marketplace
rather than from the mailbox. When we
see trade decline, we see agricultural
prices drop to terribly low levels.

I think the problems we have in agri-
culture are largely attributable to the
collapse in Southeast Asia. We are only
going to get the markets back and our
income back and the costs of the farm
bill down when we open up more trade
agreements and see healthy trade with
our partners throughout the world.

Having said that, I come to the floor
as a very strong proponent of free
trade. It is not just good for farmers; it
is good for the people who work in the
industries. The exporting industries
pay 13 percent to 15 percent more than
the nonexporting industries.

Our service sector is a leader in the
world in exporting services of all Kinds,
and we benefit from that. When I go
out to shop every day at home in Mex-
ico, MO, or St. Louis or Kansas City, I
have better priced goods and better
quality goods because there is competi-
tion. I buy American-made goods every
chance I can if they are available. But
I know I am getting the best price and
I am getting the best quality because
they have to compete. So every one of
us, as a consumer, benefits from the
competition through increased choice
and lower prices. That is why I think
trade promotion is so important.

That is why I am so disappointed
today to see the trade promotion bill
has been hijacked. This is no longer a
trade promotion bill; it is a welfare en-
titlement bill which talks about trade
promotion, gives the President some
authority, and then takes it away.

We failed to table the Dayton-Craig
amendment. There were strong argu-
ments made for that amendment: We
can’t give up our sovereignty.

Let me tell you what it does. It es-
sentially says to any country that is
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even thinking about negotiating a deal
with the President or his Trade Rep-
resentative: Forget about it. Forget
about it because whatever you nego-
tiate with the President, the Congress
can take it away when they come back.
That essentially kills the authority of
the President to negotiate a trade
agreement, authority that previous
Presidents have had in recent years as
we made progress toward getting free
trade.

I wish we would take the Andean
Trade Promotion Act out of this bill.
Everybody knows we need it. Today is
the day one deadline occurs. We need
to reassure our partners in the Andean
region that we want free trade with
them, to maintain it and not to see the
tariffs come back. We ought to pass
that and send this turkey back to get
some wings and feathers on it so it will
fly because this will not fly.

One of the amendments we have be-
fore us by the Senator from New Hamp-
shire is just one step we ought to take
to clean it up. As the Senator from
New Hampshire has so eloquently stat-
ed, this is a brandnew subsidy without
checks and balances. It does not guar-
antee that people will get the benefits
and the economic opportunities that
we should seek. There is no limitation
based on necessity. The subsidy would
go to an older worker who simply
chooses to quit the rat race.

As the Senator from New Hampshire
pointed out, you can get a wage sub-
sidy for doing what you want—a former
office worker could join her daughter’s
catering firm or a factory worker who
treats a trade-related plant closing as
an opportunity not to take an equal
job in the community but to take early
retirement, move to Florida, and
maybe serve as a greeter at Wal-Mart
or a groundskeeper at a golf course so
he could have a couple of rounds of golf
in and have a little wage subsidy.

I have nothing against that. I know
some of my colleagues like to play
golf, but I would sure hate paying them
for their privilege of playing golf. My
colleagues in this body who are good
golfers do so on their own time, after
they put in the 60-hour workweek, so it
does not hold for them. But to encour-
age people without limit to do what
they wish and take a subsidy along
with the other entitlement programs is
a bad precedent.

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

Mr. BOND. I thank the Chair and
thank my colleague from New Hamp-
shire. There are many other good argu-
ments. I urge my colleagues to support
the Senator from New Hampshire and
help us go back to the job of cleaning
this bill up to make it a trade pro-
motion rather than an entitlement pro-
motion bill.

Mr. GREGG. I thank the Senator
from Missouri for his excellent
thoughts, and I yield 10 minutes to the
Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. THOMPSON. Mr. President, I
strongly support the amendment of
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Senator GREGG. I think the debate on
trade promotion authority is a classic
example of something that used to be
nonpartisan, as I understand it, and
that is trade—as was the consensus I
thought we developed that I believed
was a good thing for our country. It is
also an example of how often nowadays
it seems we are asked to do some bad
things in order to do something that is
any good.

We are urged to keep our eyes on the
ball, which is trade promotion author-
ity, they say. I hope we all agree that
free trade is good, that trade pro-
motion authority is good. I think
standing by itself it would pass over-
whelmingly. But I am beginning to
wonder what the ball is.

If, in fact, we are taking the first
steps toward the Federal Government
sending somebody a check for their in-
surance coverage, if we are taking the
first step toward the Federal Govern-
ment providing a wage differential for
this group, that group, and then the
next group—to me that is the ball. As
important as trade promotion author-
ity is, I am not sure I am willing to do
that evil in order to do the other good.

If the idea is to load down something
that is so clearly beneficial to this
economy and this country such as
trade promotion authority, the Andean
trade agreement, with so many things
that are so onerous that it is going to
defeat the underlying bill—if that is
the purpose, I think those who seek to
carry that out are very close to accom-
plishing their goal.

It would be a pity, it would be a bad
thing for this country, but I am afraid
that is what we are looking at. Trade
promotion authority and the Andean
trade agreement are being held as hos-
tages for a series of new entitlement
programs, which really have nothing to
do with trade but have everything to
do with a social agenda which, as the
Senator from New Hampshire pointed
out, has failed in other parts of the
world. While they are scrambling to
try to be more like us, we are scram-
bling to try to be more like them, it
seems.

If there is anything we ought to
agree to in this body, it is the impor-
tance of trade promotion authority and
the Andean trade agreement, at a time
when our friends to the south of us, the
Colombian Government, are about to
be taken over by narcotraffickers, if
they have their way, and have the first
narcogovernment in our hemisphere in-
stead of the democracy that is there
now. Is anything more important than
stopping that? I don’t know.

We have a relationship with the Gov-
ernment of Ecuador where we have a
forward operation location to assist us
in drug eradication. Fighting drugs,
terrorism, there is nothing more im-
portant than that. And everyone knows
we need to have a trading relationship
with these folks who are trying to do
the right thing, trying to impose the
rule of law and other beneficial things
that we stand for in their countries,
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and yet that is being held hostage to
these new entitlement programs.

The amendment of the Senator from
New Hampshire, of course, has to do
with one of the more onerous ones,
which is an open invitation to outright
fraud and abuse. Every year we come
up with new assessments of how many
billions of dollars we pay out to people
who are dead or who are defrauding the
Government or whatnot. This is an
open invitation to do that. It is a pro-
gram that would make the European
leftists blush, and yet we are trying to
move in that direction. But it is only
one part of the onerous provisions that
have loaded up this trade promotion
authority bill.

So in order to do something good for
our country, good for consumers, good
for folks in Tennessee, who go to the
store and want to buy goods a little bit
cheaper—in order for us to do that, we
are being asked to sign off on a bill
that would triple the cost of trade ad-
justment assistance. We all agree that
we need some trade adjustment assist-
ance, but now we are being asked, in a
time of deficit, in a time of war, to tri-
ple this program for this 2 percent of
workers.

For this constituent group, in this
election year, we are being asked to do
that, to give this group of people—this
small group of people—an additional 6
months of unemployment compensa-
tion. The average guy who gets laid off
gets 6 months. So now this 2 percent
would get up to 2 years. So this group
goes from 6 months to 2 years, and it
expands the number of reasons they do
not have to undergo any additional
training.

Trade assistance was originally de-
signed as a training program to help
people get a new job. This bill has over
a half dozen exceptions where people do
not even have to take training, includ-
ing a provision that says you do not
have to take training if there is an-
other comparable job. If there is an-
other comparable job, why do you need
trade assistance anyway?

This bill would expand coverage to
secondary workers, double or triple the
number of people eligible. It creates a
new program to pay farmers when com-
modity prices are below 80 percent of
the previous b-year average and im-
ports contribute in part to the decline
in price.

We just passed $190 billion in entitle-
ment spending for farmers in the farm
bill. This, in large part, duplicates
that. There is a new program, a new
bureaucracy in the office of the Depart-
ment of Commerce. This program du-
plicates existing programs that provide
assistance for communities. And it is a
new bureaucracy in the process.

All of this is at a cost of who knows
what. Estimates have been all over the
lot, but they are all based on assump-
tions that people would participate in
this new program at the same level as
they participated in the old program.
This is a much more generous program.
It stands to reason a much higher per-
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centage of people are going to partici-
pate in it.

So you are probably looking at $1 bil-
lion, or between $1 billion and $2 billion
a year for a 10-year period, something
like that, for something that could
never pass on its own, something that
no one would have the temerity to put
in a piece of legislation. It is only be-
cause you are trying to hold free trade
hostage, the Andean trade agreement
hostage to this new group of entitle-
ment programs.

If this new wage guarantee provision,
for example, really works out the way
we are talking about—that it is open
and rife with waste, fraud, and abuse—
what are the chances of this new enti-
tlement program being canceled? Zero.
It never happens. It never will happen.
What are the chances of it being ex-
panded? Pretty good. It is up to $5,000
now for the wage differential. What are
the chances of that coming in and get-
ting more and more generous?

Look at where trade adjustment as-
sistance has gone from when it was
first passed to what is being proposed
today. No one ever dreamed, when
trade adjustment assistance was first
passed, that somebody would be pro-
posing that we would do things in
terms of 70 percent of their COBRA or
wage differential, or all these other
things that are being proposed. The
same thing will happen with this new
list of entitlements.

So I strongly urge adoption of the
Gregg amendment. It would make a
bad bill a little better. There are many
of us who are tussling and grappling
with something—and that I think all of
America should be grappling with—and
that is the balancing off of something
so important as giving the President
authority to get into the 21st century a
little bit, and become a leader in this
country, as we are supposed to be, in
free trade, put our money where our
mouth is, giving him trade promotion
authority that our Presidents have had
up until President Clinton, and get on
with it.

If we cannot compete in this world
economy with all the advantages we
have, I will be very surprised. We
should not be afraid of it. As important
as all that is, however, I am afraid
there is an effort here to saddle it with
things that are bad for this country,
that are the camel’s nose under the
tent, things that would never pass on
their own. I say we have to keep our
eye on the ball.

We are going to hold free trade hos-
tage. We are going to hold our friends
in our hemisphere—whom we ought to
be trying to do everything to help—
hostage in order to get a new array of
social programs and guarantees and
things that are old and tired and have
failed in other parts of this world and
should never be started in this one.

I yield the floor.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I yield 10
minutes to the assistant leader, Sen-
ator NICKLES.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The as-
sistant leader is recognized.
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Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, one, I
compliment Senator THOMPSON for the
speech he made as well as Senator
GREGG from New Hampshire for this
amendment.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment. This amendment would
strike the wage subsidy program. I am
glad we are going to have an up-or-
down vote on it; and I hope this amend-
ment will be adopted overwhelmingly,
because this wage subsidy program is a
bad idea.

There are a lot of bad ideas floating
around. The Senator from Tennessee
just mentioned a couple of them. It
bothers me that evidently the Demo-
crats who put together this package—
and I say that because the Trade Ad-
justment Assistance Program passed in
the Finance Committee without ade-
quate discussion. We spent all day on
trade promotion authority, and trade
promotion authority passed, 18 to 3 in
the Finance Committee. Trade adjust-
ment assistance was rushed through
the Committee. The two hour rule was
raised and some would even question
whether we finished it in time because
of this objection, and whether it passed
too late. There was not enough discus-
sion. I am on that committee.

Well, what is it? It is the Federal
Government saying: if you lose your
job, presumably because of trade, and
you take another job, the Federal Gov-
ernment will come in and pick up half
the difference if your second job is less
money.

I would like to have colleagues who
support this come and defend it. Why
are we doing this for so many of peo-
ple? I question the wisdom of the pro-
posal.

I will just give you an example. What
if you are a Senator whose wife just
happens to work. Maybe it is a high-
tech firm, which closes. Someone could
say it was because of trade that it
closed. And so she became unemployed,
or became reemployed, and took a less-
er paying job. So Uncle Sam is going to
write my spouse a check for $5,000.

As the Senator from Tennessee said,
this is just an opening round. Pro-
ponents will attempt to expand this
program, should it pass. Why are we
going to have the Federal Government
setting wage rates? And guaranteeing
these wage rates? How ridiculous of an
idea can it be? How socialistic can it
be? Maybe people don’t not like to use
that word, but socialism is the Govern-
ment setting wages and prices. This is
pretty socialistic.

I am embarrassed as to how bad this
idea is. I compliment my colleague and
friend from New Hampshire for raising
this, pointing this out to the Senate.

There is no income test. We could be
writing checks for people who could
have $1 million in assets. Presumably,
if they lost a job and then took a lesser
job, Uncle Sam will write them a check
for half the difference in many cases,
even if they are millionaires. What
kind of sense does that make?
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I am embarrassed for the Senate. I
am bothered by this process the major-
ity leader has put in that says: To take
up trade promotion, you also have to
take trade adjustment assistance. Inci-
dentally, when we are doing this, we
will also put in a new wage subsidy
program. We will have a brand-new
benefit for trade adjustment assist-
ance, including the Federal Govern-
ment, for the first time ever, picking
up 70 percent of health care costs not
only for directly affected workers but
for upstream workers as well, defined
broadly enough to where no one knows
how many hundreds of thousands of
people might qualify for that benefit.

In addition, we will have a brand-new
wage subsidy paid for by taxpayers. I
have an interest. I have a son. I have
three daughters. They are all tax-
payers, and I am too. They don’t want
to pay for this benefit. Their taxes are
plenty high. All of a sudden, we are
talking about new entitlements for
people. Where is the money coming
from? We have a deficit now.

Somebody said: If passed, this new
program is limited to $50 million. What
proponents are trying to do is get this
new entitlement started. Then we will
see how much it costs 10 years from
now, and supporters will probably try
to raise the limit from $5,000 to such
sums as necessary. You name it. Enti-
tlements can grow like crazy. I would
hate to think we would adopt this, and
then 10 years from now find out we
have a multibillion-dollar program and
ask: Where did this come from?

This was a partisan proposal jammed
in on top of trade promotion, basically
extortion, saying, if you don’t give us
this, we will not give you trade.

The Senate needs to reject this pro-
posal. This is a bad idea. When we talk
about other countries, we encourage
them to move to free markets. I am
embarrassed that some of us are trying
to move in their socialistic direction.
Wow.

As a matter of fact, I had a con-
stituent in my office a few minutes
ago. He was listening to the Senator
from New Hampshire. I told him I had
to join this debate. I explained the
amendment. My constituent’s response
was: I can’t believe they are trying to
do this.

This is about income redistribution
where the Federal Government is pay-
ing wages, we will have a wage guar-
antee program. This is a wage subsidy
program; that is exactly what this is.
This is part of a very bad idea, a very
bad process. It needs to be resound-
ingly rejected.

I urge my colleagues, Democrats and
Republicans, to support the Gregg
amendment and strike this brand-new
entitlement program.

If there are proponents, I would love
to have a dialog and find out how this
will work and find out if a millionaire
could benefit from this program; and
find out if someone’s spouse, who
maybe is from a very wealthy family, if
they could benefit from this program;
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or find out, if I was working for $50,000,
and I happened to be over 50 and I de-
cided to take a job for $40,000, if I can
use that money to cover my golf bets.
The Senator from Missouri mentioned
maybe this is good for the golfers. 1
happen to be a golfer. I like that idea.
But I have never thought of the Fed-
eral Government paying for my golf
side bets.

I can’t believe we are even consid-
ering this. What an embarrassment.
This amendment should be passed, and
it should be passed overwhelmingly.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I under-
stand the other side is going to yield 2
minutes to the Senator from Texas,
and then we will go to 5 minutes to the
Senator from Arizona. We are alter-
nating.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, we
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Texas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, as many
of my colleagues know, I was asked by
the White House and by the Republican
leadership to try to negotiate a pack-
age that would allow us to pass trade
promotion authority. In the process, I
found myself in a position of having to
either kiss an ugly pig on the mouth or
send it off to the barbeque.

Through our negotiations, we were
able to drop the steel legacy provision.
We also were able to dramatically re-
duce the proposed wage insurance pro-
gram, cutting its funding level from
$100 million to $50 million and its au-
thorization from 5 years to 2 years. But
I am not going to stand here today and
argue on behalf of the principle of wage
insurance. I can tell my colleagues
that as a conferee, I am going to op-
pose this provision, and I hope it will
be removed.

I believe that our leader and Senator
GRASSLEY and I are in the position
where we have made an agreement, and
therefore we must stick to it. I could
stand here and say I am very unhappy
that those who have entered into the
agreement on the other side of the
aisle nonetheless have found it conven-
ient to continue to load more and more
and more onto this wagon, to the point
where the axle is about to break. But
in my book, when you give your word,
when you try to work out an agree-
ment, when you try to make com-
promise work, you give up the luxury
of coming back later and picking and
choosing which provisions to support.
In fact, it is sort of like fast track: you
make a deal and you must stick by the
whole package.

This afternoon we are going to have
several votes. First, we are going to
have a vote on Senator DODD’s amend-
ment, which effectively is the same
amendment as the one offered yester-
day by Senator LIEBERMAN. If that
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amendment passes, I am off this
wagon. We also are going to have a
vote on adding back the steel legacy
provision. If steel legacy costs are in-
cluded in this bill, I am going to do ev-
erything in my power to kill this bill,
even though I am for fast-track author-
ity and believe it is critical. You sim-
ply reach a point where greed and irre-
sponsibility so overwhelm the under-
lying cause that you just cannot tol-
erate it.

There’s a bigger point to all this, and
that is the question of taking owner-
ship. Quite frankly, I don’t believe the
chairman of the Finance Committee
and the majority leader of the Senate
have taken ownership of this trade pro-
motion authority bill. I think we have
had a game of piracy to try to see what
can be gotten in return for this bill
since they know that the President
wants this bill and that it is in the na-
tional interest. They claim to be for
the bill, but at every step along the
way, we are having piracy committed
against this bill.

I gave my word when I signed on to
the agreement. Had I been the prin-
cipal instead of the negotiator, I am
not sure I would have agreed to our
agreement. In fact, I probably wouldn’t
have. But I did. However, if these other
amendments pass, if the deal is not
kept, if it is clear that this piracy is
going to continue, then at that point I
would feel free to vote my conscience.

The point is that we have made an
agreement. As appealing as it is to me
to go back and undo the wage insur-
ance part of it—a rotten, stinking part
of it—I don’t think that that would be
responsible. But I will fight to get rid
of this provision in conference and I
hope that it will be dropped.

I have taken some degree of owner-
ship of this bill, and feel a responsi-
bility for it. For this process to suc-
ceed, I believe that those of us who
want fast-track authority—the major-
ity leader, the minority leader, the
chairman of Finance, the ranking
member of Finance, and those Senators
who want this bill—have to begin to
show some ownership of and responsi-
bility for the bill as negotiated.

If we do not, and instead keep seeing
efforts to pile on, we are going to kill
this bill. For example, if steel legacy is
added to this bill, it is dead. If the
Dodd amendment, which is effectively
the same vote we had on Lieberman, is
added to this bill, we won’t have trade
promotion authority and I therefore
will be off the wagon and out of the
deal.

Today, I am in the deal. As I said, I
have taken on partial ownership of the
bill. When you sign on to a com-
promise, when you take partial owner-
ship, when you take responsibility, it
means you have to stand up for the
deal and vote against even those
amendments that you otherwise would
support.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

The majority leader is recognized.
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Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, the
Trade Adjustment Assistance Program
dedicates a very small piece of what we
gained from trade to help those people
who lose from trade, get back on their
feet, and that is really what this
amendment does.

The current TAA program helps some
people but does not address some of the
key problems people face; it leaves out
too many other people altogether.

We fix some of these flaws. When a
plant shuts down or moves overseas,
workers lose their livelihoods and fam-
ilies face the uncertainty of not know-
ing how they are going to pay for food
or a mortgage, or take their child to
the doctor.

This bipartisan agreement will pro-
vide these workers with the oppor-
tunity to go back to community col-
lege to learn some new skills. They will
receive unemployment insurance and
subsidized health care to help them get
through the difficult times and help
them get a new job.

To a 35-year-old worker facing a dif-
ficult circumstance of a lost job, this
sounds like a potential lifeline. But for
a b3-year-old closer to retirement age,
and less likely to be able to transition
into a new job or field, those benefits
are largely an empty promise. And we
know it.

That is why we have worked so hard
to keep the wage insurance provision
in the bipartisan package we nego-
tiated with Senators GRASSLEY, LOTT,
GRAMM, and the White House. This pro-
vision was part of our agreement, and
it must be retained.

Wage insurance is a pilot program—
that is all it is—to test a very powerful
idea. It says to older workers, if you
take a lower paying job than the one
you lost, some of the money that you
would have received in unemployment
insurance will go to offset a portion of
the wage loss you will suffer.

By helping offset the loss of taking a
lower paying job, wage insurance dis-
courages dependency and encourages
work. Wage insurance is not just com-
passionate policy, it is smart policy.

By getting people back into the
workforce sooner, wage insurance will
reduce unemployment rolls and the
overall cost to Government. In reality,
the provision will cost nothing more
than what the Government would have
been paying in unemployment insur-
ance because people will have to give
up their unemployment benefits to get
the wage insurance.

This provision is prowork and it en-
joys broad intellectual support on the
left and on the right. In 1998, partly be-
cause of the unintended effects of
trade, Congress established the U.S.
Trade Deficit Review Commission.
Among the key members of the Com-
mission were President Bush’s Trade
Representative, Robert Zoellick; De-
fense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld; and
George Becker, former President of the
Steelworkers.

This group doesn’t agree on much.
But wage insurance was one clear area
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of agreement. Here is what they had to
say—a bipartisan commission:

We recommend that Congress consider new
ways to address the broader cost of job dis-
placement. Such consideration should in-
clude assessing ways of filling the earnings
gaps created when new jobs initially pay less
than previous jobs. As discussed, wage insur-
ance is one such option. It has the advantage
of encouraging displaced workers to accept
new jobs as quickly as possible.

Here is another voice:

It would be a great tragedy were we to stop
the wheels of progress because of an inca-
pacity to assist victims of progress. Our ef-
forts should be directed at job skills en-
hancement and retraining . .. and, if nec-
essary, selected income maintenance pro-
grams for those over a certain age, where re-
training is problemadtic.

That is not a Democratic Senator
speaking. That is Federal Reserve
Chairman Alan Greenspan. In case my
colleagues missed the translation, ‘‘in-
come maintenance programs for those
of a certain age’ is wage insurance.
Alan Greenspan is talking about wage
insurance. Wage insurance for older
workers is exactly what we are talking
about this morning.

Finally, from a think tank:

The proposed wage insurance program
would strongly encourage workers to quickly
find new jobs.

I will repeat that because it may res-
onate with some of my colleagues on
the floor.

The proposed wage insurance program
would strongly encourage workers to quickly
find new jobs.

That quote comes from the Heritage
Foundation, and it comes as yet an-
other endorsement of this amendment.

Older workers who lose their jobs and
are struggling to find a new one have
enough uncertainty to worry about.
They should not also have to worry
about whether they can afford to take
a new job. The wage insurance provi-
sion gives workers something more
than an empty promise.

We already scaled this proposal back
from $100 million for each of the next 5
years to $60 million for 2 years. But we
cannot afford to lose it entirely. It is a
central component of the bipartisan
agreement we made with Senators
GRASSLEY, LOTT, GRAMM, and the
White House.

I urge my colleagues to keep this
agreement intact and reject this
amendment.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. ED-
WARDS). The Senator from New Hamp-
shire.

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the Senator from Arizona.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I urge my
colleagues to support the amendment
of the Senator from New Hampshire to
strike this wage subsidy provision from
the bill. In my view, if it stays in the
bill, it could well sink it. It would be
difficult for me to support the bill on
final passage if this provision is in it,
notwithstanding my support for the
bill. I admire the Senator from Texas
because he was part of a group that ne-
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gotiated portions of this bill that
would be on the floor before us. He
feels committed to supporting the
version that was negotiated which in-
cludes this provision. Of course, he
should do that. I think he also makes a
good point to suggest that others who
may be supporting other amendments
need to keep their commitment in
mind.

But the statement here reminds me a
little bit of the old politician that said
that it is important for us to always
stand on principle and, in certain situ-
ations, to even be able to rise above
principle. That is what is involved here
unfortunately. The principle is to have
a free market with labor and capital,
people freely able to be hired. And it is
possible sometimes through govern-
ment decisions that people lose their
jobs, through competition that people
lose jobs. It is even possible that if
there is a tariff reduced as a result of
a free trade agreement, that could re-
sult in somebody losing their jobs.

People lose jobs for all kinds of rea-
sons. The question, though, is whether
or not we should make an exception
and provide that certain people who
work have rights more than others and
are entitled to certain kinds of subsidy
benefits in their wages as a result.

If we decide that is a good idea, how
are we going to explain to other work-
ers that we are leaving them out in the
cold? The reality is that this is a foot
in the door that will create an argu-
ment for everybody, regardless of their
circumstance, to have a wage subsidy
like certain other countries in the
world of GATT, competitors of ours
who cannot compete as well because
they have these kinds of government
subsidy programs for wages. In fact, it
is a transfer of payment from hard-
working Americans, middle income
Americans, to those who are more
wealthy. It is blatant discrimination
against hard-working Americans, an
invitation to fraud and abuse. As I
said, it is a very dangerous step toward
Government control. It is theoretically
capped, but we know the initial ex-
penses will be a drop in the bucket
compared to what it will cost over the
years.

Other constituencies will soon de-
mand their own form of wage insur-
ance, whether subsidies or other wage
controls, and I think it would be vir-
tually impossible to say no to them
once we have established the principle.
That is what I am talking about here—
principle. There is no limitation in this
program based upon necessity. It is
available to dislocated workers who
simply choose to quit the rat race and
take an easier job. There is no training
requirement, and that was always a
component of the program that has
been supported here in the past by the
Senate. The Trade Adjustment Act has
always included a training component
to train displaced workers for new and
better jobs.

But this wage subsidy program cir-
cumvents that and allows certain
workers essentially to opt out.
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There is no consideration in this pro-
vision of whether there are suitable
jobs available in similar cir-
cumstances. The older displaced work-
er is free to take the job, earn an enti-
tlement, regardless of whether equiva-
lent work is readily available. For
whatever reason, family health or per-
sonal preference, the individual is free
to pull up stakes and move anywhere
in the country, take a job, and receive
the subsidy.

There are some who suggest that
would benefit my sunshine State of Ar-
izona. It would be pretty nice to quit
the job in the Rust Belt and move to
Arizona because of the subsidy pro-
vided in this bill.

There is no protection against fraud
and abuse. There is a perverse incen-
tive in this provision for employers to
reduce the wages they pay knowing the
Federal subsidy will supplement their
workers’ income and make up the dif-
ference.

There is no requirement the new em-
ployer and employee be at arm’s
length. This is a very critical provision
rife for potential fraud and abuse.
There is no inquiry permitted as to
whether the new job, perhaps with a
family member or friend, is a legiti-
mate consequence of the displaced
worker having to leave his former em-
ployment. Because the U.S. Govern-
ment makes up the difference in wages,
it is, as I say, rife with potential for
fraud and abuse.

We ought to go back to principle and
not politics.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona has used 5 minutes.

Mr. KYL. I suggest my colleagues
support the amendment of the Senator
from New Hampshire.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from Arkansas is recog-
nized.

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, I yield
myself 6 minutes.

Mr. President, I thank Chairman
BAUCUS and Ranking Member GRASS-
LEY for their superb work so far on the
trade bill.

These are complex matters of policy,
with potentially far-reaching con-
sequences, that we are dealing with on
this bill, and our two leaders on the Fi-
nance Committee have led us with fore-
sight and wisdom. It is so important,
as always, that we carefully balanced
both the positive and the negatives of
the legislation at hand.

As a member of the Finance Com-
mittee, I have taken our role, as Amer-
icans, in the global economic picture
very seriously. Our leadership is cru-
cial to the success of any efforts to
open markets, whether in a multilat-
eral forum such as the World Trade Or-
ganization, or in a regional context,
such as a proposed western hemispheric
arrangement. And let us make no mis-
take about the absolute need to open
markets, to ensure the freer mobility
of capital, to guarantee everyone a
chance at a more prosperous and more
stable future.
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The underlying trade bill helps us
meet this need, helps us fulfill our vital
role as the global economic leader, by
extending to the president the trade
negotiating authority he needs to un-
dertake more effectively the multilat-
eral and other important negotiations
that a stable global economy will re-
quire.

Once the President has negotiated an
agreement, he brings it back to us for
our consideration. If we support the
agreement he has negotiated, then we
take another step into the future by
opening more markets and further
growing our economy.

But the underlying trade bill also
meets another highly important need:
it gives us the resources and the au-
thority to respond to those workers
and those firms that will inevitably be
displaced by the growing, changing
economy.

The wage insurance provision of the
trade adjustment assistance package
helps us do just that. It offers a helping
hand to older Americans who have lost
their livelihoods to the inevitable dis-
locations increased trade creates. It
does so by recognizing the obvious re-
ality that a time consuming return to
school for job retraining may not be in
the best interests of older workers who
are close to retirement age. It also rec-
ognizes the reality that older workers
have a much harder time than younger
workers re-entering the job market,
particularly at the same income level
they enjoyed previously. It meets the
needs of these older workers by allow-
ing them to insure wage loss. To re-
ceive the benefits of wage insurance,
the older worker foregoes the addi-
tional income support he could other-
wise receive if he or she went back to
school. Thus, the worker receives bene-
fits while he or she re-enters the job
market and without having to go back
to school, which, again, for this worker
may not be the best option given his or
her age.

I strongly support the wage insur-
ance provisions of this bill, and I would
also have supported an even more gen-
erous version of this provision.

Yet, with this trade bill, we have all
made compromises, for the sake of get-
ting a good, comprehensive piece of
legislation to send to the President’s
desk. Wage insurance is a much needed
part of the TAA package. It is fair and
it is responsible.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
the Gregg amendment as we proceed to
that vote and remember that there is
not a one-size-fits-all, but that all of
our workers need the special attention
and the ability to move within the
workforce in a way that is conducive to
them, to their lifestyle, and particu-
larly to their age. I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. GREGG. Did the Senator yield
back the remainder of time?

Mrs. LINCOLN. Yes, I yield back the
remainder of our time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

S4441

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I will
make my statement and then we can
go to the vote.

First, I thank the many Members
who have come to the Chamber and
supported this amendment. There have
been a number of points made that I
think have been extremely appropriate
as to the failure of the language in the
bill and the need to have this amend-
ment to correct it.

I want to respond to a couple points
made by the Democratic leader. First,
this issue of the deal. A number of
Members spoke and said this is a lousy
idea. It is really not a very good policy,
the concept of paying people to take
less productive jobs, having the tax-
payers pay people to take less produc-
tive jobs. This is not good policy, but I
have to be for it because there was a
deal agreed to.

As far as I can tell, there were only
six people in that room at the most. So
maybe those six people have reached an
agreement, and around here, if you
give your word, you have to stand by
it. I respect the people who came to the
Chamber and said they are going to
stand by their word.

For the rest of us, we should look at
the policy of whether or not this is a
good idea, and it is not. It is called a
pilot program, and the Democratic
leader said it was a pilot program for
which they wanted $100 million, and
they agreed to $560 million over 2 years.
As he described it, it is a central com-
ponent of the understanding they
reached.

Mr. President, $560 million is a lot of
money, but around this building, it
does not even deserve an asterisk. So
there is something more at work. We
are not talking about $560 million if it is
a central component of the agreement.
We are talking about something people
expect to expand radically over the
years. This is a brandnew major enti-
tlement which will expand dramati-
cally. It is not some benign little pilot
program. If it was, it would not be a
central component of this agreement.
Thus, this attempt to dismiss it is as
something marginal clearly does not
fly, even though it is alleged to be a
pilot program.

There was also a statement made
that this is an attempt to benefit older
workers. Actually, the language of this
bill does the exact opposite. We have
on the books the age discrimination
language which says you cannot dis-
criminate against somebody in their
job who is over 50 years old.

We have on the books laws which say
that older workers should be given def-
erence and should be allowed to retain
their jobs and should be allowed to im-
prove their position in the workplace
and should not be discriminated
against because of their age.

This amendment says exactly the op-
posite. It says to the older worker:
When you lose your job due to trade,
we are going to say you are not capable
of getting a better job; we are going to
tell you go find a lesser job, and then
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we will pay you from the other tax-
payers of America $5,000 to do that.

It takes the theory of ‘‘you cannot
teach old dogs new tricks” and says:
Not only can you not teach old dogs
new tricks, but we are going to pay you
$5,000 to forget everything you have
learned and take less of a job.

It makes absolutely no sense in the
context of the other laws which we
have on the books relative to age dis-
crimination. In fact, it flies in the face
of years of attempts to make sure that
as people get further into the work-
force, they are mnot discriminated
against.

Of course, as has been outlined, it has
no structure to it, no controls to it.
Under the trade adjustment concept,
the whole idea is to train people who
lose their jobs as a result of trade ac-
tivity, to train them to get a better
job, to give them opportunities to get a
better job. This language says you
should get less of a job. It reduces your
employment capability. There is no
training language in this bill. In fact,
you cannot train under this bill. It ba-
sically rejects the training language of
the trade adjustment language.

There is no requirement that you
take a similar and suitable job. So if
you have the ability to do something
that is unique and you can take it
across the street after you lose your
job somewhere and get paid just as
much or maybe even more, there is no
requirement that you do that. If you
would rather do something that maybe
pays you a lot less because it is more
socially acceptable to you, it is more in
tune with your lifestyle—the example
has been used of going and becoming an
assistant pro at a golf course because
you would rather play golf rather than
work in a steel factory—you can do
that; that is your right; you should be
able to do that. Pursuit of happiness is
part of our culture, but you should not
get $5,000 from the taxpayers who are
still working somewhere on the line to
do it, which is what this bill tells you.

If there is a similar and suitable job,
you are not required to take it. You
are not required to remain in the com-
munity, which means it undermines
the community. I talked at length
about that last night. You are not re-
quired to have a need for the job. Your
spouse could be making $100,000,
$200,000, or $300,000. If you had a job
where you earned $50,000 and you take
a lesser job, you still get $5,000 from
the taxpayers of America, even though
your spouse may have a huge income.

There is no test relative to the ma-
nipulation of the system. An employer
may be closing down one plant on trade
adjustment language, opening up an-
other facility in a different area, mov-
ing people into there, and getting a
$5,000 payment. There is no language
about that. There are no controls.

There is no control in the area of
meeting the needs relative to, as I said,
staying in the community. And there is
no arm’s length control. You could
work within the family, for example,
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move from one job to another. Maybe
your son runs a construction company
and you are working for a steel mill
and the steel mill goes out of business;
you go to work for your son’s construc-
tion company and the taxpayers of
America would have to pay you $5,000.
Those are the technical issues that lie
with this question.

The bigger issues are these: No. 1, it
is a brandnew entitlement with im-
mense potential. No. 2, and most im-
portantly, it undermines our basic phi-
losophy of how we have had our econ-
omy structured the last 200 years.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. GREGG. Therefore, I hope people
will join me in supporting this amend-
ment.

I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is not a sufficient second.

The Senator from Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. On behalf of myself,
Senator GRAMM of Texas, and Senator
GRASSLEY of Iowa, I move to table the
Gregg amendment, and I ask for the
yveas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
HELMS), the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
MURKOWSKI), the Senator from Virginia
(Mr. WARNER), and the Senator from
Mississippi (Mr. LOTT) are necessarily
absent.

I further announce that if present
and voting the Senator from Virginia
(Mr. WARNER) would vote ‘“‘no.”

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

The result was announced—yeas 58,
nays 38, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 114 Leg.]

YEAS—b58
Akaka Edwards Miller
Baucus Feingold Murray
Bayh Feinstein Nelson (FL)
Biden Graham Nelson (NE)
Bingaman Gramm Reed
Boxer Grassley Reid
Breaux Harkin Rockefeller
Byrd Hollings Sarbanes
Carnahan Inouye Schumer
Carper Jeffords
Chafee Johnson She}by
Cleland Kennedy Smith (OR)
Clinton Kerry Snowe
Corzine Kohl Specter
Daschle Landrieu Stabenow
Dayton Leahy Torricelli
DeWine Levin Voinovich
Dodd Lieberman Wellstone
Dorgan Lincoln Wyden
Durbin Mikulski

NAYS—38
Allard Campbell Domenici
Allen Cantwell Ensign
Bennett Cochran Enzi
Bond Collins Fitzgerald
Brownback Conrad Frist
Bunning Craig Gregg
Burns Crapo Hagel
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Hatch McCain Smith (NH)
Hutchinson McConnell Stevens
Hutchison Nickles Thomas
Inhofe Roberts Thompson
Kyl Santorum Thurmond
Lugar Sessions

NOT VOTING—4
Helms Murkowski
Lott Warner

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote, and I move to lay
that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that immediately fol-
lowing the last vote today, May 16, the
Senate proceed to the consideration of
Calendar No. 282, H.R. 3167, the NATO
expansion bill, and that it be consid-
ered under the following limitations:
that there be 2% hours for debate, with
the time divided as follows: 60 minutes
under the control of the chairman,
Senator BIDEN, and ranking member or
their designees, 90 minutes under the
control of Senator WARNER or his des-
ignee; that no amendments or motions
be in order—I understand there has
been a change in plans. I withdraw that
proposed request.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that in the sequence of the amend-
ments to H.R. 3009, the next three
Democratic amendments be Nelson of
Florida regarding dumping, Corzine re-
garding services, and Hollings regard-
ing TAA expansion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

The Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, might I inquire
of the Senator from Nevada, are these
the three amendments that you would
put following the list of amendments
that were agreed to yesterday?

Mr. REID. The Senator from North
Dakota is correct.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I want
to try to understand also, the previous
unanimous consent request of the Sen-
ator from Nevada, which he has with-
drawn—is it the Senator’s intent, with
the subsequent unanimous consent re-
quest, that we move off the fast-track
bill and on to NATO expansion? And if
so, what would be the length of time
we would be off the fast-track bill?

Mr. REID. It is my understanding, I
say to the Senator from North Dakota,
that we will do 2% hours on this to-
night and return to the fast-track bill
tomorrow.

Mr. DORGAN. With votes, Mr. Presi-
dent? I inquire, will there be votes to-
morrow?

Mr. REID. The majority leader an-
nounced yesterday there likely will be
votes tomorrow. So I say to my friend
from North Dakota, I know his concern
is we have a long list of amendments
and are we going to get to all the
amendments.

I say to my friend from North Da-
kota, we are doing our very best to
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work our way through these. And the
majority leader has said publicly, and
on a number of occasions, he wants to
allow people to have the ability to
amend this. I have not heard the leader
say at any time that he is contem-
plating, in the near future, a motion
for cloture.

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

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, if I
might continue to reserve my right to
object, yesterday, we created a se-
quencing of amendments. I was not
consulted in that. I was on the floor ex-
pecting to be recognized following the
Gregg amendment. And then the Sen-
ator brought to the floor a sequencing
of amendments that has me somewhere
following some very big, lengthy
amendments that are going to take a
lot of floor time.

I was surprised by that and not con-
sulted about it. So if we are going to
sequence amendments—I regretted it
all the way to work this morning that
I did not object yesterday. I think the
way for us to do this, of course, is to
consult with each other. Since I was on
the floor expecting to be able to offer
an amendment, and talked to the ap-
propriate staff about doing so, I was
very surprised about the sequencing
that came yesterday. But I don’t be-
lieve it is the fault of the Senator from
Nevada. It is not my intention to sug-
gest that. But if we are sequencing
things, let’s consult with everyone
first.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous consent re-
quest?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I say to my
friend from North Dakota, he is not
alone. There are a number of other peo-
ple who have come to me today asking
why they are not higher than the rest.
But I do say, we have a lot of amend-
ments, and certainly there was no in-
tent to, in any way, discourage or pre-
vent the Senator from North Dakota
having his amendment heard. In fact,
it is my understanding that the Sen-
ator from North Dakota has other
amendments that he wishes to offer. I
apologize to him, and others, that per-
haps we could have done more con-
sulting with others, but we didn’t, and
we are now in this posture. We will try
to do better in the future.

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

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, this is
not about being higher on the list. It is
about, if there is going to be stage
management here, then there should be
consultation on how we are going to
manage the stage. I was expecting to
be, and was told I would likely be, rec-
ognized following the Gregg amend-
ment.

Look, I am where I am at this point
because of the unanimous consent re-
quest that I should have objected to
yesterday and did not. I only point out,
as we proceed, it would be helpful to
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consult with the rest of us. If not, I will
be constrained to object on future
unanimous requests.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
CARNAHAN). Under the previous order,
the Senator from Connecticut is recog-
nized to offer an amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 3428 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3401

Mr. DODD. Madam President, I send
an amendment to the desk and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. DODD],
for himself and Mr. LIEBERMAN, DProposes an
amendment numbered 3428 to amendment
No. 3401.

Mr. DODD. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

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

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To clarify the principal negoti-

ating objectives of the United States with

respect to labor and the environment)

Section 2102(b)(11) is amended by striking
subparagraph (C) and inserting the following
new subparagraphs:

‘“(C) to ensure that the parties to a trade
agreement reaffirm their obligations as
members of the ILO and their commitments
under the ILO Declaration on Fundamental
Principles and Rights at Work and its Fol-
low-up, and strive to ensure that such labor
principles and the core labor standards set
forth in section 2113(2) are recognized and
protected by domestic law;

‘(D) recognizing the rights of parties to es-
tablish their own labor standards, and to
adopt or modify accordingly their labor laws
and regulations, parties shall strive to en-
sure that their laws provide for labor stand-
ards consistent with the core labor standards
and shall strive to improve those standards
in that light;

‘“(E) to recognize that it is inappropriate
to encourage trade by relaxing domestic
labor laws and to strive to ensure that par-
ties to a trade agreement do not waive or
otherwise derogate from, or offer to waive or
otherwise derogate from, their labor laws as
an encouragement for trade;

“(F) to strengthen the capacity of United
States trading partners to promote respect
for core labor standards and reaffirm their
obligations and commitments under the ILO
Declaration on Fundamental Principles and
Rights at Work and its Follow-up;”’.

Mr. DODD. Madam President, I offer
this amendment on behalf of myself
and my colleague from Connecticut,
Senator LIEBERMAN.

Before I get into the details of the
amendment and why I think it is an
important amendment, let me state
what I think many of my colleagues
may have been aware of over the years.

I have been a longtime advocate of
promoting free and fair trade through-
out my tenure in this body of more
than two decades. I have historically
supported the granting of fast-track
authority. I voted for trade agreements
that have resulted from that authority.
So the Member who offers this amend-
ment is one who has a strong record
over the years of advocating and sup-
porting expanding trading opportuni-
ties.

The
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I come from a State that has been
tremendously dependent over the years
on export markets for the health and
well-being of the people who live there.

I say that as a background so you un-
derstand what my thinking is about
this amendment, and why I think this
amendment is so important to people
such as myself who have been sup-
porters of trade agreement. The adop-
tion or the defeat of this amendment
could have a profound effect, I say to
my colleagues, on someone such as my-
self, who likes to believe that we have
progressed, over the years, in trade
agreements, expanding and fighting for
the rights that we demand not only for
our own citizenry but in trying to ex-
pand around the globe to benefit and
improve the quality of life for people
elsewhere with whom we have trading
agreements.

What I have observed over time is
that the evolution and the content and
scope of these agreements, their depth
and their breadth have grown dramati-
cally since I first arrived in this body
more than 20 years ago. No longer are
we simply dealing with tariffs and du-
ties and quotas to be levied on tangible
goods. That was the case when I ar-
rived. But because good people in this
body, of both parties, over the years
have fought to expand what would be a
part of these agreements, we have im-
proved dramatically these trading ac-
cords.

We now deal with virtually every
facet of our economy. The process has
evolved. And matters once totally out-
side the realm of trade agreements no
longer are. And that is good news for
America.

I am thinking, for example, of the
NAFTA agreement, which I supported
and which passed the Congress only
after the Clinton administration nego-
tiated side agreements related to labor
and the environment. Those side agree-
ments were controversial to some in
this body, but they were so essential to
the passage of NAFTA.

Throughout my 20 years in the Sen-
ate I have been a strong supporter of
trading agreements and fast track.

I am very proud of my record of sup-
port for these agreements. It has been
a critical issue for my State and the
country. You are not listening to a
Member who historically has objected
every time a trade agreement or fast-
track authority has come up. Quite the
contrary, I have been one who has
stood in support of these agreements
because I believed they were in our
country’s best interest.

Over time there has been an evo-
lution in the content and scope of these
trading agreements—that has been
wonderful news for the United States—
as their depth and breadth have grown
dramatically. It used to be we just ne-
gotiated agreements that dealt with
tariffs, duties, and quotas on tradeable
goods. That was it. You didn’t consider
anything else.

Those days are long since past. We
now deal with virtually every facet of
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our economy in the context of trade
negotiations. The process has evolved,
and matters once considered totally
outside the realm of a trade agreement
no longer are. I am thinking of
NAFTA, which I strongly supported,
which was an important agreement
that passed the Congress only after the
Clinton administration negotiated side
agreements relating to labor and the
environment. Those side agreements
were controversial to some in this
body, but had they not been included,
we would never have passed NAFTA.

That is a fact.

What I am saying about the amend-
ment I am proposing—I will get to the
details in a minute—for people such as
myself, the adoption of this kind of an
amendment is critically important to
our votes when it comes to final pas-
sage. Maybe they are not necessary,
but I would hate to think as we begin
the 21st century that we would take a
step back from exactly the progress we
have made in the latter part of the 20th
century when it comes to trading
agreements. That is all I am suggesting
we do here: To maintain this progress
as we go forward.

More recently, both the House and
the Senate unanimously endorsed the
United States-Jordan Free Trade
Agreement. The Bush administration
in fact urged Congress to do so. The
Jordan agreement broke new ground
and set a standard, a floor by which
other agreements will be judged as
they relate to the support and protec-
tion of core internationally recognized
labor standards.

The United States-Jordan Agreement
also contains a mechanism to resolve
disputes related to violations of the
terms of the agreement, including vio-
lations of labor rights equal to viola-
tions that in the context of commerce
and other economic transactions be-
tween our two nations. The Jordan
agreement was very forward looking,
dynamic, and supported by 100 percent
of the Members of the Senate. As part
of that agreement, the United States
and Jordan pledged not only to uphold
existing domestic labor laws in con-
junction with the trade agreement, but
we also recognized that ‘‘cooperation
between them provides enhanced op-
portunities to improve labor stand-
ards’ in the future.

Last week, King Abdallah of Jordan
was in Washington. Many of my col-
leagues had an opportunity to see him.
The Middle East crisis was foremost on
his mind for obvious reasons. He also
took the time to mention that the im-
plementation of the United States-Jor-
dan Free Trade Agreement was work-
ing very well. For those who may say
this places onerous burdens on devel-
oping countries, Third and Fourth
World countries, and this is too dif-
ficult a task, King Abdallah of Jordan
made the point that the United States-
Jordan Free Trade Agreement was
working extremely well.

No one expects every country with
which we will be entering into negotia-
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tions to have the same standards and
protections the United States has with
respect to protection of workers’
rights, just as they don’t have as well
developed patent and copyright laws or
environmental standards. We Kknow
that. But we do believe that if every
country had identical standards and
practices, negotiations would be unnec-

essary.
The purpose of engaging in negotia-
tions and reaching comprehensive

trade agreements is to encourage other
nations to stretch themselves to do
more in these areas. Trade agreements
should be viewed as a dynamic process
for ratcheting up global standards
across the board.

The Jordan standards, unanimously
adopted by Members of this body, are a
mechanism for making that happen in
the labor sector.

One of the reasons I am offering the
Jordan standards as a part of this bill
is that they passed 100 to nothing here.
There was no debate about whether or
not these standards ought to be in-
cluded in that agreement. My concern
is, if we don’t raise the level on this
trade authority, we will be taking a
step back.

My amendment merely takes three
provisions of this agreement and incor-
porates them in the underlying bill. I
commend the committee because they
took three of the provisions of the Jor-
dan free trade agreement included
them in the legislation. But in the ab-
sence of these three I will discuss
shortly, this is a flawed proposal.

For those reasons, my amendment
ought to be adopted. We don’t expect
everyone to have the exact standards
we do. But we think these rights are
not just unique to this country. We
think the people’s right to collectively
bargain, the people’s right to be pro-
tected against child labor are good
standards. These are standards we want
the rest of the world to try to reach.

We don’t want the world to hire chil-
dren to produce products that are sold
in America. We want the environment
to improve not just in our own country
but around the globe as well. By in-
cluding the standards in the Jordan
agreement in this agreement, we ad-
vance the very cause of those ideals
which we have championed as a people,
regardless of party. In many ways it
has been the bipartisan insistence on
these inclusions that has made them so
important and so dynamic for the rest
of the world.

Is there any doubt that it is in the
economic and foreign policy interests
of the United States to encourage re-
spect for workers’ rights, abolish child
labor, or to protect the environment?
Those ought not belong to a party,
they belong to a Nation. Is there any
doubt that governments that treat
their workers with respect, that allow
them to freely associate, that have
adopted laws against child labor, that
have established minimum wage stand-
ards, are governments that tend to be
strong and stable democracies, or that
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governments that don’t value and pro-
tect their citizens are generally ty-
rants who are not only a threat to
their own citizens but to their neigh-
bors as well?

President John Kennedy once said
that a rising tide lifts all boats. The
growth in international commerce can
certainly be that rising tide. But it will
only lift all boats if we ensure that in-
creased trade goes hand in hand with
respect for internationally recognized
labor rights and have a shared commit-
ment to making the lives of working
people better. That is why I believe it
is so critical that we send a clear sig-
nal that we truly are seeking to get
our trading partners to adopt standards
that our friends in Jordan readily
agreed to and find are working ex-
tremely well.

What an irony it would be that we
demand it of Jordan, a country with all
of its difficulties, with a remarkable
leader in King Abdallah who finds he
can live with it, and we turn around,
after a unanimous vote in the year
2001, passing the United States-Jordan
agreement, and adopt a trade accord
here that would allow us to take a
walk away from the very standards
that only months ago we applied to the
nation of Jordan.

The Jordan Agreement is living well
with the agreements and standards we
applied there. To now take a hike on
the standards we agreed to under Jor-
dan, and to say to everyone else that
they get to adopt a lower standard
would be a tragedy. This agreement
ought not to be adopted if we exclude
these provisions that we have already
adopted 100 to nothing in the Senate
only a few short months ago.

Let me explain what the amendment
does. It is not complicated. It is very
straightforward. My colleagues will un-
derstand this is not an exaggerated,
new idea. I am merely taking the lan-
guage that already exists, that was
adopted unanimously in the year 2001.

The amendment, for those who want
to follow the details of this, would
modify section 2102(b)(11) of the under-
lying managers’ amendment as it re-
lates to the principle trade negotia-
tions with respect to labor by adding
language drawn from the TUnited
States-Jordan Free Trade Agreement.
The language proposed in my amend-
ment is an addition to the language in-
cluded in the managers’ package.

I commend the managers. They did
include language, very specifically,
from the United States-Jordan Free
Trade Agreement in this bill. That is
very helpful.

But we are missing some language
here. Let there be no doubt. When you
are dealing with traders around the
world, they will make clear note that
the absence of language was not a mis-
take, not some oversight; the inten-
tions are quite clear that all of a sud-
den we are changing the rules of the
road. I don’t think we want to send
that message.

So I know there will be arguments
that the United States-Jordan Free
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Trade Agreement is included entirely
in this bill. It is not at all. I commend
the managers for what they have done.
The managers were working, of course,
from the House version of this bill.
That placed certain constraints on
them in committee. I hope that the full
Senate will act on this matter now, so
we can be more flexible and fully re-
flect the important precedent set by
the United States-Jordan Free Trade
Agreement in the areas of labor and
the environment.

I have prepared a chart that rep-
licates article 6 of the United States-
Jordan Free Trade Agreement. It re-
lates to the obligations of the United
States and Jordan with respect to
labor. Let’s look to the provisions of
that agreement and compare it with
the text of the bill and the additions
my amendment would make to that
text.

Article 6.1 of the U.S. Jordan Agree-
ment, is reflected in section (C) of the
pending amendment. This amendment
would establish as a principal negoti-
ating labor objective, the reaffirmation
by parties of their obligations and com-
mitments as members of the ILO—
International Labor Organization—in
the context of labor negotiations and
in the context of future trade agree-
ments and a commitment to ensure
that domestic labor laws are consistent
with the ILO Declaration on Funda-
mental Principles and Rights at Work.

What does that mean? It is a lot of
language. It means, in the context of
the negotiating process, that govern-
ments that are members of the ILO, of
which there are 163—virtually every-
body we are trading with—must be
mindful of the obligations that have al-
ready been assumed as members of that
organization. That is a radical
thought, isn’t it? It was signed on to by
163 countries.

We are saying, if you want to trade
with us, we want you to live up to the
commitment you made when you
signed on. That is what we said to Jor-
dan. We said: Look, you are a member
of the ILO and we are going to say if
you want to have a trading relation-
ship with us—and we want it with
you—we want to have clear language in
the agreement that says you must live
up to those obligations that you al-
ready signed on to. That is not exactly
a radical point in this context. What
are those obligations? To respect, pro-
mote, and realize fundamental labor
rights, such as freedom of association,
elimination of forced labor, abolition
of child labor, and the elimination of
discrimination with respect to employ-
ment.

I hope I will not have to debate in
this Chamber, as we begin the 21st cen-
tury, whether or not it is in the inter-
est of the United States, when we enter
trading agreements, that somehow we
are going to sit back and remain silent
when it comes to discrimination, child
labor, and the right to promote respect
or fundamental rights and the elimi-
nation of forced labor.
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I don’t think that is terribly radical
for the U.S. in this century to be talk-
ing about having or advancing those
standards in future trading agree-
ments. So if you are going to defeat
this amendment, understand we are
going to step back to what we agreed
to 100 to 0 a few months ago and to say
to every trading partner we have, you
can disregard this—disregard forced
labor, child labor, and the notions of
free association and the elimination or
discrimination with respect to employ-
ment. I don’t know of a single Member
of this body, Republican or Democrat,
who wants to be associated with a trad-
ing agreement that retreats from those
very principles we have adopted in this
body already. We are not asking these
countries to do anything more than
they are obligated to do as members of
the ILO. That is all. This provision is
not currently included in the man-
agers’ principal negotiating objectives,
and I think it should be.

Let’s look at the next provision. Ar-
ticle 6.2, embodied in section (E) of my
amendment, namely, that the parties
recognize it is inappropriate to seek a
competitive trade advantage by relax-
ing or waiving domestic labor laws. I
hesitate to even explain this one. We
are saying we don’t want you to step
back in your own domestic laws in
order to create a more favorable trade
environment. That would be so dam-
aging to our own country. We are say-
ing, if you want to have an agreement
with us, if you want to sell your prod-
ucts in America, you cannot start re-
treating on your own laws and putting
American workers and American com-
panies at a disadvantage.

We included this provision in the
United States-Jordan agreement. We
said we want a guarantee that you are
not going to slip back and undo the
laws you already adopted. You don’t
have to trade with us, but if you want
to, we insist that you live up to the
laws you have already written. That is
not a radical thought.

Certainly, it seems to me that by ex-
cluding specifically that language from
this agreement, having specifically
ratified the trading agreement only a
few short months ago, that we would be
sending a signal with which I don’t
think many people in this Chamber
would want to be associated. So it is
extremely important.

What is the harm in including this
provision? Do we support other coun-
tries gaining a competitive advantage
over U.S. industries, businesses, and
manufacturers by ignoring their own
laws? I don’t think so. And I certainly
hope not.

Article 6.3 of the Jordan agreement is
embodied in section (D) of my amend-
ment; namely, to recognize the rights
of parties to establish their own labor
standards, but also the commitment to
strive to ensure that their laws are
consistent with the core labor stand-
ards, and that we should be trying to,
over time, improve working conditions.
Again, this doesn’t seem terribly rad-
ical to me.

S4445

Articles 6.4 and 6.5 of the Jordan
agreement are already contained in the
underlying bill, as is 6.6, the definition
of labor laws. Again, I commend Sen-
ators BAUCUS and GRASSLEY, and other
members of the committee, for already
taking the United States-Jordan Free
Trade Agreement and including the
provisions I have just mentioned.

So we have already set the precedent
of taking the exact language of the
United States-Jordan Free Trade
Agreement and explicitly included
some of the language in this bill. The
obvious omission of the articles I have
just mentioned, involving the points I
have raised, I think, would be glaring
in terms of our retreat from those prin-
ciples we think are extremely impor-
tant.

My comparison of the agreement
with the underlying bill and with the
provisions of my amendment show that
this bill does not incorporate all of pro-
visions in the TUnited States-Jordan
agreement. I believe that only with the
adoption of this amendment Senator
LIEBERMAN and I have offered can we
fairly assert that there is parity be-
tween this bill and the United States-
Jordan accord. Let’s assume for the
moment that you agree with the man-
agers of the bill, that they have al-
ready accomplished Jordan parity. I
might ask, what is the harm of accept-
ing this amendment, which I clearly
have shown is no more or less than
what is in the United States-Jordan
agreement? It seems to me by taking
this additional language, we have done
nothing to damage the statements
made by the authors of this bill. I fail
to see what great damage could be done
to this bill or to the President’s negoti-
ating authority with the addition of a
few additional negotiating objectives.
There are currently 27 pages of prin-
cipal negotiating objectives in the
pending managers amendment, cov-
ering 14 areas, such as trade barriers,
services, investment, intellectual prop-
erty, e-commerce, agriculture, labor,
environment, and dispute settlement.

I don’t think we believe that U.S. ne-
gotiators will be successful in deliv-
ering on every single one of these ob-
jectives. But the point of including
them is to encourage U.S. negotiators
to pay attention to the issues of dis-
crimination in employment, forced
labor, and child labor. We think those
are worthwhile objectives that should
be payed attention to. If you can pay
attention to e-commerce, to invest-
ments, to intellectual property, tell me
what your rationale is for taking a
hike and walking away when job dis-
crimination, child labor, and forced
labor ought to be on the table as well
as part of our standards.

If it is OK to watch out for the banks,
for the high-tech companies, how about
watching out for people who have no
one else to watch out for them and to
insist that if you want to trade with
America, sell your goods in Nevada, or
in Connecticut, or in Texas, or any-
where else, at least you have to put
these standards on the table.
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So we urge adoption of an amend-
ment to incorporate these standards,
to encourage our negotiators to pay at-
tention to these objectives that have
been delineated, and send a signal to
our trading partners that we care
about them—at least the Senate does.
Republicans and Democrats care about
these issues. We care about trade, but
we also care about working people. We
care about them at home and around
the globe. If you are going to have the
luxury of selling your products and
services here, for the Lord’s sake,
please pay attention to some things
that go to human decency.

That is all we are talking about.
That is why we truly believe our nego-
tiators should be attempting to achieve
standards that already apply. I suspect
if I were offering this language for the
first time, people would say I am
breaking new ground. I am not break-
ing new ground.

In the year 2001, this Senate unani-
mously voted for the agreement. This
body, at the urging of President Bush,
adopted the United States-Jordan Free
Trade Agreement, and the very stand-
ards written here are written into that
law. Should we say to other countries
we insist Jordan do something, but the
rest of you can just ignore these impor-
tant standards?

As I said earlier, our partners in ne-
gotiation are not foolish; they are not
naive; they are not stupid. They are
going to know there is a difference be-
tween this bill and the Jordan agree-
ment. They are going to assume right-
ly—or, more importantly, wrongly—
that there is a message sent by that
difference. If we do not want to send
such a signal—and I do not believe the
managers of this bill do—then I think
we should be careful with the language
we incorporate here.

I believe, without the adoption of
this amendment, the Jordan standards
will not be fully on the table for discus-
sion, and we will have missed a unique
opportunity to insist they be a part of
all future agreements.

Madam President, I urge the adop-
tion of this amendment. It is not com-
plicated. It is very straightforward. It
is not precedent setting, and I think it
is where America is. These are Amer-
ican values. If we can add standards in
every other imaginable area to protect
every financial interest one can think
of, should we not also try to do some-
thing about kids who get hired to
produce some of the very clothes peo-
ple are wearing every day; shouldn’t we
see to it that job discrimination and
forced labor are not going to produce
the products we sell on the shelves of
our small communities and large cities
of this country? I do not think that
these ideas are radical. They are about
as American as it can get. I hope my
colleagues will think likewise and sup-
port this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Madam President, for the
benefit of Senators, we likely will not
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have a vote on the Dodd amendment
until about 4 o’clock today. The Presi-
dent, if not on the Hill, will be here
shortly. A number of people are going
to be meeting with him.

Of course, at 2 o’clock we are going
to be in recess for the awards ceremony
for President Reagan and Nancy
Reagan, and we will not be able to vote
until 4 o’clock.

I hope that when debate is com-
pleted, within whatever period of time
it might take, we can have a vote at 4
o’clock, and if Senator KyL, who I un-
derstand is going to offer the next
amendment for the Republicans, can
debate his amendment for whatever
time is left until 2 o’clock, and then
from 3 to 4, and we can have two votes
at 4 o’clock. That is what we would
like to do.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Madam President, I
welcome the opportunity to discuss the
Dodd-Lieberman amendment. The
amendment is very similar to the
Lieberman amendment yesterday in
terms of its impact, though the ap-
proach is very different, so I will not
belabor it. But I do want to make sev-
eral points that I think are relevant to
the amendment.

The first point is in response to Sen-
ator DoDD’s argument that the lan-
guage he wants to impose on all future
trade negotiations is identical to the
language included in the Jordan free
trade agreement approved unanimously
by the Senate.

That argument assumes that one size
fits all. It is similar to the argument I
might make if I were going to try to
buy a tire manufacturing company
after buying a set of its tires. I might
argue: You were willing to sell me a set
of tires on credit without collateral.
Now that I want to buy your whole
company, how come you want collat-
eral?

What worked for Jordan does not
necessarily work elsewhere. I want to
remind my colleagues that we rushed
to approve the free trade agreement
with Jordan because it was an impor-
tant foreign policy action regarding a
friend in one of the most unstable and
difficult parts of the world in a time of
emergency. It was in effect a foreign
policy decision, not a trade policy deci-
sion. Indeed, our imports from Jordan
are twenty-five one-thousandths of 1
percent of all imports coming into the
United States. Trade, while not unim-
portant, clearly did not drive this
agreement.

Yet Senator DODD’s point is that if
this language was good enough for Jor-
dan, why is it not good enough as a
general principle for all trading part-
ners? That question kind of answers
itself. If a signature on a note to buy a
set of tires at a car dealership is good
enough, why isn’t the signature good
enough to buy a car, or the car com-
pany? Because the situations are dif-
ferent.

The point is that a trade agreement
with, say, Europe would be very dif-
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ferent than a trade agreement with
Jordan. In terms of trade, a trade
agreement with Europe would be shoot-
ing with real bullets in terms of trade,
jobs, and economic growth, because we
already have a well-established eco-
nomic flow between the United States
and Europe. Such a trade agreement
would not simply be about foreign pol-
icy. In contrast, we are just starting to
increase our economic flow between
the United States and Jordan, and the
agreement quite clearly had a critical
foreign policy component. Of course
trade with Jordan is not solely about
foreign policy. But to say that the
principles we set forth in the Jordan
agreement ought to be the principles
that dictate every agreement we enter
into in the future simply is not a valid
analogy.

My second point is that the docu-
ment before us is the result of long
hours of labor by the Finance Com-
mittee. Now, I am not saying that the
Finance Committee has cornered the
market on wisdom or is infallible, but
I will say that the Committee held nu-
merous hearings and had days of de-
bate. Eventually, we worked out a bi-
partisan compromise on these issues,
and the bill was reported 18 to 3. The
trade promotion bill approved by Fi-
nance is the bill that is supported by
the administration and is broadly sup-
ported by every major element of the
American economy.

In that bill, we achieved a balance
that preserves the flexibility of the ad-
ministration to mnegotiate different
trade agreements depending on the par-
ticular circumstances. To suggest that
somehow we do not deal with child
labor is simply not valid. Labor issues
are a factor through this bill. For the
first time, we have an extensive negoti-
ating objective in a fast-track bill deal-
ing with labor and environmental
issues. In addition, we have included
language that refers to ILO conven-
tions both those we have ratified and
those we have not—on forced labor,
minimum employment age, and similar
matters. However, the bill as reported
provides flexibility, rather than assum-
ing that one size fits all.

I do not think there is one size that
fits all in almost anything that govern-
ment does, which is why so many of
our programs fail. But even if there
were one size that fits all, to suggest
that the Jordan Free Trade Agreement,
an agreement with a country that pro-
duces twenty-five one-thousandths of 1
percent of the products that we import,
should serve as the mandate for all fu-
ture agreements simply does not stand
up to scrutiny.

In the Finance Committee bill, we
have dealt with labor. We have dealt
with the environment. And in both
areas we have set standards higher
than we have ever set before. To sug-
gest that we ought to go back to one
particular trade agreement approved in
the midst of a crisis in the Middle East
with a country that sells twenty-five
one-thousandths of 1 percent of all
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items we buy from the rest of the
world, and make it the ironclad stand-
ard for every trade negotiation we
enter into again from now on, seems to
me to be putting us in the kind of
straitjacket that we would not want to
put any administration in. That is why
the Dodd-Lieberman amendment is op-
posed by a broad cross-section of Amer-
ican business. It is opposed by the ad-
ministration. It is opposed by the
chairman and ranking member of the
Finance Committee.

It is one thing to try to add to the
bill a totally new matter that we have
not dealt with before. But it is another
thing altogether to come in now, on
the floor of the Senate, and try to re-
write heart of the bill based on one
agreement entered into largely for for-
eign policy reasons with a key country
who happens to sell us just twenty-five
one-thousandths of 1 percent of all im-
ports that we buy. Given the current
trade flows between the United States
and Jordan, any error in the agreement
probably would not cause profound eco-
nomic damage to either country. Our
trade flows are just not large enough.
Our overall relationship was and is im-
portant enough to approve that agree-
ment. It was a good thing to do, and I
supported it. But that agreement can-
not become the ironclad standard for
every trade agreement from this point
on.

A few points to sum up. This amend-
ment is unnecessary and undoes the bi-
partisan compromise on labor issues. It
is not as if we do not deal with labor
issues in the bill before us. In fact, we
dealt with them in great detail. They
were negotiated extensively, and as a
result we now have strong bipartisan
support for the bill. To come in now
and rewrite the labor section based on
one trade agreement we approved dur-
ing a foreign policy crisis with a coun-
try whose sales to the United States
are minimal relative to total world
sales is just not sound public policy.

Secondly, the amendment proposes a
one-size-fits-all approach that takes
the smallest size as the base. The fact
is that right now, there are few coun-
tries in the world from whom we buy as
few goods as we do from Jordan. More
imports are bought by some cities in
Texas in a month than are bought by
the whole Nation from Jordan in a
year. We all hope that the agreement
will promote greater trade with Jor-
dan. But the fact is that its sales to us
will remain relatively small compared
to the sales by the rest of the world. To
use the Jordan Agreement as the
standard and override the bipartisan
compromise in a bill written to be as
coherent and flexible as possible does
not make any sense.

We are not in the welfare business
when it comes to trade. It is one thing
for a trade agreement to help a govern-
ment in Jordan. But when we are nego-
tiating trade agreements with the Eu-
ropeans, or the Japanese, I want the
agreements to help us. I want them to
benefit from a trade agreement too,
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but my first concern is to make sure
that we benefit. In this case, the nego-
tiation with Jordan was for Jordan.
But any negotiation with Europe or
Japan should be for America. To apply
a foreign policy-driven standard to
such negotiations just would not be
sound policy.

It boils down to one point: different
negotiations require different ap-
proaches. Any negotiations with China,
for example, would be very different
from our negotiation with Jordan, just
as buying a set of tires on credit is a
little bit different than buying the tire
company. When you’re buying the tire
company, you should expect standards
that are vastly different in terms of ob-
taining credit.

I hope we will defeat the Dodd-
Lieberman amendment. It basically
tries to change the very heart of the bi-
partisan trade promotion authority bill
through an amendment offered on the
floor. This is the second time we are
seeing such an effort. Yesterday, we
had an effort by Senator LIEBERMAN to
undo the bill. Today, we have a second
effort by Senator DODD and Senator
LIEBERMAN to undo the bill. I hope the
same people who voted against the ef-
fort to undo it yesterday will vote
against undoing it today.

I am proud of the Jordanian agree-
ment, and I gave it my support. But it
should not be the be-all, end-all stand-
ard for all future trade agreements. I
do not think anybody thinks that it
should. It may very well be that some
colleagues with a certain bent on some
issues like the language of the amend-
ment better than the language of the
bill. But the language of the bill is
something that has been very carefully
negotiated. So I would urge those who
want a trade bill to vote against this
amendment.

Let me conclude by stressing one
point of concern. One of the things that
has disturbed me for most of this year,
and that has become very clear on this
trade bill, is that increasingly people
are not taking a proprietary position
on issues that are of vital national im-
portance. Certainly I am not trying to
judge anybody else’s motives, but it
seems to me that we are seeing votes
cast on this trade bill where, from the
outside, it looks as if nobody is taking
ownership of this critically important
bill.

In the 24 years I have served in the
Congress, I do not think I have ever
witnessed a Finance Committee that
could not defend its own legislation on
the floor. We are seeing efforts to make
wholesale changes that would undo the
entire agreement. We have what is
close to piracy where people are trying
to load one more item on this wagon,
and the wagon is now rickety and on
the verge of running into the ditch.

Anybody paying attention to this de-
bate knows that trade promotion au-
thority at this point is almost dead.
Now we have an effort to rewrite the
heart of the bill’s bipartisan language
on labor, and impose a standard that
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we negotiated with a country whose
trade with the United States is a frac-
tion of the trade we have with the
world. Under such circumstances, I will
not be willing to pay the already great
tributes of health insurance for unem-
ployed that is paid by workers who do
not have health insurance, and wage
guarantees that are higher for the
beneficiaries than the average wage of
working people in the country.

If we truly want this bill to become
law, then we are going to have to begin
to take some ownership of the bill. We
can start by defeating this amendment.
Well intended though it may be, it is
harmful because it makes the assump-
tion that one size fits all, using a
standard applied in an agreement driv-
en by foreign policy to a nation whose
sales by any measure are minor in the
context of overall United States trade.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent
that once the debate concludes on the
Dodd amendment—we are attempting
to have a time set for this vote on the
Dodd amendment. As I indicated ear-
lier, we will be out of session from 2 to
3 because of the President Reagan and
Nancy Reagan award, and other things
will take place at 3 p.m. We will vote
at 4 p.m.

Mr. GRAMM. On this matter or any
motion related to it?

Mr. REID. Yes.

Mr. DODD. While we are waiting, my
good friend from Texas and I have
worked on a lot of things together. We
disagree on this particular point.

For clarity purposes, we are talking
about 27 pages of standards that are
part of this trade promotion authority.
We are talking about the addition of
three principle negotiating objectives.
It is not one-size-fits-all any more than
it is one-size-fits-all on the other 27
pages of standards. We are taking,
what is already partly in the bill, to
the credit of the manager of this bill,
several provisions in the United States-
Jordan Free Trade Agreement. My col-
league said this was a foreign policy
document, not a trading agreement. If
that were the case, why did we add pro-
visions that expanded the concerns
about child labor and discrimination in
the workplace, forced labor, the rights
of free association? If we merely want-
ed to do a foreign policy document, we
would have had a barebones agreement
with Jordan, if it was just to send a
message that we wanted to be of some
help. But, no, we incorporated collec-
tive wisdom and included the dynamic
principles we care about into the Jor-
dan Agreement.

This is about America. It is not fair
to Americans who lose their jobs be-
cause of a trading agreement, where
some other country can hire children,
discriminate in the workplace or dis-
regard the rights they signed on to in
the International Labor Organizations.
That gives them a tremendous advan-
tage at the expense of America.
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Jordan may be small; these prin-
ciples are not small. They may rep-
resent twenty-five one-thousandths of 1
percent, but forced labor, child labor,
discrimination in the workplace, and
the right of association are not twenty-
five one-thousandths of 1 percent of
what Americans care about. We care
about these principles. And we fight for
them. We eliminated them in our own
country years ago. We struggle every
day to make them work, even in the
21st century. We are saying if you want
the right to sell your goods in America,
these are principles and objectives we
think you ought to try to achieve.
They are objectives.

The idea that we would exclude these
objectives—I just don’t understand the
rationale of that. With 27 pages of ob-
jectives in this bill, that include objec-
tives on e-commerce, investment, and
many other standards—how about in-
cluding some standards that apply to
working people? How about that? Is
that so radical a thought?

We have already adopted by 100 to
zero a United States-Jordan Free Trade
Agreement establishing principles,
adding 3 more principles, to a 27-page
set of negotiating objectives. Not every
country is America. We are not foolish.
We do not say you must absolutely
meet the standard of the United States
when it comes to job discrimination,
child labor, forced labor. It would be
ludicrous if I were to write and say you
must absolutely achieve the same
standards we have. That is unrealistic.
We have not done that.

If I cannot write this into a trade
promotion authority, where do I write
it? Do I have to do it agreement by
agreement by agreement? Why not just
make this part of the principles of our
negotiators? These are not radical
ideas. All that I am saying is that as
part of the principal negotiating objec-
tives, including the provisions you al-
ready added from the free trade agree-
ment with Jordan, these three Jordan
standards ought to be included. It is
not too much to ask.

I appreciate my colleague from Texas
and his colleagues on the Finance Com-
mittee spending time getting their
ideas incorporated into the bill. I am
chairman of the Rules Committee, and
a bill recently came out of the Com-
mittee. I had 100-some-odd amend-
ments; 43 were dealt with on the floor.
I was not offended. I prefer that every-
one did everything I wanted them to
do. I don’t know a Senator who doesn’t
feel that way. The reason we have 100
Members representing 50 States is, peo-
ple have a right to raise concerns and
offer amendments. We are doing that.

I commend the committee for what
they have done. The Finance Com-
mittee, under the leadership of Senator
BAUCUS and Senator GRASSLEY, have
done a terrific job. It is not easy. They
have incorporated parts of the United
States-Jordan Free Trade Agreement.
But they left out three that I think are
important. I am merely suggesting,
and I regret this requires a recorded
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vote. These are objectives, that is all.
My Colleague from Texas mentioned
Europe. We are worried about trading
with Europe? Is this such a difficult job
in Europe, with forced labor, child
labor, and employment discrimination?
I don’t think so. The problems arise
with smaller countries that are still
emerging where the problems exist.

If, by requiring our negotiators to
raise these principles, we might im-
prove the quality of life of people in
these developing countries, is that such
an outrageous suggestion? Is that
something that America should retreat
from as a nation that takes pride in
the fact we try to recognize the rights
of all people? When our Founding Fa-
thers wrote the cornerstone documents
of this country, they didn’t talk about
these rights, those inalienable rights,
only occurring if you manage to make
it to America. Those inalienable rights
are rights that are endowed by the Cre-
ator to all people. In the 21st century,
to try to slow down the abolition of
child labor, forced labor, job discrimi-
nation, and to suggest we ought to
keep it out of this bill, this trade pro-
motion authority, I don’t think re-
flects who we are as a people. It is a
step back from where we are as a peo-
ple.

This is not one size fits all. We know
fully well as we enter trading agree-
ments, there will be nations that will
do a better job or not as good a job in
the areas I have mentioned. I don’t
think it is so radical to ask our nego-
tiators to have these, along with the
other 27 pages of standards. Every busi-
ness interest in America is guaran-
teeing their interests are going to be
negotiated when it comes to reaching
agreements. What about working peo-
ple? Why can’t they be on these 27
pages, as they have in many places? 1
don’t think it is a lot to ask by adding
these three.

I urge my colleagues to support this
effort. The role of the full Senate is not
to be a rubber stamp. What I am offer-
ing I think is more of an oversight. The
managers were dealing with a House
version of the bill, and they added the
three provisions of the Jordan agree-
ment, and they left these three out. I
think it is the intent of the managers
to include the principal negotiating
standards of the Jordan agreement.
And really denouncing this because the
country we negotiated with was
small—these principles are not small;
the fact we negotiated with a small
country does not mean the principles
are not large in the minds of the Amer-
ican people. We ought to make them
principles, regardless of the size of the
country with which we negotiate. It is
a great tribute to the nation of Jordan,
a small struggling country, one of the
most crisis-ridden areas in the world,
that they could live with these stand-
ards as part of the negotiation we en-
tered with them. If a small, struggling
country can accept this, representing
one tiny percentage of our trading
partners, then certainly larger coun-
tries should do no less.
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Therefore, the very argument of my
colleague from Texas when he says this
is like arguing about the price of a tire
when you try to buy GM-—child labor,
forced labor, job discrimination are not
tires. Those are not just small con-
sumer items in the list of human prin-
ciples and values. We think they are
important principles and they ought to
be given a status—more than a sale of
a tire on a car.

I urge my colleagues to join us in
this and support this language and put
it in the bill. It makes it a stronger
bill, a better bill, a bill we can be proud
of when we negotiate trading agree-
ments in the future with other coun-
tries.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. Madam President, I lis-
tened very carefully to my good friend
from Connecticut. I imagine people,
while they are listening to him, are
wondering what is this debate all
about, really? Certainly none of us
want to promote child labor. All of us
want to discourage child labor. All of
us, as Americans, with the values we
have as Americans, want to promote
our American values.

The question is, what is in this bill,
what is not, what are we debating, and
what are we not debating? Essentially,
as I listen to my good friend, the Sen-
ator is arguing for the bill. What the
Senator suggests is virtually what is in
the bill. There is really not any dif-
ference. When I listen to the Senator,
he makes it sound as if there is a huge
difference, but there really is not.

First of all, we do incorporate the
Jordan provisions in the underlying
trade promotion authority fast-track
bill that are labor and environmental
standards. Let’s remember, the Jordan
agreement is an actual trade agree-
ment; whereas today we are debating
whether to give the President author-
ity—along with passing the trade ad-
justment assistance and Andean Trade
Adjustment Act—whether to give the
President the authority to negotiate
future trade agreements under a cer-
tain procedure.

There is a difference between a cur-
rent, existing agreement that was ne-
gotiated—that is Jordan, on the one
hand—and future agreements which
have not been negotiated on the other.

The Senator from Connecticut is es-
sentially saying the standards, exact
language as in the Jordan standard, es-
sentially should be the language that
applies to environmental and labor pro-
visions and dispute settlement provi-
sions in all future trade agreements.
Again, I think it is important to note
that there is a difference between what
is actually negotiated in an agreement
and future trade agreements. That dif-
ference is very important.

No two trade disputes are exactly
alike. No countries are exactly alike.
The matters over which they negotiate
are different. Each negotiation in-
volves different issues, different com-
plexities, and these require us to be
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creative, to adapt, and not take—the
common phrase is the cookie-cutter
approach.

I also want to react to the argument
of my friend from Connecticut who im-
plied that ILO negotiating objectives
are not in the bill or negotiating to re-
duce child labor is not in the bill. That
is not accurate. It is in the bill.

There are three categories of objec-
tives. This sounds a bit arcane. One is
principal objectives, overall objectives,
and then other objectives. But the lan-
guage in the bill makes it clear that
each of the objectives has the same pri-
ority.

You may ask why they are not all in
the same category. I am not sure I can
answer that question, but the oper-
ating principle is that the language in
the bill provides that each of these ob-
jectives, although they might be in dif-
ferent categories—one of them includes
ILO labor—is a core labor standard. It
also includes—promote respect for
workers’ rights, the rights of children
consistent with core labor standards of
the ILO, and understanding of the rela-
tionship between trade and workers.

The main point, though, is respect
for workers’ rights and the rights of
children consistent with core labor
standards of the ILO. That is an objec-
tive and it is an objective that has
equal weight compared with all the
other objectives. It is in the bill. To
say it is not is simply not accurate.

In summary, the concerns the Sen-
ator from Connecticut voices are met.
They are in the bill. They have equal
weight.

One can argue: If it is in the bill, why
not just accept what the Senator has
suggested? We are in this unfortunate
situation, though, where we have this
bill put together, and it is a bipartisan
bill. It passed the committee 18 to 3.

If we are to have trade adjustment
assistance enacted into law, which I
think is the most important part of
this bill, and if we are going to have
the Andean Trade Preference Act ex-
tended, which is very important to
South American countries, and if we
are going to have fast-track authority,
which I think is necessary for these
very complex trade negotiations, oth-
erwise other countries will not enter
into negotiations with the TUnited
States, this amendment has to be de-
feated.

The substance of what the Senator
talks about is already covered in the
bill. It is substantially covered in the
bill almost to the degree the Senator
wants. But to adopt the Senator’s
amendment will cause this agreement
to unravel. It is already very precar-
ious.

I remind my colleagues the other
body passed the fast-track part of this
legislation by one vote. I know there
are some Senators in the body who do
not want to pass fast-track legislation.
They are opposed to it. But a very sig-
nificant majority of Senators wants to
pass legislation. They are in favor of it.
If this amendment were to succeed, due
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to the very strong opposition to this
amendment by a very substantial num-
ber, if not unanimously, of the Mem-
bers of the other side of the aisle, this
amendment could unravel this bill. It
is a delicate balance. That phrase is
used over and over again, but I can tell
you it is a delicate balance.

I wish I could help my friend and ac-
cept the amendment, but for all intents
and purposes, to take care of all his
concerns, if he were to push a little fur-
ther, it could very well push us over
the edge. And I do not think we should
take that risk.

We cannot let perfection be the
enemy of the good. We can strive for
perfection, but if we get too close to
trying to get perfection it causes unin-
tended consequences elsewhere.

I urge my colleague to remember it is
a very delicate balance we have before
us.

I yield the floor.

Mr. DODD. Madam President, I will
be very brief. My colleague and friend
from Montana has been very patient.
He has an awfully difficult job chairing
this important committee and dealing
with the various issues that are raised.

As 1 said at the outset of my re-
marks, I commend the committee for
its effort.

I thought this might be an amend-
ment that would be easily accepted. I
did not expect it to evoke the kind of
debate we have had from my colleague
from Texas because it really should not
be a huge debate. My colleague from
Montana is right, we should just accept
this and move on. I will tell you why,
very simply. Again, not to be arcane,
but the language of the bill, on pages
B-4 and B-5, starting at the bottom of
page B4, says:

to promote respect for worker rights and
the rights of children consistent with core
labor standards of the International Labor
Organization (as defined in section 2113(2)).

Section 2113(2) defines those labor
standards. They include:

the right of association;

the right to organize and bargain collec-
tively;. . . .

It says:

a minimum age for the employment of
children; and

acceptable conditions of work with respect
to minimum wages [and the like].

That is very different from the ILO
standards.

So the ILO standards, as defined in
section 2113(2), are different from the
ILO standards. The ILO standards say:

the effective abolition of child labour; and

the elimination of discrimination. . . .

“The elimination of discrimination”
is not included in section 2113. So they
are different.

I thought the amendment would have
just been accepted. It says: ILO ‘‘as de-
fined.” It is different from ILO. That is
the reason we wanted to use the lan-
guage as the principals in the Jordan
agreement, because our trading part-
ners are not foolish. They will under-
stand there is a difference.
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So ‘‘the effective abolition of child
labour” and ‘‘the elimination of dis-
crimination” are in the ILO standards
but not in the standards we are going
to negotiate. So that is the reason we
offer the amendment.

I really expected it, as I say, to be
something that did not provoke a sig-
nificant debate. But there is a distinc-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. The Senator is abso-
lutely correct. And as the Senator well
knows, in this ongoing evolution here,
we have worked with the ILO defini-
tions under the extension of GSP. And
GSP is also in this bill, and that is the
Generalized System of Preferences.

The question is: What are the ILO
standards? I am sure the Senator
knows better than any other Senator
that the ILO standards were changed in
1998. The earlier version was enacted or
stated in the early 1950s. We, after
great discussion, I might add, were able
to get a modern, updated ILO defini-
tion in GSP, although it is not in this
bill.

My thought is, when we are in con-
ference, that is an issue we can ad-
dress. The Senator raises a good point.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
CANTWELL). The Senator from Con-
necticut.

Mr. DODD. Madam President, as I
understand it, in the unanimous con-
sent agreement, we will come back to
this debate, and there will be 5 min-
utes, where the time will be equally di-
vided, to make summations before the
actual vote occurs.

Mr. REID. If the Senator will yield?

Mr. DODD. I am happy to yield.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I do ask
unanimous consent that once debate
concludes on the Dodd amendment, the
amendment be set aside to recur at 3:55
p.m. today; that at 3:55 p.m. there be 5
minutes remaining for debate, with the
time equally divided and controlled in
the usual form; with no second-degree
amendment in order prior to a vote in
relation to the amendment; and that
upon the use or yielding back of time,
without further intervening action or
debate, the Senate proceed to vote in
relation to the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. Madam President, if this
debate concludes before 2 o’clock, Sen-
ator KyL will come and offer an amend-
ment. That debate will continue until 2
o’clock, and then from 3 to 4 he will
also be debating that. We hope that
during that period of time we can com-
plete the deliberations on the Kyl
amendment and also set a time, short-
ly after the Dodd vote, so we can have
two votes a little after 4 o’clock. But
we ought to see how the Kyl amend-
ment goes before we make that deci-
sion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. DODD. Madam President, I do
not know if other Members want to be
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heard on this amendment. I am pre-
pared to yield the floor, and I will sug-
gest the absence of a quorum shortly,
unless the Chair, obviously, wants to
do something. If others want to speak,
or if Senator KYL wants to come over
and start his debate, I am perfectly
amenable to that.

If other Members, all of a sudden,
want to come and discuss the Dodd
amendment, the Dodd-Lieberman
amendment, there will be a period to
do so before we actually get to a vote,
I assume, at 4 o’clock.

With that, Madam President, I
thank, again, the distinguished chair-
man of the committee and the ranking
member and their staffs for their pa-
tience. They demonstrate great pa-
tience in these debates, and I thank
them for that.

———

UNANIMOUS CONSENT
AGREEMENT—H.R. 3167

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that immediately
following the last vote today, Thurs-
day, May 16, the Senate proceed to the
consideration of Calendar No. 282, H.R.
3167, the NATO expansion bill; that it
be considered under the following limi-
tations: That there be 22 hours for de-
bate, with the time divided as follows:
60 minutes under the control of Sen-
ator BIDEN, or his designee; 90 minutes
under the control of Senator WARNER,
or his designee; further, that no
amendments or motion be in order;
that upon the use or yielding back of
time, the bill be read the third time,
and on Friday, May 17, the Senate re-
sume consideration of the bill at 10
a.m., with the time until 10:30 a.m.
equally divided and controlled between
Senators BIDEN and WARNER, or their
designees; and that at 10:30 a.m., the
Senate vote on passage of the bill,
without further intervening action or
debate, notwithstanding rule XII, para-
graph 4.

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

Mr. REID. Madam President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

——

A NATIONAL COMMISSION CON-
CERNING THE EVENTS OF SEP-
TEMBER 11, 2001

Mr. TORRICELLI. Madam President,
on four occasions since September 11,
2001, I have come to the Chamber to
recommend to my colleagues that the
Senate immediately consider the es-
tablishment of a national commission
concerning the events of September 11,
2001.

My request has been based on no mo-
tivation but the belief that the Amer-
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ican people deserve honest answers and
that the only means of preventing an-
other terrorist attack on the United
States is a fair, honest, and dis-
passionate view of what happened and
what didn’t happen, what was known,
and what should have occurred.

The historic basis of such an honest
approach to the tragedy of New York
and the Pentagon is overwhelming. Ten
days after December 7, 1941, Franklin
Delano Roosevelt recognized that he
could not reassure the American people
about their Government and could not
unify the country for the war ahead
unless he gave them an explanation
about what failed at Pearl Harbor.
Lyndon Johnson recognized almost im-
mediately the same need to reassure
the American people about the oper-
ations of their Government and the in-
tegrity of its officers after the assas-
sination of President Kennedy in 1963.
Ronald Reagan drew upon the same
precedent establishing the Challenger
Commission to assure the American
people that they would receive an hon-
est answer to prevent any recurrence
in the loss of life in the Challenger.

What I recommend has not only had
precedents, it was the rule. Democratic
and Republican administrations, for a
century, have seen the need to assure
the American people about the oper-
ation of their Government and that in-
deed we were a confident enough people
under the rule of law to face honestly
our own failings—all based on the be-
lief that the only means of assuring
that there would not be a recurrence
would be to discover the reasons for
the failings of the past. On those four
occasions, there have been reasons to
postpone, excuses to not act, and the
debate has continued.

The debate continued after it was re-
vealed that the FBI had in its posses-
sion Zacarias Moussaoui, a Frenchman
of Moroccan descent who, in August,
was discovered in a flight training
school. The Justice Department denied
access to his computer. The debate
continued after it was learned that
French intelligence had warned Amer-
ican intelligence officials that they
had knowledge of a possible terrorist
plot to hijack aircraft.

The debate continued after it was
learned that Philippine intelligence
and law enforcement authorities had
warned United States Government offi-
cials of possible targeting of American
aircraft.

The debate continued after it was re-
vealed that the FBI office in Phoenix
had written a memorandum warning
that large numbers of suspicious indi-
viduals were seeking pilot and security
training at American flight schools.
The debate continued.

The debate has to end. Revelations
that the Central Intelligence Agency
might have intercepted suspicious
communications as early as last July
indicating a possible terrorist attack
on American installations or facilities
and that indeed the President of the
United States himself was informed of
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this information should effectively end
any debate.

I do not rise to cast blame or asper-
sions on any individuals or institu-
tions. I believe the officials of this
Government have acted honorably, and
I would never believe any American in-
stitution or individual, for a moment,
would not have done everything pos-
sible to defend the people of this coun-
try if sufficiently warned.

Something is wrong. The United
States of America has a defense estab-
lishment of over $330 billion a year.
Public accounts estimate intelligence
budgets at over $30 billion a year. The
heart of our greatest city was struck,
the center of our military power was
hit by 19 people, funded by $250,000.
Something is wrong.

I do not know whether there has been
a failure to collect intelligence or an
inability to share intelligence. I don’t
know whether law enforcement and in-
telligence agencies have failed to work
together. I don’t know whether they
acted properly and a reasoned, rational
person never could have put these
pieces together. I don’t know. But nei-
ther does anybody else in this Govern-
ment.

It was always going to be difficult to
face the families of those who lost
their lives on September 11. It just be-
came impossible. Without some dis-
passionate and honest review of what
was known by this Government and its
agencies, without an honest assess-
ment of how agencies performed and
coordinated their activities, without a
dispassionate assessment of what
failed, not only can we not look the
victims’ families in the eyes and tell
them, ‘“Your Government met its re-
sponsibility,”” we cannot assure this
country that it will not happen again.

Franklin Delano Roosevelt didn’t
have a Pearl Harbor commission, Earl
Warren didn’t have a commission on
the Kennedy assassination, and Ronald
Reagan didn’t have a Challenger com-
mission to assign blame. It wasn’t
about partisanship. It was about assur-
ing the American people of the future
that the Government had taken ac-
tions to assure it would never happen
again.

Who here would assure one of their
constituents in any of our States that
we have the confidence or the simple
good judgment to undertake such a re-
view?

On March 21 of this year, the Govern-
mental Affairs Committee voted on S.
1867, introduced by Senators
LIEBERMAN, MCCAIN, GRASSLEY, and
myself, a bill to establish the National
Commission on Terrorist Attacks upon
the United States. That bill is ready
for consideration. What reason do we
offer for not acting immediately? What
is the excuse to the American people?

I trust that based on current revela-
tions, law enforcement officials of the
Justice Department, intelligence offi-
cials of the National Security Agency
and the Central Intelligence Agency,
and, indeed, the national leadership of
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the White House itself will now end all
excuses, stop all efforts to block this
legislation or similar reviews, and join
with us in one complete analysis of
what happened, what went wrong, what
was known, and, most importantly,
what we do about it.

There will be those who say this is a
matter for the Senate and its Intel-
ligence Committee. This is a matter
for this Government and all of its rep-
resentatives. Some secret analysis by a
committee reviewing one aspect of the
actions of the U.S. Government on
classified material making rec-
ommendations unto itself is not what
the country requires. Every element,
every aspect of the Government should
be reviewed on how it acted and how it
should be changed, including this Con-
gress.

I suggest a reserve of analysis of no
one and nothing from law enforcement,
to the national intelligence commu-
nity, to the executive branch, to the
operations of this Congress itself. We
all share the responsibility for the fu-
ture of the country. We all share the
responsibility for the security of our
communities and our families. An hon-
est analysis must involve all of us, in-
cluding this Congress.

Madam President, I hope the Presi-
dent of the United States and the rel-
evant agencies accept this invitation
to work with us. This legislation
should be offensive to no one and, if
successful, provide reassurance to ev-
eryone. There may be attempts to
delay this legislation and put this re-
view off for months or years.

History is a demanding master, and
ultimately it governs all of us. History
will never settle for the excuse that we
are not ready or it needed more time or
it would offend someone. History will
demand an answer of how the greatest
Nation on Earth, with the greatest in-
telligence and military capabilities
ever conceived by man, was laid vul-
nerable by a small band of terrorists
who brought destruction to our great-
est city and the very seat of our mili-
tary authority. History will demand it,
and we should answer it.

It is not the responsibility of another
generation to revisit this matter in 20
years. It is not the responsibility of our
successors to return to this in another
decade. The responsibility for the safe-
ty of the country and governance of its
institutions is ours, and this legisla-
tion is ours. It should be adopted.

Madam President, I yield the floor
and suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Madam President,
I ask unanimous consent that I be per-
mitted to speak up to 5 minutes as in
morning business.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair.

Madam President, I rise to join with
my colleague from New Jersey who
just addressed the Senate in regard to
a proposal that he, Senator MCCAIN,
Senator GRASSLEY, and I introduced
some time ago which would create an
independent commission to investigate
the horrific attacks against the United
States on September 11, 2001, a day
that truly also will live in infamy, a
day of extraordinary suffering, of her-
oism, of anguish, of insecurity, of ulti-
mately unity and strength for the
United States of America.

The idea of this commission which
Senator MCCAIN, Senator TORRICELLI,
Senator GRASSLEY, and I introduced
was to build on the precedents of his-
tory, particularly the other day of in-
famy, Pearl Harbor, which was fol-
lowed both by congressional investiga-
tions and by an independent commis-
sion to review what happened and what
could have been done, if anything, to
prevent the attacks from happening,
and what did we learn from Pearl Har-
bor and all that surrounded it that
would enable us to raise our defenses so
that nothing such as that would ever
happen again.

Sadly, history has turned in a way to
put us in a similar position to where
the previous generation of Americans
was at the outset of World War II. We
were attacked on September 11, 2001,
with an inhumane brutality and a cun-
ning lack of respect for human life that
was shocking.

The other reality that was unset-
tling, of course, was that in the literal
sense, the American government, the
great national security apparatus that
we have established, intelligence, for-
eign policy, and law enforcement,
failed to protect the American people
from the attacks against us on Sep-
tember 11 of last year.

Perhaps there was nothing more that
could have been done to prevent them.
We understand that in an open society
such as ours, a society premised on
freedom as our highest value, if we are
dealing with an inhumane enemy, lack-
ing in regard for their own lives, let
alone the lives of Americans, then
there is only so much that can be done
to stop such attacks.

Yet we have had the gnawing ques-
tion: Was there something that could
have been done to prevent the attacks
of September 11? Understanding that
hindsight is always clearer than fore-
sight, is there something we can learn
from what happened on September 11
to strengthen ourselves, to raise our
guard, to do whatever is humanly pos-
sible to make sure that nothing like
those terrorist attacks ever happens
again to the American people? That
was the purpose that my three col-
leagues and I had in introducing this
bill to create an independent, non-
political citizens commission to con-
duct the broadest possible review of
what happened on September 11: why
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did it happen and what can we do to
make sure it never happens again?

In the last couple of weeks, there
have been a series of revelations, be-
ginning with FBI disclosure of warn-
ings, memos last year, in which agents
of the FBI had reason to be concerned
about activity of people in this coun-
try, particularly at the flight training
schools, wondering whether that might
be related to a potential terrorist at-
tack, linking it particularly in some
minds to Osama bin Laden, who we
knew had already struck us in foreign
places.

Add to this now the disclosure that
President Bush received, as part of a
daily intelligence briefing, indication
that the Central Intelligence Agency
had similar words from a different
point of view; the FBI and CIA appar-
ently never coming together in one
place to reach the critical mass that
would have engendered the kind of ac-
tion that looking back, painfully now,
we wish someone had taken.

The reason why my colleagues and I
introduced this bill creating an inde-
pendent commission, it seems to me, is
based on the revelations and disclo-
sures of the last few weeks and are now
even more significant and more com-
pelling. Our anxiety about what hap-
pened and whether something could
have been done by people working for
the U.S. Government to have prevented
the horrific acts of September 11, and
the suffering that resulted therefrom
becomes even more gnawing today.

I note the presence of one of the
three cosponsors of this legislation, the
Senator from Iowa, Mr. GRASSLEY. I in-
dicate to my colleagues that I soon in-
tend, I hope with my cosponsors, to
find an early opportunity to submit
our proposal for an independent com-
mission to review the events of Sep-
tember 11, and what was learned from
them, as an amendment to a bill in the
Senate. I think the moment is here.

I received a call about 2 weeks ago
from some of the survivors and some of
the families of victims of September 11
who had heard about the commission
proposal. They are coming actually the
first or second week of June—I do not
remember the exact date—to lobby
Members of the Senate and House to
adopt such legislation so that the ques-
tions that gnaw at them because of the
losses they have suffered of a spouse, of
a child, of a relative, a friend, will, to
the best of our ability, be answered.

This commission proposal, I am
pleased to say, received a hearing be-
fore the Senate Governmental Affairs
Committee. It was reported out by the
committee. I do think, in light of these
events, that the greater knowledge we
have now of what may have been
known before September 11, it becomes
even more urgent to move forward on
it, and it is why I hope to soon join
with my cosponsors in offering it as an
amendment to a pending bill.

I understand, of course, that the In-
telligence Committees of the Senate
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and House are proceeding with inves-
tigations related to the attacks of Sep-
tember 11. I respect those committees.
I support the investigations they are
conducting. But the idea in the com-
mission proposal we have made is
broader than that. In the first in-
stance, it is an independent, non-
partisan, nonpolitical citizens commis-
sion that would conduct this investiga-
tion and would have the credibility
that would go with that.

Secondly, its purview is beyond intel-
ligence, beyond whatever failures may
have occurred in the intelligence appa-
ratus in the U.S. Government. It will
go to law enforcement. It will go to the
military. It will go to foreign policy. It
will go to America’s communications
policy. I think, in that sense, it will
supplement and complement the crit-
ical work the Intelligence Committees
are doing.

Again, I go back to, unfortunately,
the comparable event which was the
attack against Americans at Pearl
Harbor. There was not just one inves-
tigation by one or two committees of
Congress; there were congressional in-
vestigations and there were inde-
pendent citizen commission investiga-
tions. That is what I think the events
of September 11, and particularly the
disclosures of the last few weeks, cry
out for today if we are to learn in the
fullest sense the lessons of recent his-
tory and apply them so we can better
secure the future of the American peo-
ple.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

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

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

Mr. KYL. Madam President, I would
like to respond to some of the com-
ments which my colleague, the Senator
from Connecticut, just made, if he has
a moment to remain. I caught some of
what he said, and I think I caught the
gist of what he said.

I want to be very clear about some-
thing. I am a member of the Senate Se-
lect Committee on Intelligence, and
therefore I might be perceived to have
a bit of a conflict of interest since, as
the Senator from Connecticut noted,
we have an ongoing investigation. The
investigation has been authorized by
the House and Senate committees. We
are in the middle of that investigation
now and plan to have a report ready
around the end of the year as to the
full panoply of circumstances and
events surrounding the tragedy of Sep-
tember 11, with recommendations for
what should be done in the future to
ensure, to the extent possible, that
event not be repeated, or that we be
able to prevent it if it is at all possible.
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I am troubled by a couple of the com-
ments the Senator made, and I wanted
him to hear this and respond, if he
would like. Here is what troubles me: I
was accosted by numerous members of
the media this morning breathlessly
asking me, as a member of the Intel-
ligence Committee, what I thought
about the fact that the President had
been briefed that terrorists, al-Qaida
terrorists, were going to hijack air-
planes and didn’t this require us to im-
mediately begin some Kkind of inves-
tigation, fill in the blanks. Some of
them sounded a little bit like what the
Senator from Connecticut is sug-
gesting.

That would be the wrong thing to do,
in my view, and there are about three
reasons why.

First of all, let us be clear: The Presi-
dent was not briefed in some emer-
gency situation that he should expect
al-Qaida terrorists or any other terror-
ists to hijack an airplane and fly it
into the World Trade Center. Nothing
like that happened. So we should be
very careful before we begin calling for
new mechanisms for investigating the
September 11 events when we already
have a good investigation underway
based upon information such as that. It
is incorrect information.

I know the Senator from Connecticut
is a very thoughtful person and would
never predicate his call for this activ-
ity on that kind of information. Let me
hasten to say I know that is not what
he is saying. Part of the impetus for
that, and I am afraid part of the emo-
tional reaction, could be to find a home
in a suggestion like this of the Senator
from Connecticut.

To clarify the record—I think the ad-
ministration will clarify it in an appro-
priate way at some time soon—let me
put it this way: Every morning, the
President of the United States receives
a briefing from the intelligence com-
munity. As the President just advised
some Members, if he had been briefed
about a threat that anybody thought
was specific and credible and we could
do anything about, does anybody doubt
that he wouldn’t have reacted in the
strongest possible way? I know the
Senator from Connecticut joins me,
and everybody else, in answering that
question: Of course he would have re-
acted.

That should give the first clue about
what was actually done. Each morning
he receives a briefing. It should come
as no surprise that during one of those
briefings when the subject is terrorists,
al-Qaida was one of the terrorist
groups that was mentioned at that
time. Terrorists have been hijacking
airplanes for over 40 years. It is not ex-
actly big, breathless news that this
could happen, hypothetically. That is a
far cry from someone suggesting there
is credible, specific information about
a particular threat of hijacking.

We all need to take a deep breath. I
particularly suggest these remarks
apply to our friends in the media. Calm
down a minute. Don’t jump to any con-
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clusions about what the President was
told. Don’t take from that the intel-
ligence community somehow messed
up by not following through or taking
sufficiently seriously some kind of
threat. That is not the way it hap-
pened.

The point the Senator from Con-
necticut makes, with which I totally
agree, is there is a lot of information
out there that we need to put together
to tell the story about what did happen
and determine what kinds of changes,
if any, we need to make in the future.

My only concern about his sugges-
tion is two things: One, as the media
leaks themselves demonstrate, if it
comes out in little dribbles and drabs
of incomplete bits of information, it is
likely to be counterproductive and to
certainly delay the process of putting
it all together in a coherent way to
present a set of facts to the American
people on which conclusions can be
based.

Since so much of this has to be done
in a classified setting, the place for it
is the Intelligence Committee. It will
be difficult to even have public hear-
ings to discuss a lot of this while we
are right in the middle of, one, the war
on terror and, two, prosecutions in
which the FBI is engaged.

Second, it is important the investiga-
tion already underway, which is al-
ready putting demands on the time of
the Justice Department and the CIA,
not be further complicated by other in-
vestigations which would put further
demands upon these peoples’ time at
the very time they are preparing for
these prosecutions and conducting the
war on terror.

Those are thoughts I have with re-
spect to the Senator’s suggestion. I
will appreciate the opportunity to visit
with him more about them. I wanted
the opportunity to express those con-
cerns.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. I thank the Chair.
Of course, I thank my dear friend and
colleague from Arizona. Let me re-
spond briefly to his thoughtful and
thoroughly appropriate comments.

First, to restate: the proposal I am
talking about for an independent com-
mission was made some time ago. We
held a hearing on it in the Senate Gov-
ernmental Affairs Committee, and it
has been reported out and essentially is
ready for action by the Senate.

We have said all along we respect and
support the work the Intelligence Com-
mittees are doing. As in previous cases,
such as Pearl Harbor, post-Pearl Har-
bor, the country would benefit from an
independent citizen commission in-
quiry—not accusatory but investiga-
tory—which would have the power to
obtain information which would have
the authority to go into classified, se-
cret session because of the matters
being considered. This would likely ex-
tend beyond the intelligence function
to law enforcement, to foreign policy,
to military policy, to immigration pol-
icy—anything that might have affected
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and contributed to the attack of Sep-
tember 11.

My point today is that the leaks, the
disclosures of the last couple of weeks,
both from the FBI and now the indica-
tion of the CIA briefing to the Presi-
dent, just reinforces within me the fact
that we need such an independent com-
mission. In fact, in some ways it may
argue even in a different more forceful
sense for such a commission. If we
don’t have a comprehensive, public, of-
ficial investigation, I fear leaks related
to September 11 and the tragedy that
occurred will continue for months, for
years. We ought to try as best we can
through the intelligence committee in-
vestigations and through such an inde-
pendent commission to answer all the
questions that can possibly be an-
swered.

That is what I intend, I believe, with
my colleagues: To offer this as an
amendment at an early time.

I respond to the points the Senator
from Arizona makes about the most re-
cent disclosures on briefing to the
President. They are quite on point. It
is very important not to overreact to
them. For the record, I have not in this
case received any of the -classified
briefings. I speak based on publicly
available sources in the media. Those
are the reports of the various FBI
memos that went into Washington and
now this report of the CIA briefing of
the President.

What truly troubles me and gnaws at
me is not the President’s behavior be-
cause, of course, if he had any indica-
tion in the briefing that an attack was
imminent, he would have acted as
Commander in Chief. My concern is
about the quality of the information
working its way up to the President as
Commander in Chief.

More particularly, was there any
point of connection between what we
now know are the FBI memo’s con-
cerns about Moussoui’s conduct in Min-
nesota at the flight school, the agent
in Phoenix who had broader concerns,
very acute, and unfortunately turns
out to be right to the point, did those
intersect on anyone’s desk with the in-
formation that the CIA had which was
the basis of a longer briefing to the
President last summer in a way that
would have led anyone to reach a more
specific conclusion that they could
have taken to the President?

I agree, there ought not be an over-
reaction. My reaction is, as I stated, as
to whether all the systems underneath
the President, as Commander in Chief,
worked together as we would want
them to, to be able to alert him to
what was about to happen. And in a
more direct sense, was this in any
measure preventable?

I even ask the question with a sense
of humility because I know the dif-
ficulty in an investigation of this kind.
It is that which motivates me, and I
am sure would motivate a commission
and Intelligence Committees more
than any second-guessing on the Presi-
dent’s behavior.
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I know we have used our time. I
thank my colleague. I look forward to
talking to him off the floor, and I yield
the floor.

———————

RECESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Two
o’clock having arrived, under the pre-
vious order, the Senate will stand in
recess until the hour of 3 p.m.

Thereupon, the Senate, at 2 p.m., re-
cessed until 3:01 p.m. and reassembled
when called to order by the Presiding
Officer (Mr. REID).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New York is recognized.

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, are we
in morning business?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate is not in morning business. We are
on the trade bill.

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak for 10 min-
utes as in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
will proceed.

———

INVESTIGATE 9-11

Mrs. CLINTON. Mr. President, I rise
today out of respect for and to speak
on behalf of the people I represent in
New York. I am especially mindful
today of the memory of those whom we
lost on September 11, their family
members and their loved ones who,
until this very minute, grieve for those
who were sacrificed in the terrible at-
tacks we suffered on September 11.

We have learned something today
that raises a number of serious ques-
tions. We have learned that President
Bush had been informed last year, be-
fore September 11, of a possible plot by
those associated with Osama bin Laden
to hijack a U.S. airliner. The White
House says the President took all ap-
propriate steps in reaction to that
warning. The White House further says
that the warning did not include any
specific information, such as which air-
line, which date, or the fact that a hi-
jacked plane would be used as a mis-
sile. Those are all very important
issues, worthy of exploration by the
relevant committees of Congress. The
goal of such an examination should not
be to assign blame but to find out all of
the facts.

I also support the effort by Senators
LIEBERMAN and McCAIN to establish an
independent national commission on
terrorist attacks upon the TUnited
States. That was reported out of the
Senate Governmental Affairs Com-
mittee in March. Such a panel can help
assure the people of New York and
America that every facet of this na-
tional tragedy will be fully examined
in hopes that the lessons we learn can
prevent disasters in the future.

I very much appreciated the remarks
by Senator LIEBERMAN in the Chamber
earlier today, indicating his desire to
offer this proposal that he and Senator
McCAIN have put forth as an amend-
ment at the earliest possible time.
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Because we must do all we can to
learn the hard lessons of experience
from our past and apply them to safe-
guard our future, I also support the
call by the distinguished majority
leader, Mr. DASCHLE, for the release of
the Phoenix FBI memorandum and the
August intelligence briefing to con-
gressional investigators, because, as
Senator DASCHLE said this morning,
the American people need to get the
facts.

I do know some things about the
unique challenges faced by the person
who assumes the mantle of Commander
in Chief. I do not for a minute doubt
that any individual who holds that re-
sponsibility is the only person who can
truly know the full scope of the bur-
dens of that office. Just the other day
there was a survey about the most dif-
ficult job in America, the most stress-
ful position. It should not come as any
surprise that President of the United
States ranked at the top.

I have had the privilege of witnessing
history up close, and I know there is
never any shortage of second guessers
and Monday morning quarterbacks,
ready to dismantle any comment or
critique any action taken or not taken.
Having experienced that from the other
end of Pennsylvania Avenue, I for one
will not play that game, especially in
these circumstances. I am simply here
today on the floor of this hallowed
Chamber to seek answers to the ques-
tions being asked by my constituents,
questions raised by one of our news-
papers in New York with the headline
“Bush Knew.”

The President knew what? My con-
stituents would like to know the an-
swer to that and many other questions,
not to blame the President or any
other American but just to know, to
learn from experience, to do all we can
today to ensure that a 9-11 never hap-
pens again.

If we look back, we know that the
Phoenix FBI memorandum in early
July raised very specific issues about
certain people of Arab heritage who
were taking flying lessons. For what
purpose? To do what?

We know that shortly after there was
at least the news report of the Attor-
ney General sending a directive that
people of the Justice Department
should no longer fly commercially. In
fact, the Attorney General took a char-
tered plane for his own vacation.

We know that in August additional
information came forward, including
what we learned today about the intel-
ligence briefing provided to the Presi-
dent.

The pain of 9-11 is revisited in thou-
sands of homes in New York and
around our country every time that
terrible scene of those planes going
into those towers and then their col-
lapse appears on television. It is revis-
ited in our minds every time we see a
picture of the cleanup at Ground Zero.
It is revisited every time the remains
of a fallen hero are recovered, as they
were yesterday for Deputy Chief Dow-
ney. And it is revisited today with the
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questions about what might have been
had the pieces of the puzzle been put
together in a different way before that
sad and tragic day in September.

I cannot answer the questions my
constituents are asking. I cannot an-
swer the concerns raised by the fami-
lies of the victims. As agonizing as it is
even to think that there was intel-
ligence suggesting the possibility of
the tragedy that occurred, particularly
for the family members who lost their
husband, their wife, their son, their
daughter, their niece, their nephew,
their mother, their father, it is a sub-
ject we are absolutely required to ex-
plore.

As for the President, he may not be
in a position at this time to respond to
all of those concerns, but he is in a po-
sition to answer some of them, includ-
ing the question of why we know today,
May 16, about the warning he received.
Why did we not know this on April 16
or March 16 or February or January 16
or August 16 of last year?

I do hope and trust that the Presi-
dent will assume the duty that we
know he is capable of fulfilling, exer-
cise the leadership that we know he
has, and come before the American
people, at the earliest possible time, to
answer the questions so many New
Yorkers and Americans are asking.
That will be a very great help to all of
us.
I know my constituents want those
answers, particularly the families who
still today wonder why their loved one
went to work that beautiful September
morning and did not come home from
the World Trade Center or the Pen-
tagon or those airplane flights. After
all, in the grieving process, it is often
the not knowing that hurts the most.

I hope the President will address
these issues, will do so as soon as pos-
sible, and will also authorize the re-
lease of any other information that
New Yorkers and Americans have a
right to know. I certainly look forward
to learning of and being able to share
that information with the people I rep-
resent.

I thank the Chair and yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BAYH). The Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I have
some remarks on another subject I
would like to make. I commend our
colleague and friend from New York for
her comments. I associate myself with
her remarks. I think all Americans
would.

Obviously, it is critically important
we know all that we possibly can of
what occurred. If there was, in fact, in-
formation that should have been acted
on, it is critically important we know
about it, what happened, and why ac-
tions were not taken, so we minimize
the possibility of the events of Sep-
tember 11 from occurring again.

We all realize, as our colleague and
friend from New York has pointed out,
it is a difficult job being the Chief Ex-
ecutive Officer of this country, the
Commander in Chief. And there is a vo-
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luminous amount of material that ar-
rives every day from our national secu-
rity agencies and services. But when
you get information this specific, this
detailed, arriving from a variety of dif-
ferent sources, then someone should
have taken better action, in my view.

So I am hopeful we will get a re-
sponse. It is critically important for
the healing process and for under-
standing exactly what occurred. So I
commend the Senator for her remarks
and associate myself with them.

COMMENDING PRESIDENT RONALD
REAGAN

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I commend
our former Chief Executive of the
country—former President Ronald
Reagan. I just attended a ceremony in
the Rotunda of the Capitol honoring
former President Ronald Reagan and
Nancy Reagan. We are from different
parties, and we had disagreements dur-
ing his administration. But one thing
can be said about President Romnald
Reagan: Whatever disagreements or
agreements you may have had on spe-
cific policy issues, Ronald Reagan gave
this country a strong sense of con-
fidence and optimism.

We had come through a difficult time
in the 1970s, with Watergate, the Ira-
nian crisis, and the energy crisis that
had been debilitating to our spirit.
Ronald Reagan restored our Nation’s
confidence in itself. I commend the
President. I know he is suffering from
Alzheimer’s, and Mrs. Reagan has
taken on the heroic efforts of being his
eyes and ears in the sense of speaking
for him where appropriate. It was a
very moving ceremony in the Rotunda,
where both the President and First
Lady were recognized with the Con-
gressional Gold Medal.

So as one Democrat, to a former Re-
publican President, but more impor-
tantly a great American President, I
express my gratitude to him for his
service, and Mrs. Reagan for her re-
markable service both to her husband
and family and this country.

——————

COMMENDING PRESIDENT JIMMY
CARTER

Mr. DODD. Secondly, Mr. President, I
commend President Carter for his work
this week. I have been so impressed
with the efforts that President Carter
has made in Cuba during the past 4 or
5 days. I think he has spoken for many
of us in this country during his visit to
Cuba.

While in Cuba, President Carter ad-
dressed the Cuban people on national
radio and television—a unique oppor-
tunity in a country that is a totali-
tarian regime where democracy has
had no expression now for more than
four decades.

In having been granted permission to
address the Cuban people, President
Carter was given a right that no Cuban
other than the President of the coun-
try, and those who agree with him, has
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been given—the opportunity to speak
freely about democratic values, values
that we embrace as a people and the 11
million people of Cuba embrace as well.

In his address, President Carter
urged the government of Cuba to allow
democracy to be restored, and asked
that pro-democracy petitions be al-
lowed to be collected, and respected.

He simultaneously called for the U.S.
government to allow free travel to
Cuba and stated his belief that our gov-
ernment should begin to lift our em-
bargo. I commend him for those com-
ments.

The only place I know of in the world
that we prohibit our citizens from trav-
eling to is the island of Cuba. You can
go to Iraq. You can go to North Korea.
You can go to Iran. You can go to any
other country around the globe, some
of which are our most devout enemies
when it comes to terrorism. You may
be stopped from entering by the gov-
ernments of those countries, but our
Government does not prohibit you
from going. Cuba is the only country
where Americans are prohibited from
entering by our country.

And for the hundreds of thousands of
Cuban Americans who have family and
loved ones there, who are only allowed
to go back once a year, who would like
to go and see their family members
more than once a year, perhaps to go
see an ailing parent or grandparent, I
find this to be a particularly onerous
provision in American law. I hope it
will be changed, just as I am hopeful
that change will come to Cuba and de-
mocracy will arrive on that island so
the people will have the opportunity to
elect and choose their political leader-
ship.

In summary, President Carter, by
calling upon the Cuban Government to
change its ways and our own Govern-
ment to change some policies, I think
gave the appropriate message; one that
can be appreciated not only here, but
on the island of Cuba by the Cuban peo-
ple and freedom-loving people around
the globe.

So today, I take this moment to ex-
press my gratitude to this former
President who, in his retirement, has
accomplished so many wonderful
things and become such a wonderful
symbol for human rights and dignity
and democracy around the globe.

I am proud to stand here and honor
two former Presidents who faced each
other in an election 1980, but in their
own way have made unique contribu-
tions to our Nation. President Carter
continues to do so. I commend him for
his work in Cuba and look forward to
his return and hearing from him. I am
hopeful that he will come before us in
Congress in some setting in which he
might be able to describe his feelings
about events in Cuba while sharing his
opinion of what the prospects hold for
the future.

With that, Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

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

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

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

————

ANDEAN TRADE PREFERENCE
EXPANSION ACT—Continued

AMENDMENT NO. 3429 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3401

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I send an
amendment, No. 3429 to amendment
No. 3401, to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The senior assistant bill clerk read as
follows:

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. KyL] for
himself, Mr. GRAMM, Mr. BAUCUS, and Mr.
GRASSLEY, proposes an amendment num-
bered 3429 to amendment No. 3401.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To Require that any revenue gen-

erated from custom user fees be used to

pay for the operations of the United States

Customs Service)

At the end of the matter proposed to be in-
serted, insert the following:

SEC. 4203. LIMITATION ON USE OF CERTAIN REV-
ENUE.

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, any revenue generated from custom
user fees imposed pursuant to Section
13031(j)(3) of the Consolidated Omnibus Budg-
et Reconciliation Act of 1985 (19 U.S.C.
58C(j)(3)) may be used only to fund the oper-
ations of the United States Customs Service.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I ask unani-
mous consent that Senator NICKLES be
added as a cosponsor to this amend-
ment.

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

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I will ex-
plain the amendment and discuss the
reasons for it. I hope my colleagues
will agree that this is an amendment
that can be adopted. We don’t even
have to have a rollcall vote, unless
someone asks for it. I think it is fairly
straightforward.

The amendment has to do with Cus-
tom user fees. Today, Custom user fees
come in two separate categories, which
I will discuss in a moment. About 300
million of them are statutorily des-
ignated to go to a particular set of ac-
counts in the Customs Service. For ex-
ample, it pays overtime for Customs
Service personnel. There is about $1
billion in Custom users fees that takes
a somewhat more circuitous route that
goes into the general fund—generally
money which the Appropriations Com-
mittee defines as funds for funding var-
ious functions of the Customs Service,
hence the name ‘‘user fee.”

In fact, I will digress for a moment.
We have taxes and we have user fees by
which we raise revenue. User fees are
generally targeted toward people who
use a particular service of the Govern-
ment. So we generally try to spend
that money on the things for which
they require us to use the money. An
example is, if you use the national for-
est, you are beginning to find that you
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have to pay a little fee to go camping
there. That is because we are kind of
hard on the forests when we camp
there, and somebody has to clean up
the mess we leave behind, and so we
pay a little fee for that. It is more fair
for those of us who may take our kids
camping in the forest to pay for the
user fee than it is to charge the tax-
payers generally.

The same thing is true with Customs.
We charge a fee for people who have
their ships and their trucks and other
things inspected by the Customs Serv-
ice, and some bring goods into the
United States of America. I am over-
simplifying, but that is the general
idea. So we take those same moneys
and put them back into the inspectors,
into the equipment that is used to in-
spect their train, or boat, or truck, for
example, so that instead of waiting at
the border for 2 hours, maybe we can
get them through in an hour or less,
hopefully, so we can expedite com-
merce at our borders, and for other
purposes. That is the concept of a user
fee. They pay to have us do this. We
take the money and apply it to that.

Now, what the underlying bill did—
and I must say that as a member of the
Finance Committee, I was unaware of
this and I objected to it being done in
an earlier bill, and I was distressed to
learn it had been done in this bill—
they extended the Custom user fees—
that part is OK—and the net result of
that is to contend that the expenses of
the TAA portion—the trade adjustment
assistance portion—of these free trade
bills is paid for by revenue generated
by extending the Custom user fees.

Well, that is not true, and it should
not be true. So what my amendment
says is, no, Custom user fees are used
for Customs. Here is what it says:

Notwithstanding any other provision of
law, any revenue generated from custom
user fees . . . may be used only to fund the
operations of the United States Customs
Service.

That is the idea. That would be a
good thing, especially at this time in
fighting our war on terror. We are im-
posing upon the Customs Service more
and more responsibilities for doing a
really good job of checking all of the
modes of conveyance, and containers,
and other kinds of shipments into the
country. We read in the newspaper a
couple days ago where 25 possible ter-
rorists from Arab countries have been
smuggled into this country in the holds
of ships.

I think the Customs Service can ex-
amine only 1 percent of the cargo com-
ing in on ships. They cannot examine
every part of every hold of a ship com-
ing into this country, let alone every
truck, train, or other mode of convey-
ance that brings goods into the United
States. Yet we are asking them to be
sure that nobody smuggles in contra-
band, drugs, nuclear bombs, biological
weapons, chemical weapons, or illegal
aliens who could be terrorists.

We are asking a lot of the Customs
Service, and we are not giving them
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enough money to do the job, which is
why they have asked for more money.
And most of us, I believe, are willing to
provide more money for the Customs
Service to do what we are asking them
to do, not just for their general work
but now enhanced by the requirements
of the war on terror.

At the same time we are imposing
that additional burden on them, some-
body had the bright idea to pay for the
unrelated parts of this bill having to do
with wage subsidies, health benefits,
and so on, with Customs user fees. That
is not right, and it is actually not even
necessary.

Why is it being done? Because some-
body had the idea they could avoid a
point of order being raised against the
underlying bill so that instead of hav-
ing to get 60 votes to pass the bill, 50
votes, the usual, would suffice. The
fact is there is already a different kind
of point of order that lies against the
bill, so this serves no purpose.

That is why I think even those who
wish to say they have a way of paying
for the bill by using these Customs fees
could easily agree that there is no
point in it, there is no purpose in it,
and, therefore, rather than muddling
up the law, rather than taking money
from Customs when we are trying to
fight the war on terror, they would be
willing to adopt our amendment and
not try to pay for the bill with Cus-
toms user fees.

This is a technique and, as a matter
of fact, it even has a name in the Sen-
ate, and it is called a ‘‘pay-for.”” That
is pretty inelegant. The idea is when
you have a program that is going to
cost, say, $10 billion or $11 billion, as
this is, it is going to be hard to get it
passed unless we show we can pay for
it. So we raise taxes $10 billion or $11
billion or find some other source of rev-
enue that will cover that expense.

In this case, the pay-for is the Cus-
toms user fees. As I said, that is not
necessary because nobody is saying you
have to find a way to pay for this. We
are assuming that the general revenues
of the United States will pay for the
expenses of the bill. I am assuming
that.

I do not have any objection to the
general revenues of the United States
paying for the cost for this bill. They
are too high, in my view. I wish we did
not have all these costs, but to the ex-
tent there are costs, the taxpayers of
the United States will pay for them
through general revenues. We do not
have to have a pay-for.

To the extent it is being used to get
around a parliamentary point of order,
it does not need to either because there
is a different point of order that lies
against the bill.

Instead of compromising our Cus-
toms Service, I plead with my col-
leagues in the name of the war on ter-
ror, in the name of good sense, let’s
adopt this amendment and eliminate
the concept of the pay-for in this legis-
lation.

I have explained this in a more sim-
plified form than it really is. I believe
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I have been accurate in what I have
said.

Actually, there are two specific kinds
of Customs user fees, to complicate
this just a little bit. What it also illus-
trates is that for about $300 million of
these user fees, we cannot do what this
bill purports to do and pay for this bill
with these fees.

This is an 8-year extension of two dif-
ferent Customs fees: One, the so-called
COBRA user fees which raise approxi-
mately $300 million per year; second,
the merchandise processing fee. You
can see what that is about; it raises ap-
proximately $1 billion per year. CBO
estimates that the user fee section
would increase revenue by about $11.54
billion through fiscal year 2011.

The problem is the COBRA user fees
already by statute are designated for
use for a variety of other purposes.
This is found in title 19, section 58, sub-
section (f) dealing with Customs duties,
titled ‘‘Disposition of Fees.” I will read
a little bit of it:

There is established in the general fund of
the Treasury a separate account which will
be known as the Customs User Fee Account.

It goes on to talk about how these
fees will be distributed:

Except as otherwise provided in this sub-
section, all fees in the Customs User Fee Ac-
count shall be used to the extent to pay the
costs incurred by the United States Customs
Service in conducting commercial oper-
ations, including, but not limited to, all
costs associated with commercial passenger,
vessel, vehicle, aircraft, and cargo proc-
essing.

And so on. Then there is a list spe-
cifically under section 3(a) of how
these COBRA fees are used. The one I
specifically want to point out is paying
overtime compensation and another is
paying premium pay, and there are
others—foreign language proficiency
awards, and so on.

This is important because earlier this
year in the Terrorism Subcommittee of
the Judiciary Committee, we had testi-
mony by one of the officials of the Cus-
toms Service in which it was pointed
out why these fees are so important.

Again, these fees are already des-
ignated by statute to go for these spe-
cific purposes. We cannot use them
again to pay for what is in this bill.
Out West, we have a saying: You can
only sell your pony once. In effect,
somebody is trying to sell this pony
twice. It has already been sold: $300
million goes to these specific items in
Customs. You cannot take that same
money and apply it to fund the under-
lying expenses of this bill. Again, it is
not necessary. Nobody is making you
do it. So do not try to sell this pony
twice. You cannot do it.

Moreover, it is not good policy. Ac-
cording to testimony on February 26 of
this year—the witness was Bonni
Tischler, Acting Commissioner of the
Office of Field Operations of the Cus-
toms Service. She gave some very valu-
able testimony. I will quote some of
her testimony.

I had said there is a lot to do with
not only checking out the commercial
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activities that go on that we ask Cus-
toms to do, but to begin to deal better
with terrorism. I asked if she had sug-
gestions and, in particular, what the
effect might be of taking Customs user
fees away from the Customs Service in
her ability to perform this task.

She said:

My personal opinion is it would severely
hamper us.

Ms. Tischler identified the numbers,
and she was just about exactly on tar-
get with respect to the numbers, but
regarding the merchandise processing
fees, my question was:

.. . if you were not to have the benefit of
that in your appropriations, I presume it
would be fairly devastating, would it not?

Her response is:

It would absolutely be devastating. I think
our total budget is closing in on $3 billion
thanks to Congress and the administration.
So to take that much out, if it were as the
offset, would be truly devastating.

I had put this in context and they
did, too. This merchandise processing
fee is not statutorily designated as the
so-called COBRA fee is. This is not a
matter of selling the same pony twice
legislatively, but it is from a policy
standpoint, since as I pointed out in
my question and as she pointed out in
her answer and as we can document, as
a practical matter this is what the Ap-
propriations Committee uses to define
what it has available to fund the Cus-
toms Service. That is the way it ought
to be policy-wise anyway; otherwise,
we should just collect taxes from the
American people.

Since we are collecting a user fee
from the people who use the system,
the money they pay in ought to go
back to help them in how they are
using the system. The commercial peo-
ple who have trucks that go back and
forth across the border all day and pay
a fee ought to know the fee they are
paying is going to pay the people who
are checking their trucks and getting
them through the line as quickly as
possible. That is what a user fee is all
about.

As a matter of policy, we should not
be assuming that in order to have some
way of paying for the expenses of this
legislation that money is now available
for that purpose.

Some of my colleagues might say:
This is all a ruse; this is all a fiction
anyway. Indeed, to some extent, it is a
fiction, which goes to show why this is
not necessary.

In effect, we are robbing Peter to pay
Paul. We are saying: We have to find a
way to fund the legislation that is be-
fore us, the trade assistance legisla-
tion. So instead of raising taxes, we are
going to extend these user fees and,
voila, we now have it paid for.

As I pointed out, $300 million of it is
not paid for because that pony has al-
ready been sold, but as to the remain-
ing $1 billion, it should not be that we
consider this the appropriate fund to
pay for the expenses of the bill because
it is user fees paid by people who are
using the system.
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If you say, But it is all the same pot
of money; money is fungible, so we will
say we are funding this trade adjust-
ment assistance out of the user fees,
but then we will have taxes to pay for
that, to pay for Customs, what we are
really doing is acknowledging that we
are going to have to find the money in
the general budget; in other words,
taxes are going to have to be found to
pay for this.

So it does not matter whether you
acknowledge upfront that it is going to
require $10 billion or $11 billion in
taxes to pay for this bill or you say we
are going to get the money from Cus-
toms and then we are going to have to
find $10 billion or $11 billion in taxes to
pay for Customs. It is the same deal.
So why go through this fiction?

If, as I said, it is to avoid a point of
order on the legislation, I say, A, that
is wrong; B, it is bad policy; but, C, it
is not necessary.

This was tried earlier with respect to
the Patients’ Bill of Rights, and I will
quote briefly from a memorandum
from the Acting Commissioner for
James Sloan, the acting Under Sec-
retary for Enforcement:

The COBRA fees collected by Customs are
used both to reimburse Customs appropria-
tion for certain costs, such as overtime com-
pensation, and to offset a portion of the Cus-
toms Service salaries and expense appropria-
tion. As an example our FY 2001 collections
will offset approximately $1 billion or almost
50 percent of Customs appropriation this
year. Authorizing a COBRA extension to off-
set costs for something other than the Cus-
toms Service could negatively impact our
available funding. Additionally, the Mer-
chandise Processing Fee authorized in the
COBRA is a fee that is paid by importers for
the processing of merchandise by the Cus-
toms Service. Directing the funds collected
from this fee for something other than Cus-
toms operations could pose GATT interpre-
tation issues.

While Customs supports the extension of
the COBRA fees, we also acknowledge that
changes are warranted with the manner in
which we collect those fees. We intend to re-
view this in the near term.

In other words, when this issue came
up in another context and Customs was
asked about it officially as opposed to
my unofficial question in the hearing
we held earlier this year, the answer
was the same. This would be harmful
to the Customs Service, and this was
prior to September 11, 2001. This was
June 20, 2001.

Now that we have imposed this addi-
tional burden on the U.S. Customs
Service to help us fight the war on ter-
ror, it would be unthinkable for us,
even as a ruse, to say we are going to
use Customs fees to pay for the wage
insurance or health benefits under this
tariff legislation. Let’s be truthful
about it and say it is going to cost $10
billion or $11 billion, we will find that
money out of general revenues some-
how or another, and that is the cost of
the program. That would be an honest
approach.

Let’s not try to suggest it is already
being paid for because we found the
money in the Customs Service, because
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unless we are not going to fund the
Customs Service, we are going to have
to offset that loss by finding $10 billion
or $11 billion then in the rest of the
budget to pay for the Customs Service
obligations.

I do not know what could be more
clear, but I will just make this point
and then see if any of my colleagues
would like to ask any questions about
this, or make any comments, because 1
really do not want to oversell the prop-
osition. Perhaps this amendment could
just be taken and we could move on.

I do not mean to force a vote on it if
people are willing to take it, but I will
begin to discuss this in very thorough
terms, with a lot of information that
deals primarily with how it would ad-
versely impact the war on terror, if
there is going to be opposition to this
amendment, if there is going to be an
insistence that somehow or another we
keep the Customs user fee as a pay-for,
and object to my amendment which
simply says Customs user fees should
go to pay Customs expenses.

If we are not willing to accept the
amendment, then get prepared for a
lengthy discussion about the impact of
the war on terror. I am prepared to en-
gage in that, but it is not going to be
necessary, as I say, if there is an agree-
ment on the other side that we are able
to take the amendment.

I know it is time to go to the vote on
the Dodd amendment, or there will be
a brief discussion beforehand, but
might I inquire of the distinguished
chairman of the Finance Committee
what the process would be after the
Dodd amendment? Would we go back to
the discussion of this amendment or
could there be a discussion about
whether to take it and move on to an-
other amendment? What would the
pleasure of the chairman be at that
point?

Mr. BAUCUS. We are prepared to
take the amendment.

Mr. KYL. In that case, Mr. President,
I learned a long time ago in arguing be-
fore the judge when he says, I am in-
clined to rule for you, you say, thank
you, Your Honor.

Could we do that by unanimous con-
sent at this point and then move on to
other business?

Mr. BAUCUS. We could voice vote
the amendment.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, I ex-
press my strong support for this
amendment.

The amendment sends a strong signal
from the U.S. Senate.

Customs user fees should be used
solely to fund the U.S. Customs Serv-
ice, not as some offset for unrelated
programs.

Let’s put this in context. When Con-
gress first authorized these customs
fees the avowed purpose was to under-
write the costs of Customs commercial
operations.

We should make sure these fees are
being used for customs. That is what
this Amendment does.

Allow me to read just a few of the
letters I received over the last several
months on this issue.
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The National Association of Foreign
Trade Zones writes:

[We] recently learned that the Trade Ad-
justment Assistance Bill . . . includes lan-
guage that would provide for extension of
the Merchandise Process Fee to offset the
cost of the TAA program.

As you are aware, the fee was originally es-
tablished by Congress to cover the costs of
the commercial operations of the U.S. Cus-
toms Service.

The [National Association of Foreign
Trade Zones] is strongly opposed to any ex-
tension or reauthorization of the [Merchan-
dise Process Fee] from their congressionally
intended purpose.

And the National Association of For-
eign Trade Zones is not alone.

The National Customs Brokers &
Forwarders Association of America
writes:

[We are] aware of pending legislation due
for consideration regarding Trade Adjust-
ment Assistance. While [we] support TAA,
we cannot support the use of user fees to
‘“‘pay for’’ this program.

Merchandise processing fees need to be di-
rected to the agency for which they were col-
lected—the U.S. Customs Service.

Aligent Technologies, a Fortune 500
company and one of the top 100 import-
ers in the Nation writes:

The Merchandise Processing Fee is a
‘“‘user-fee”” paid by importers to cover the
cost incurred by Customs to process imports.

... If US Customs is to continue col-
lecting [the fee], it must directly fund Cus-
toms processing improvements, specifically
for the new Automated Commercial Environ-
ment and other initiatives that are greatly
needed to improve the trade process.

Members may be under the mistaken
impression that extending these fees
without ensuring that they go for cus-
toms is simply keeping a convenient
money stream flowing.

That is not so.

You will hear that extending the fees
without ensuring they are used for cus-
toms purposes will have no impact on
Customs’ budget.

If it has no impact, why is it in the
bill? It’s in the bill because it has an
impact on budget scoring. Once CBO
scores these funds against trade adjust-
ment assistance, they cannot be used
by Customs for Customs moderniza-
tion.

These funds are no longer available
to offset the costs of Customs mod-
ernization.

So I think the Senator’s amendment
is very simple and very reasonable.

I just want to make sure that Cus-
toms user fees are being used for their
intended purpose.

In fact, we included a similar sense-
of-the-Senate resolution during mark-
up of this bill.

This is a commonsense amendment
and I urge my colleagues to support it.

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

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, very
briefly, I think we are reaching time
for the votes. I think it is proper that
the Senate vote in favor of the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Ari-
zona because basically, under current
law, passage of fees does go back to
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Customs. The merchandise fees that
are collected go into the general rev-
enue, but they have always historically
been appropriated right back to the
Customs Service. So the amendment
offered by the Senator from Arizona
simply confirms existing practice.

Basically, the Senator is correct on
how the actual dollars are collected
and should be collected and then trans-
mitted back to the Customs Service.
We are prepared to accept the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no further debate, the question is on
agreeing to amendment No. 3429.

The amendment (No. 3429) was agreed
to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

AMENDMENT NO. 3428

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, my under-
standing is that there are 5 minutes of
debate equally divided on the Dodd
amendment. I was going to ask for the
yeas and nays on the amendment, but I
understand that it will be a tabling
motion, so let me hold on that.

Briefly, I will describe what 1
thought would be a fairly straight-
forward, small, uncontroversial amend-
ment, but some have not made it as
such. What I tried to do with this
amendment was to take three provi-
sions of the United States-Jordan Free
Trade Agreement out of the six that
are incorporated in the agreement. The
three that are missing, are critically
important to have as part of the 27
pages of standards that we ask our ne-
gotiators to try to pursue as we enter
trade mnegotiations with individual
countries.

The United States-Jordan Free Trade
Agreement was adopted 100 to =zero
only a few short months ago in this
body, and as part of that agreement we
added the three standards that are ex-
cluded in this bill. The three standards
ensure that other governments will not
relax or ignore their own domestic
labor laws to gain a competitive advan-
tage, to strive to ensure that other
governments’ labor laws are consistent
with core labor standards that have al-
ready been agreed to with the ILO and,
thirdly, to agree that core labor prin-
ciples, freedom of association, prohibi-
tions on child labor, elimination of dis-
crimination in the workplace, are all
going to be efforts we would strive to
promote. They are goals. They are ob-
jectives. Unfortunately, they have been
excluded from the underlying bill.

My purpose in offering this amend-
ment is to include those important ob-
jectives. If we can include objectives
dealing with e-commerce, investments,
insurance, is it really asking too much,
out of 27 pages of standards, to add 3
that would deal with child labor, job
discrimination, and seeing to it your
domestic labor laws are not eroded,
making it disadvantageous for TU.S.
workers as we try to compete with
these countries? I hope this amend-
ment can be adopted. I regret it has
come to a vote of motion to table.
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It seems to me we have had a dy-
namic process with regard to trade ne-
gotiations over the years. It used to be
in the past we dealt with tariffs and
quotas, and that was it. Over the years,
we have added a dynamism to that, so
we have added other interests that we
want our negotiators to pursue when
we are allowing countries to have ac-
cess to our markets.

I do not think it is asking too much
to ask our negotiators, in the process
of negotiating with countries, that
they try to abolish child labor. The
International Labor Organization has
been signed by 163 countries. We have
already agreed to these provisions
under the Jordan FTA.

It seems to me that including these
provisions in the trade promotion au-
thority legislation now before us is a
modest request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time in opposition?

The Senator from Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, to be
quite candid, I wish we could accept
this amendment. The Senator makes
some very good points. The fact is that
all those standards that he seeks are in
the underlying GSP provision that is a
part of the underlying legislation. That
just brought our definitions of core
worker rights up to date. As I men-
tioned before, I hope we can bring the
definition of core worker rights in the
fast track part of the bill also up to
date. The overall objectives and the
priority objective in the underlying
bill have equal weight. We are splitting
hairs.

This amendment is very much op-
posed by many Senators. I am duty-
bound as part of the agreement to op-
pose it. I wish we could accept this
amendment because it is one we should
be able to accept.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, once
again, repeating what my colleague
from Montana has said, this part of
this legislation, not only in the Senate
but also in the House of Representa-
tives, is so carefully balanced, bringing
in the labor and environmental issues,
if you do something to pick up one vote
on the liberal end, we lose a vote on
the conservative end.

I ask my colleagues to not in any
way upset that balance. That is why
this amendment should be defeated.

The Senator from Connecticut is al-
ways a very sincere Senator on any
subject. He presents his case well. This
is one place where his ideas may be
well for the country of Jordan, where
we do $40 million a year in business,
but it is not good idea when we look
globally at negotiations with 142 coun-
tries. We cannot use the country of
Jordan necessarily as a pattern for the
whole organization.

I am strongly opposed to this amend-
ment. I think anyone who wants this
President to get trade promotion au-
thority, or trade adjustment assistance
for that matter, should be too.
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Basically, the amendment takes the
very carefully crafted House to com-
promise language on labor and Add-to
it language negotiated by the Clinton
administration in a bilateral agree-
ment with Jordan.

In my view this is not thoughtful
trade policy. If this language is in-
tended as a broad policy statement, it
is unnecessary.

The negotiating objectives in the bi-
partisan compromise already capture
the key trade and labor provisions of
the U.S. Jordan Free Trade Agreement.

Taken literally, the language dic-
tates the specific details of future
labor provisions—saying that they
have to look almost exactly like our
bilateral trade agreement with Jordan.
This simply does not make sense.

The labor text negotiated with Jor-
dan is not a one-size fits all way to ad-
dress all labor issues with every U.S.
trade partner, nor was it designed to
be. The President will be negotiating
regional, multilateral, and bilateral
agreements using trade promotion au-
thority. Any one of these may require
a different approach to labor issues. He
needs the flexibility to address labor
issues in a variety of situations.

That is what the bipartisan TPA bill
does. In fact, I would say if you really
want to improve worker rights around
the world, you should support the bi-
partisan compromise. There is more in
this bill designed to improve labor
rights than any TPA bill that has
passed the Senate.

For the first time every, the ‘‘core
labor standards’ of the ILO will be ref-
erenced in U.S. trade negotiating ob-
jectives. Further, the bill directs the
President to seek a commitment by
other governments to effectively en-
force their labor laws. These provisions
will encourage countries to improve
their labor laws, without infringing on
their sovereignty.

The bill also directs the President to
seek to strengthen the capacity of
trading partners to promote core labor
standards.

In addition, the Secretary of Labor
will be directed to consult with any
country seeking a trade agreement
with the United States concerning that
country’s labor law. U.S. technical as-
sistance will be available to help other
countries raise their labor standards.

Whenever the President seeks to im-
plement a trade agreement with a
country, he will submit a report to the
Congress describing the extent to
which that country has laws in place to
govern the exploitation of child labor.
This will focus attention on any prob-
lems which will help direct appropriate
resources to solve these problems.

Requiring a one-size fits all policy
like this amendment does is not going
to enhance labor rights. It will upset
the careful political balance incor-
porated into the bipartisan TPA Act
and kill the very bill that is best
equipped to improve worker rights.

If you want this bill or TAA to ulti-
mately make it to the President’s
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desk, I urge you to oppose this amend-
ment.

There is a fundamental truth about
trade that a lot of Senators who are
trying to amend this bill ignore—trade
in of itself can lift people out of pov-
erty and improve worker rights around
the world.

It is no coincidence that the wealthi-
est nations on Earth are those who em-
brace trade. And these are the nations
that are most likely to have the high-
est labor standards in the world. The
fact is, by passing this bill we can help
poorer nations grow.

Trade promotion authority will help
us establish trading relationships with
many developing nations. The poorest
countries in the world desperately
want the United States to trade with
them and invest in them.

Open trade and investment have
helped to raise more than 100 million
people out of poverty in the last dec-
ade, with the fastest reductions in pov-
erty coming in East Asian countries
that were most actively involved in
trade. We can see similar results in the
next decade if we pass this bill.

A recent report by the World Bank
called ‘‘Global Economic Prospects and
the Developing Countries’” shows this
to be true. According to this study, a
new WTO trade agreement could lift
300 million people out of poverty. Help-
ing nations help themselves is surely a
better path to global prosperity than
mandates.

The Senator from Connecticut stated
several times in his remarks that if
you vote against his amendment, then
you are voting against the opportunity
to do something about slave labor,
child labor, and prison labor. This as-
sertion is simply wrong.

The United States already has stand-
ards relating to internationally recog-
nized worker rights. We have had these
standards for a number of years. In
fact, U.S. standards on worker rights
are nearly identical to the ILO stand-
ards that Senator DODD wants to put
into the Finance Committee’s trade
bill.

For example:

The First ILO standard relates to
freedom of association. This is also the
same standard the U.S. recognizes.

The second ILO standard relates to
the right to bargain collectively. This
is the same standard we recognize.

The third ILO standard relates to
forced, slave, or bonded labor. This is
exactly the same standard that we rec-
ognize.

The ILO’s fourth standard related to
child labor. The fourth United States
worker rights standard also relates to
child labor.

So to say that the United States
needs ILO standards on worker rights
because we aren’t currently doing any-
thing about these issues, or because we
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don’t have the ability to do anything
about the problems addressed by these
standards, is simply wrong.

I again urge my colleagues to oppose
this bill and support the bipartisan
compromise.

I move to table the amendment, and
I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms.
STABENOW). Is there a sufficient sec-
ond?

There is a sufficient second.

The question is agreeing to the mo-
tion.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. I announce that the
Senator from North Carolina (Mr.
HeELMS) and the Senator from Alaska
(Mr. MURKOWSKI) are necessarily ab-
sent.

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

The result was announced—yeas
nays 46, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 115 Leg.]

52,

YEAS—52

Allard Ensign Nelson (NE)
Allen Enzi Nickles
Baucus Fitzgerald Roberts
Bennett Frist Santorum
Bond Gramm Sessions
Breaux Grassley Shelby
growlnback I(_}Ireg% Smith (NH)

unning age :
Burns Hatch :mlth (OR)

. nowe
Campbell Hutchinson Specter
Cantwell Hutchison
Chafee Inhofe Stevens
Cochran Kyl Thomas
Collins Lott Thompson
Craig Lugar Thurmond
Crapo McCain Voinovich
DeWine McConnell Warner
Domenici Miller
NAYS—46

Akaka Durbin Lieberman
Bayh Edwards Lincoln
Biden Feingold Mikulski
Bingaman Feinstein Murray
Boxer Grahgm Nelson (FL)
Byrd Harkln Reed
garnahan i—Iolhngs Reid

arper nouye -
Cleland Jeffords gocé‘efeum
Clinton Johnson arbanes
Conrad Kennedy Schumer
Corzine Kerry Stab'enov'l
Daschle Kohl Torricelli
Dayton Landrieu Wellstone
Dodd Leahy Wyden
Dorgan Levin

NOT VOTING—2

Helms Murkowski

The motion was agreed to.

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

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

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed as in
morning business for 4 minutes.

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

(The remarks of Senator LEAHY are
located in today’s RECORD under
‘“Morning Business.”’)

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

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

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Madam Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the
order for the quorum call be rescinded.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 3433 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3401
(Purpose: To provide a l-year eligibility pe-

riod for steelworker retirees and eligible
beneficiaries affected by a qualified closing
of a qualified steel company for assistance
with health insurance coverage and in-
terim assistance)

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Madam Presi-
dent, I send to the desk an amendment
which is sponsored by myself, Senators
MIKULSKI, WELLSTONE, DEWINE, DUR-
BIN, VOINOVICH, and STABENOW.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
ROCKEFELLER], for himself, Ms. MIKULSKI,
Mr. WELLSTONE, Mr. DEWINE, Mr. DURBIN,
Mr. VOINOVICH, and Ms. STABENOW, proposes
an amendment numbered 3433.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Madam Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that
reading of the amendment be dispensed
with.

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

(The amendment is printed in today’s
RECORD under ‘‘Text of Amendments.”’)
AMENDMENT NO. 3434 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3433
(Purpose: To clarify that steelworker retir-
ees and eligible beneficiaries are not eligi-
ble for other trade adjustment assistance
unless they would otherwise be eligible for

that assistance)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President, I
send an amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
DASCHLE] proposes an amendment numbered
3434 to amendment No. 3433.

Mr. DASCHLE. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

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

(The amendment is printed in today’s
RECORD under ‘‘Text of Amendments.”’)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Madam Presi-
dent, I rise this afternoon to talk for a
few minutes about the need for trade
adjustment assistance as a program
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and also an addition to it, something
that meets the real needs of workers as
currently contemplated, and then what
is also contemplated in our amendment
which is to add, at very small cost,
about 125,000 steel retirees.

I want to talk about them. Their
health benefits have been lost due to
the import surge that has taken place.
I passionately believe the trade adjust-
ment assistance concept has to be con-
sidered an integral part of U.S. trade
policy.

When U.S. trade policies result in
American workers losing their jobs
through no fault of their own, much
less Government inaction to protect
them in a legitimate forum, then I
think we owe them help.

I want to take a moment to highlight
the importance of the TAA health pro-
visions that will hopefully be included
in the final package the Senate passes.

Majority Leader DASCHLE, Chairman
BAuUcUSs, Senators BINGAMAN, CONRAD,
MIKULSKI, WELLSTONE, myself, and
many others have fought to include
health protection as part of TAA for
the first time. Workers want to get it.
If workers lose their jobs as a result of
imports, they deserve to get something
back. They deserve to be on their feet,
they deserve to have access to retrain-
ing, and they deserve to get cash as-
sistance. They also deserve to have
something called health care, which is
what everybody talks about and no-
body does anything about, but we
would like to. What has been lacking
has been some help for displaced work-
ers to retain their health care cov-
erage. I am not talking about just
steelworkers, I am talking about the
general population.

Under the Baucus-Grassley amend-
ment that is under consideration now,
they will have that help. I want to ex-
tend my sincere appreciation to the
majority leader for his advocacy for
provisions to provide health care as-
sistance to displaced workers who lose
jobs due to imports. This is a tremen-
dous improvement to the existing pro-
gram.

I also thank him, as I believe all
steelworkers do and should, for his sup-
port of our upcoming amendment that
will extend the new TAA health benefit
for steel retirees who have also lost
their retirement health coverage due
to closure of their former employer.

The majority leader had originally
agreed to include this as a provision in
his substitute amendment. But as we
all know, that effort was undermined
by a point of order and a threatened fil-
ibuster. So we had to make an adjust-
ment.

The majority leader agreed to sup-
port the inclusion of the steel retiree
health benefit as part of the overall
Trade Adjustment Assistance Program
because he understands what is at
stake. He understands that steel retir-
ees have lost their health benefits as a
direct result of imports—the most fero-
cious assault of imports, with a blind
eye from the U.S. Government and,
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particularly in the last several years,
just as surely as TAA-eligible workers,
active workers, lost their jobs because
of imports.

If steel retirees have lost their health
care coverage because their company
closed as a result of this massive
insurge of imports, they should get
some temporary relief. In fact, we are
giving them only bridge relief—1 year’s
relief—but it is a full year, which they
would not now have. I am talking
about 125,000 people right now in the
country. They would get 1 year’s
health benefits. This amendment would
provide it to them.

As we seek to improve benefits for
employees who lose their jobs because
unfair—and in many cases illegal—im-
ports have ravaged their industry, we
cannot forget the former employees of
these same industries—the retirees.
Under the current TAA system, an ac-
tive worker can get help in health
care—if we pass it—because they are
displaced by imports, but retirees are
left behind. The people who have gone
belly up and who are no longer working
at all but who worked for years and
years in the steel mills got nothing;
they are shut out.

The pending amendment will elimi-
nate that disparity by affording retir-
ees access to health care coverage that
displaced workers hopefully will soon
also be able to receive.

If a steelworker retires and they have
lost their health care because their
company closed, they will now be eligi-
ble to receive the same temporary
health benefits for 1 year as other
workers—active workers who have lost
their jobs and health coverage due to
imports.

These steelworker retirees are also
victims of imports. They have lost
health care because their companies
closed. Their companies closed because
the import crisis in the domestic steel
industry became overwhelming. I call
it a crisis because the International
Trade Commission called it a crisis and
said unanimously that it was due to se-
rious damage caused by imports, im-
ports from which our Government—not
just this administration but the pre-
vious one—failed to defend American
interests.

We have national laws on our books.
We failed to defend them. They don’t
allow other countries to dump their
steel products into our country. We
failed to defend that. That is not true
in other cases particularly, but it is
true with steelworkers. They have been
clobbered by this, and they have no
health care retiree ability whatsoever
right now.

Health care coverage for steel retir-
ees, who often live on fixed incomes, is
incredibly important to them. It can
mean the difference between all kinds
of things that make their lives miser-
able or OK. I want to clarify this be-
cause it is confusing. Whom are we
talking about in this amendment? Ac-
tive workers and retirees. Active work-
ers is the TAA category; active retirees
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is the steel category. Those are the
people we want to add to the TAA for
1 year.

Active workers who lose their jobs
are not retirees, they are unemployed
workers. Retirees—the steel folks—
have met years-of-service require-
ments—vested 15 years working and
this kind of thing—and they are out in
the cold. Now their companies have
closed and, for the most part, have
filed chapter 7. L'TV in Ohio filed for
chapter 7—no health benefits, no light
bulbs, nothing; everything is shut
down. The health benefits they used to
plan for in their retirement are now
gone. These are not people who can re-
tain and find new jobs, they are retir-
ees who have finished, for the most
part, their working years.

Under the new and improved TAA
program, for active workers, if a work-
er loses his job, he will now be eligible
for cash assistance, retraining, and
health benefits. In the case of a retiree
in the steel industry, they may not be
eligible for any retirement benefits
from the job that they have lost, and
under the current plan retirees are eli-
gible for nothing at all—unless my
amendment is adopted, and that will
only be for health, not for cash, not for
training, or anything else. The money
will only go to the retiree, not to the
company.

Retirees are eligible under my
amendment for the TAA health bene-
fits only if they were already eligible,
going through this vested process, for
retiree health benefits and if their
former employer permanently shut
down.

We have created a small universe of
125,000 people. When I get to the offset
in a minute, people are going to be
shocked by how cheap it is, how easy it
is to do. But the steel retirees will not
be eligible for any of the cash assist-
ance, or anything else that active
workers who are otherwise displaced
under the TAA will get. Active workers
are eligible for TAA health assistance
for the duration of the TAA cash as-
sistance, which goes on. On the other
hand, eligible steel retirees—the sub-
ject of our amendment—would only be
eligible for 1 year of health benefits.
That was the bridge we talked about,
to give everybody a chance to regroup
and see what we can do to retain the
steel industry and for them to be able
to get health care.

So this isn’t a Cadillac plan we are
talking about. This is a slimmed down
version. If retirees don’t have health
care coverage because companies shut
down due to imports, they should not
be left behind—particularly when the
Government is responsible for not de-
fending their interests over the past 30
years and not protecting the Federal
law against dumping and willingly let-
ting people do it. Of course, in the
United States we are suckers for any-
thing that is cheaper. It doesn’t matter
if it was made in America. Well, it
matters in the steel industry, and we
are about to lose it. Thirty-three com-
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panies have shut down in the last cou-
ple of years, and most of the others are
on the brink. We could very well have
no steel industry in 2, 3 years.

Today, there are only about 125,000
retirees. That is what my amendment
is about, along with Senator MIKULSKI
and Senator WELLSTONE. So 125,000 re-
tirees and their dependents, who
worked for companies such as LTV in
the steel industry do not have any
health coverage. They have not, in
fact, had any for the last several
months, since March.

These people live in Ohio, Indiana,
Michigan, New York, Alabama, Illinois,
Utah, Louisiana, North Carolina, Mis-
souri, and they do not at this point live
in West Virginia. Without the steel re-
tiree provision in this bill, those retir-
ees will continue to go without health
care. Is that what we do here? Is that
what we do as a legislative body?

Many of these retirees are not Medi-
care eligible and have no other re-
course. We all know about the terrible
human scourge of Americans without
health care coverage. We have done a
lot of talking about that, but we have
not done much to cure it. This is not
what retirees who spent a lifetime
working in the harsh conditions of a
steel mill—which my colleagues, Sen-
ators MIKULSKI and WELLSTONE, have
been in. Many others have, too. I have
not. It is like a coal mine; you do not
go in very often. It is dangerous, ter-
rible work. They helped us win the war,
and now we have a chance to do some-
thing for them.

I come back to the fact that the Fed-
eral Government has failed the steel
industry by not enforcing our national
trade laws against dumping, which is
what puts them out of work. Steel
companies were forced into bank-
ruptcy—as I said, 33 companies since
the year 2000—because our trading
partners were dumping steel on our
shores, and this is not my opinion. This
is what the International Trade Com-
mission found unanimously: That our
industry had been seriously injured by
imports.

Because of the Government’s inac-
tion for so long on those unfair trading
practices by our trading partners, our
domestic steel industry has suffered ir-
reparable harm. People look at that
and say: OK, we do not have steel in
our State; maybe it is true, maybe it is
not. It is true. The Presiding Officer
knows it. It is absolutely true. They
are falling like flies. Their stock is
selling at $1, $2. It is awful.

Section 201 gave them a little bit of
a boost, but it is a boost that will only
last 6 or 8 months or a year at most,
and then it will go right back down.
Here we come to the workhorse.

The provision is simply this. The pro-
vision will give retirees, many of whom
are entering, as I indicated, their sec-
ond month without health care cov-
erage—=85,000 of these workers are
former LTV workers, which went chap-
ter 7. They were in Ohio or they may
have moved elsewhere. It tries to give
them some breathing room.
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They will receive the same benefit we
are giving TAA-eligible workers to
keep their health care. It will allow
these retirees some time to figure out
how to secure other forms of health in-
surance. It will allow us who care
about the steel industry to figure out
how we keep them together in America
so we can consolidate and keep a steel
industry which a country such as
America ought to have.

The amendment has been officially
scored by the Joint Tax Committee as
costing—and please listen—3$179 million
over 10 years. The White House has
been putting out figures six, seven
times as large. It is dramatically less
than what people claim this provision
would cost—$179 million over 10 years.
It is paid for with two IRS administra-
tive positions. The offset is in. It is
there. It allow taxpayers to accelerate
their payments to the IRS if they so
choose to do that. Under current law,
they cannot do that. The House has al-
ready passed this. They have already
agreed to it. It was one of Chairman
BILL THOMAS’s ideas.

I do not believe any of my colleagues
will object to this pay-for and should
understand we worked hard to find
agreeable offsets, thanks primarily to
Chairman Baucus and his staff.

This amendment improves upon an
essential reform of our existing TAA
program. It gives us health care. It tar-
gets temporary assistance to those who
really need it.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment for retirees who are enti-
tled to our help.

I thank the Presiding Officer. I yield
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Ms. MIKULSKI. I thank the Chair.

Madam President, I join with pride
and enthusiasm my colleagues, Senator
ROCKEFELLER and Senator WELLSTONE,
in supporting this amendment to pro-
vide a safety net for American steel-
workers who have been battered by
decades of unfair and illegal trade
practices.

American steelworkers and their re-
tirees worked very hard and played by
the rules. They have served our coun-
try in war, building our ships, tanks,
and weapons. I was so proud of the fact
that in my own hometown of Balti-
more, at Bethlehem Steel, we made the
steel to repair the U.S.S. Cole so it
could go back out to sea and continue
to defend America.

That is what steel is all about. It
builds America. It makes us strong. It
has made us strong in war, and it has
made us strong in peace, making the
steel for our buildings, our cars, our
bridges, our roads.

Yet for decades, our Government has
watched as the steel industry withered,
not because steel was unproductive,
not because steel was overpriced, but
because of cheap, subsidized foreign
steel that has been dumped on our mar-
kets and, I might add, below the cost of
production. That is what makes it ille-
gal.
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The goal of the foreign steelmakers
is to destroy our American steel indus-
try. Then foreign producers will be free
to raise prices and control production,
and the United States of America, the
home of the free and the land of the
brave, will be dependent on foreign
steel for keeping our domestic econ-
omy going and keeping America
strong.

What would it have been if the U.S.S.
Cole, banged by a terrorist attack, had
had to limp home only while we dialed
Russia, Thailand, or Brazil to get the
steel parts to send them out to sea? I
think it is wrong to let our steel indus-
try die.

While we are going to fight for steel
and its future—and we thank our Presi-
dent, President Bush, for the tem-
porary tariffs to give steel a break—
our steelworkers are facing a crisis be-
cause so many steel companies are in
bankruptcy. What that means is, their
health care benefits are now at risk.
The Rockefeller-Mikulski-Wellstone-
Stabenow amendment seeks to help
those steelworkers who have suffered
the most from unfair trade practices:
the retirees whose companies are now
bankrupt and whose health care bene-
fits are now at risk.

Our amendment is a simple one, and
it is an affordable one. It would provide
a l-year temporary extension of health
care benefits for steel retirees who lose
their health insurance because of
trade-related bankruptcy of their com-
pany. Guess what. We have even
sunsetted it in the year 2007. This is a
bridge to help them.

Madam President, about whom are
we talking? Who are the steelworkers?
Who are the steel retirees about whom
we are talking?

First, the numbers: 600,000 retirees
and their dependents; 33,000 in my own
home State of Maryland are retired.
But it is not about numbers and statis-
tics. It is about people and it is about
families. Who are they? Guess what.
They have two characteristics in com-
mon: One, they all work for steel; two,
they have all been good, outstanding
citizens of the United States of Amer-
ica.

In my hometown, Bethlehem Steel
every year has been the largest con-
tributor to United Way. Those men and
those mills, those hot, steamy mills,
are the first to sign up for dues check-
off so the Girl Scouts, Boy Scouts,
Legal Aid, Meals on Wheels could have
their contribution. They are also very
often the first to volunteer for any
good cause in our community.

When you also look at the data on
who are the steelworkers, you find that
a high percentage of them are veterans.
They were called up and they went to
World War II. They went to Korea.
They went to Vietnam. And guess
what. While they were busy storming
Iwo Jima or climbing the cliffs at Nor-
mandy, they were fighting for America.
When they tried to make their way up
Pork Chop Hill to plant the flag, they
were fighting for America. When they
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were in that hell hole of the Mekong
Delta in Vietnam, they were fighting
for America. Now when is America
going to fight for them?

I think it is time America fights for
them. The industrial unions had the
highest compliance with the draft than
any other sector of our society. They
did not take academic deferments.
They did not go to Harvard to get a
theological degree. They did not get a
parade when they came home. By God,
they ought to at least be able to get
their health care in their retirement.

Now that is about whom I am talk-
ing. We are talking about the lifeblood
of our communities and people who
have been giving their red blood for
America. This generation has the val-
ues that we cherish: Hard work, patri-
otism, habits of the heart, neighbor
helping neighbor. Can we not at least
find a couple of million bucks to pro-
vide a 1-year bridge to help them get
the health care they need?

Last week, I told my colleagues
about Gertrude Misterka. Gertrude and
I grew up in the same neighborhood. It
is a neighborhood called Highlandtown.
Our Baltimore mneighborhoods have
names like that. I know Gertrude be-
cause we not only grew up in the same
neighborhood, but when I was first run-
ning for the city council, going door to
door, she and her husband Charlie were
living in the neighborhood and said
they absolutely would back me.

It was great to see her at my hearing
in March, but, my gosh, what an in-
credible reunion. Gertrude is now a
widow. She was married to a Beth-
lehem Steel worker named Charlie.
Charlie worked with Bethlehem Steel
for over 35 years. He was also a vet-
eran. Charlie thought that for his 35
years at Bethlehem Steel, he would
have a secure pension for himself and
his bride. He also believed if he passed
away, she would have a widow’s ben-
efit, she would have Social Security,
and his mind was at peace because she
would have her health care.

Even after his death, he thought he
could provide for her because the men
at the mills believe you ought to really
provide for your family.

Well, Gertrude relies on this health
care at Bethlehem Steel. She has dia-
betes, high blood pressure, and asthma.

I said: Gertrude, the naysayers are
saying you get gold-plated, lavish
health care. Tell me what you get.

She said: BARB, guess what. I get a
$100 monthly pension. I do not get a
COLA. When you retire at Bethlehem
Steel you take what you get, but you
do not get a COLA. My pension is fro-
Zen.

Out of a $100 monthly pension, she
pays $78 each month for her health care
premium. So she has this little pen-
sion. She has Social Security, but out
of her Bethlehem Steel, frozen with no
COLA, she pays 78 bucks.

She told me she asked her phar-
macist what her medications cost. If
she did not have health care, she would
have to pay $6,716 for her medication.
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Now, she is a diabetic. You do not
cheat on your diabetes medicine. What
are we going to do if Gertrude goes into
a coma? She is going to go into the
hospital, and that is mega bucks. You
have to take your test. You have to
take your insulin. You have to regulate
your blood pressure, and you have to
take care of that asthma so it does not
cause other complications.

I listened to Gertrude that day and
my heart went out to her and other
steel retirees. I promised her I would
fight to help those retired steel-
workers. They need a safety net so
they do not lose their health care.
Then the only reason they will lose
their health care is because their com-
panies are in trouble and are going
bankrupt because of documented unfair
trade practices.

These families worked hard for
America, some for nearly 50 years,
doing back-breaking work in hot mills
and in cold mills. Families now need
our help. Retired steelworkers who
thought 30 or 40 years of hard work
meant security for their families, wid-
ows who sent their husbands off to
these mills every day: these are the
true victims of years of unfair trade
practice. So this is why we have our
amendment.

American steel is in crisis. Our steel
companies are filing for bankruptcy
protection; 31 since 1997, 17 last year.
Steel mills are shutting down. Steel-
workers are losing their jobs. Why are
they doing this? Again, this is not hap-
pening because of the steelworkers
being at fault, the retirees being too
greedy, or the companies being poorly
managed. The cause of the steel crisis
is well-known: Unfair foreign competi-
tion has brought American steel to its
knees. Foreign steel companies, sub-
sidized by their governments, are
dumping excess steel into America’s
open market at fire sale prices. This is
not rhetoric. This is fact, documented
by the International Trade Commis-
sion.

Last year, they found these viola-
tions unanimously.

Let me give an example. The Russian
Government keeps about 1,000 unprofit-
able steel plants open through sub-
sidies. That is not 1,000 steelworkers;
that is 1,000 steel companies. Well, it is
real easy to compete with them, is it
not?

The Russians are our newfound
friends, but the Russians will not let us
export our chicken legs to them. South
Korea has nearly doubled its produc-
tion capacity since 1990, without the
domestic demand to support it. So, zip,
in comes their steel. When Asian coun-
tries had the collapse of their econo-
mies, they again dumped the steel. Was
any action taken? Oh, no. The
globalizers backed it.

I know we are going global, but while
they are going global, we do not have
to abandon the people who fought for
America. I said earlier in my remarks
about why steel is important: The rail-
roads, the bridges, the ships, the tanks.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Saving steel is not an exercise in nos-
talgia. It is a national security issue.
We need to maintain production in
very important sectors. No more than
we want to be food dependent should
we be steel dependent.

Our President, George Bush, said
steel is an important issue and he said
it is an important national security
issue. I could not agree with him more.
Quoting Senator STEVENS, a great pa-
triot:

During World War II, we produced steel for
the world. We produced steel for the allies.
We rebuilt Europe. Could we do it again?

I am not so sure.

America must never become depend-
ent on foreign suppliers such as Russia
or China for the steel we need to defend
our Nation and keep our country on
the go. Tariffs have been imposed by
President Bush. I am going to reiterate
what I said earlier in my remarks: I
really do thank the President for doing
that. Those tariffs were temporary,
limited to 3 years. They were specific
and they were well documented
through the ITC. I appreciate the
President’s action, and that was a very
important step, but now we need the
next step. Tariffs help the industry.
Now it is also time to help the workers
and their retirees who will lose their
health care if their companies go
under.

Senator DASCHLE has led the way to
provide a temporary l-year extension
of health benefits to qualified steel-
workers. I sure support that. We are
also helping with other issues related
to current workers. Like the tem-
porary work tariffs gave the companies
breathing room to recover, we need a
temporary extension of benefits to give
workers and retirees breathing room to
find health care. This is what we need
to do.

I was moved at a hearing by the sto-
ries of ©people such as Gertrude
Misterka and others. I have been to the
rallies. I have been to the meetings. 1
feel very close to these workers. I grew
up in Baltimore in a mneighborhood
where most of the people in that com-
munity worked either at Bethlehem
Steel, Western Electric, or General Mo-
tors. Western Electric has since closed.
General Motors, we are not sure about
its future there. Bethlehem Steel is in
bankruptcy. We have real problems.
This is our industrial base.

In that neighborhood where I grew
up, my father had a neighborhood gro-
cery store. He opened it early every
day so that the steelworkers on the
early morning shift could come by and
buy their lunch. These were the people
I knew. These are not numbers and sta-
tistics, these are people with names
such as Stanley, Henry, and Joe. These
workers at Bethlehem Steel were not
units of production, they were our
neighbors. They were my neighbors,
but they are your neighbors.

What did we know about Bethlehem
Steel? In Baltimore, we thought it was
a union job with good wages and good
benefits. Our neighbors could go to
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work and put in an honest day’s work,
get fair pay, and come back and build
our communities. Right now, most of
the Bethlehem Steel workers work
very hard. Their commitment to Beth-
lehem Steel is a commitment to Amer-
ica, doing the work that needs to get
done for fair pay and a secure future.
We are proud of our workers at Beth-
lehem Steel. We are proud of what they
did at the mill. We are proud of how
they defended America. We are proud
of the way they prepare the U.S.S.
Cole.

I think it is time we repair the agree-
ments to assure our retirees have the
health care they need.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
thank my colleagues, Senator ROCKE-
FELLER, Senator MIKULSKI, and other
Senators who have joined in this
amendment. I thank Senator MIKULSKI
for her remarks and for reminding
Members we are not talking about sta-
tistics, we are talking about men and
women whom we know and love and in
whom we believe. I thank Senator
ROCKEFELLER for his painstaking work
putting this amendment together.

I am not the insider politician, but I
want steelworkers—and not just steel-
workers; I want people in the heartland
of America, in industrial America—to
know exactly what the situation is. It
is 5:10 on Thursday night in the Senate
Chamber. Here is what is going on. We
had an amendment originally as part of
the trade adjustment assistance. It was
an amendment that said part of trade
adjustment assistance ought to be to
build a 1-year bridge where we can at
least make sure the steelworker retir-
ees—in the case of Minnesota, taconite
workers on the Iron Range—who
worked hard all their life, and now over
30 companies have declared bank-
ruptcy, including LTV company, a
classic example, receive retiree health
care benefits. People are terrified.

We said, let’s have a l-year bridge.
This was in the original amendment.
Senator ROCKEFELLER worked very
hard on it. Jay took the lead. Senator
DASCHLE deserves a lot of credit. He is
the leader of our party. We have this as
part of trade adjustment assistance.

The administration came out
Wednesday of last week with a letter.
They said the cost would be about $800
million in 1 year. They were downright
untruthful with the figures. Actually,
we were talking about $180 million over
10 years, not $800 million over 1 year.
The administration said it was ada-
mantly opposed. It was crystal clear
there was no way to move this package
forward, and therefore this provision
was removed.

I was presiding in the chair when
Senator DASCHLE said: I make it crys-
tal clear that all amendments to try to
modify this trade adjustment assist-
ance package, I will oppose—but not
the amendment that will deal with
steelworkers, trying to give them help;
I will support that.
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Now we bring the amendment to the
floor. What does the amendment say?
It says as part of this trade adjustment
assistance package, $180 million over 10
years, can’t we build this 1-year bridge
to provide the help to the people who
have worked so hard, now terrified
they will lose their health care bene-
fits? It is cost effective. It helps people.
It is compassionate liberalism, compas-
sionate conservatism, compassionate
Democrats, and compassionate Repub-
licans. We ought to do this. It is the
right thing to do.

I want steelworkers and their fami-
lies to know, this is now being filibus-
tered. There are Senators who I assume
will be debating this—I hope; certainly
not the majority. The good news, Sen-
ator ROCKEFELLER: Clearly, we have
the majority of the votes. What we
have now is no agreement on time, no
agreement for an up-or-down vote. This
bill is being filibustered. That is where
we are. We are in a filibuster situation.
One would think it was a cardinal sin
and the most terrible thing in the
world to try to provide some help to
people—which is what this is about.
Therefore, this is being filibustered.
Therefore, we are going to continue
with this debate. There won’t even be a
vote until next week. That is what is
happening right now.

I am pleased we have a majority of
the votes. That is obvious, since the
opponents do not want an up-or-down
vote. We have a lot of support for this
amendment. The question is whether
we can overcome the filibuster, wheth-
er we can overcome the efforts to block
this amendment.

I remember Jerry Fallos, president of
Local 4108 on the Iron Range of Min-
nesota, came here within the last
month and testified. I cannot say it as
well as he can say it. It is amazing. He
has seen 1,300 people out of work. Peo-
ple are out of work, and these are good-
paying jobs. And now you wonder how
you will support your family, and 6
months or a year later you do not have
health coverage, and you worry about
that. For a lot of the taconite workers,
it is their parents about whom they
worry.

That is what we focus on, people who
are vested, worked a lot of years for
companies, and now they are terrified
their health care benefits are going to
be canceled. Jerry said the people from
the Iron Range are used to hard times:
We are survivors, though. We work
hard. We have always responded to our
country in times of need. This steel in-
dustry has always been there for our
country in times of war. But now we
are asking for some help.

I say to the 100 Senators, as you de-
cide how to vote on this filibuster, this
is $180 million over 10 years. That is all
it is. If you made the estate tax perma-
nent, which mainly goes to million-
aires, plus, you would be talking about
$8 billion over 5 years. If we can help
out the wealthiest people, if we can
have all kinds of tax breaks to multi-
nationals, one would think $180 million
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over 10 years to provide help to retir-
ees, a l-year bridge before we finally
put together a package that will help
these people, would not be filibustered.

I cannot even believe we are now out
here fighting a filibuster, but that is
the situation. I ask the question,
Where are our values? Where is our col-
lective humanity? Are we going to step
up to the plate and help people? This is
a very modest amendment. We have
passion about this because it is people
we know and we love and in whom we
believe.

I told Senator ROCKEFELLER about
one discussion I had with one steel-
worker. He said to me: Now we are
counting on you all. A lot of our lives
are at stake. People’s lives are at
stake.

That is not being melodramatic. Sen-
ator MIKULSKI used the example of pre-
scription drugs. Elderly people are ter-
rified. They do not know how they will
afford the costs. They worked hard.
They did everything for our country.
Companies now declare bankruptcy and
walk away, and they don’t know what
they will do.

We say can’t we, over 1 year, provide
help while we work together and come
up with a package to help the retirees
and help the steel industry get back on
its feet? That is no small issue to the
economy of the United States of Amer-
ica.

I want to talk a little bit about the
position the administration has taken.
I will try to be well behaved.

I do want to say on section 201 that
the administration has already enter-
tained all sorts of exemptions. There
are now a thousand exemptions to the
President’s section 201 decision and
Secretary O’Neill is reported as saying
that a significant portion of them will
be favorably decided. So it may not
provide us with the trade relief we were
hoping for, though as Senator MIKUL-
SKI said, it is surely a step forward.

On the Iron Range it was not. On the
Iron Range you have tariff rate quotas,
so basically until you have 7 million
tons of slab steel, that can come into
the country without any help whatso-
ever. That is what we have right now.
That is what has put our taconite
workers out of work. So it simply does
not help at all.

Then you have 32 U.S. steel compa-
nies in the last 2 years that have filed
for bankruptcy. That is just unbeliev-
able. That is 30 percent of the domestic
steelmaking capacity. When they file
for bankruptcy, this is terror that peo-
ple then have to deal with because then
they can walk away, and they do walk
away from retiree health benefits. That
is what we are speaking to.

Let me just be really clear. There is
a bipartisan group of Senators who
have been working on the Steel Indus-
try Retirees Benefits Protection Act,
Democrats and Republicans. We all
know there is a lot of work to do. The
question is whether or not we can have
this 1-year bridge. We can do some-
thing for people who, right now, are
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flat on their backs, who are terrified,
who are worried. We can get some help
to them because they are in this posi-
tion through no fault of their own. No-
body can say that retired taconite
workers and steelworkers are in the po-
sition they are in right now, worried
about how they are going to afford
health care costs, because they are
slackers or because they are cheaters
or because they don’t work hard or be-
cause they are not loyal or because
they are not patriotic or because they
don’t love America or because they
have not done everything to serve our
country. They have done all of that
and more.

The only thing we are asking is
whether or not the Senate and this ad-
ministration will help these families.

I do not have the years or the savvy
of either of my colleagues out here, but
I have been here now 114 years. I can
figure out what is going on. This is an
amendment that is tough to be against.
This is a high moral ground amend-
ment. There is a lot of passion behind
this amendment. There is a lot of de-
cency behind this amendment. Frank-
ly, it is all about helping people—peo-
ple who richly deserve and need the
help.

I think we have a majority vote, but
the opponents will not give us that
vote. They will not agree to a time
limit. So we will be at this for the next
several days. We will be at this over
the weekend.

I hope steelworker families and other
families all across the heartland of
America are in touch with all Senators
because we are going to do everything
we can to overcome this obstacle, this
filibuster. A good, strong vote is impor-
tant, and I am delighted because we
have that; otherwise, there would not
be a filibuster. Now we have to deal
with the filibuster. I hope Senators will
be there to support these steelworker
retirees.

I do not know about my colleagues,
but for me, I have been waiting ever
since this debate started on fast track
for this amendment because here is
where I think Tip O’Neill’s adage about
““all politics is local” is absolutely
true. I would not make any apology to
anybody about this.

Senator ROCKEFELLER and Senator
MIKULSKI, there is nothing I want more
in the world than to pass this amend-
ment. We passed it already. We have
over 50 votes. That is why it is being
filibustered. There is nothing I want
more in the world than to make sure
we are able to come through for people.
That is why this amendment is impor-
tant: Not because of some strategy, not
because of some tactic, but because it
is on the floor of the Senate, it is 5:30
Thursday night but, darn it, this
amendment is directly connected to
the concerns and circumstances of the
lives of people we represent.

This is the right amendment. There
is no other reason to be in the Senate
than to try to pass this kind of legisla-
tion to help people—no other reason.
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Nothing can be more important, and I
hope we will have the support of our
colleagues.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from West Virginia.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
would like to introduce a few things in
the RECORD.

First, I ask unanimous consent Sen-
ator ARLEN SPECTER of Pennsylvania
be added as a cosponsor. He is the co-
chair of the steel caucus.

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

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I also ask to
have a letter from the vice chairman,
president, and CEO of Nucor, which is
the largest minimill in the TUnited
States, be printed in the RECORD.

In the steel industry you have some
conflict between integrated steel mills
and minimills which take scrap and
turn it into steel. It is an arcane but
nevertheless very real conflict.

I called Dan DiMicco in California
about this amendment. He has written
me a letter saying they have no prob-
lem with it at all. In no way will they
oppose this proposal.

Nucor has long advocated consideration
must be made for displaced steel workers or
retirees in transition due to permanent plant
closures.

One of the reasons he is for this is a
point I made earlier. This money does
not go to companies. It does not go to
integrated steel companies or
minimills. It goes to human beings.

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

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

NUCOR CORPORATION,
Charlotte, NC, May 6, 2002.
Hon. JOHN D. ROCKEFELLER IV,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR ROCKEFELLER: I understand
legislation pending before the Senate would
make certain steel industry retirees who
have lost their health care coverage eligible
under the Trade Adjustment Assistance pro-
gram for federal assistance in obtaining
health insurance coverage through COBRA
or state sponsored plans for one year.

Nucor Corporation will not oppose this
proposal. Nucor has long advocated that con-
sideration must be made for displaced steel
workers or retirees in transition due to per-
manent plant closures. The continued surge
of illegally traded steel has devastated com-
munities across America and left many retir-
ees and their families without access to
health care.

As I understand the proposal under consid-
eration, it would help the retirees who have
lost health care coverage due to permanent
closure of capacity directly and is for a lim-
ited period of time. As such, I do not believe
it would adversely affect Nucor because it
would not allow companies to discharge
their legacy obligations onto the federal gov-
ernment. We continue to believe that pen-
sion and health commitments of surviving
mills should remain the responsibility of
those mills, not of the taxpayers or the rest
of the industry.

Sincerely,
DANIEL R. DIMICCO,
Vice Chairman, President & CEO.
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Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, I
also called Governor Bob Taft of Ohio
yesterday afternoon. I told him we
have this situation, we have this
amendment. Yes, of course, L'TV is lo-
cated in his State, but that doesn’t
mean necessarily all the 85,000 steel re-
tirees are located in his State. I met
Governor Taft back in the 1960s. I don’t
know him well, but he is a fine Gov-
ernor. He is a conservative Governor, a
responsible Governor, and he did some-
thing I thought very unusual.

What I was asking for was a letter of
support for my amendment. The Gov-
ernor gets this phone call from some
United States Senator at 6 o’clock in
the evening saying: Can I have a letter
from you by noon? That is when this
Senator thought we were going to be
doing this legislation today.

He sent it. He sent it to Senator
VoiNovIcH, which is what he should
have done. He is a cosponsor of the bill.
But in it he says:

Retired steel workers, similar to their cur-
rently employed counterparts [active work-
ers], are suffering irreparable harm as a re-
sult of unfair trade practices. This amend-
ment offers temporary relief for those retir-
ees in the greatest need.

I urge you to support this amendment and
thank you for your attention to this impor-
tant issue.

He says a lot of good things about the
amendment. I ask unanimous consent
that also be printed in the RECORD.

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

STATE OF OHIO,
Columbus, OH, May 16, 2002.
Hon. GEORGE V. VOINVICH,
Hart Senate Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR VOINOVICH: I am writing to
express my support for an amendment
planned to be included in the trade adjust-
ment assistance section of the trade bill
being considered today by the Senate. As
you are aware, the health benefits of retired
steel workers have been terminated as a re-
sult of failed steel companies. Tens of thou-
sands of retired steel workers, concentrated
in Northeast Ohio, are now without health
care or are struggling to pay expensive pre-
miums.

I commend the President for his imposi-
tion of significant remedies to defend our na-
tion’s steel industry from the unfair trade
practices of some foreign producers. Unfortu-
nately the relief did not come soon enough
for some companies. Major steel manufactur-
ers have permanently closed, health care and
pension funds are exhausted and retirees are
left with few and costly health care options.

The Health Care Benefits Bridge program
will allow retired steel workers to receive a
health care credit for one year equal to 70
percent of the total cost of premium of
health care coverage under COBRA or state
established plans. The retirees would be re-
sponsible for the remaining 30 percent. The
bridge plan would limit eligibility those re-
tirees who have lost health care coverage be-
cause of the permanent closure of their
former employer.

Retired steel workers, similar to their cur-
rently employed counterparts, are suffering
irreparable harms as a result of unfair trade
practices. This amendment offers temporary
relief for those retirees in greatest need.
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I urge you to support this amendment and
thank you for your attention to this impor-
tant issue.

Sincerely,
BOB TAFT,
Governor.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I also want to
make one point clear. Some people say:
Why can’t the Department of Labor—
which sort of decides on TAA matters—
why doesn’t it just include, administra-
tively, steel retirees?

They cannot. They do not have the
power to do that. They do not have the
authority to do that. The retirees we
are talking about—Senator
WELLSTONE, Senator MIKULSKI, myself,
and Senator STABENOW, who obviously
wants to say something—they do not
have the power to do that. They cannot
include them on their own. It can only
be done through action of the Congress,
which is why this amendment is before
us.

Back last summer, a number of us
were doing the legacy bill, which is
sort of the big solution, a $16 or $17 bil-
lion solution. And there is a great rea-
son for that; it just did not happen to
be a very compelling one at the time
we were doing it. But you have to do
three things to make steel work.

I apologize to my colleague from
Michigan, because I know how much
she wants to speak.

You have to invoke section 201. That
is the International Trade Commission.
The Finance Committee had voted to
do that. Oddly enough, the Finance
Committee has the same power under
the law to invoke the International
Trade Commission on the subject of
imports and the damage from imports
as does the President of the United
States. So does the Ways and Means
Committee. They did not choose to in-
voke it. We did. So had the President
not invoked section 201, we would have,
and already had voted to do so. So the
same process would have taken place.

The first thing you have to do is in-
voke section 201. What does that do for
you? It gives a little bit of a lift in the
market, as I indicated, for 6 or 8
months. People feel a little bit better.
But it does not last. It did buy us time,
and we needed time. Because we have
to think, how are we going to keep the
steel industry together? How can we
have a 40 or 50-million-ton steel indus-
try in a place called the United States
of America, which sort of started this
whole thing?

All around the world, everybody,
when they want to get into the United
Nations, they start a steel industry and
they buy a 747. Now, that is a little
crude, and I apologize for saying that,
but, frankly, that is what you do to es-
tablish yourself as a real country: You
have a national airline—it might be
one plane—and you have a steel indus-
try. So these imports just come flowing
into our country from all over the
world. People underestimate the power
of that. Of course, they are cheap be-
cause they are dealing with $l-an-hour
labor, a little more or a little less. And



May 16, 2002

then sometimes our industries have to
buy that because they have to survive.

So I want to stress the urgency of
particularly what has happened be-
tween 1998 and 2000 and 2001, where this
enormous import surge overtook the
United States in steel at the same time
as another surge of total neglect on the
part of the Government. This is not a
partisan statement about this adminis-
tration. It was the same thing in the
last administration.

I can remember endless hours in the
steel commission arguing with Bob
Rubin, Gene Spurling, and Charlene
Barshefsky, and all kinds of high and
mighty people. And they said: No,
globalization is the deal. I said: I agree;
it is the deal, and I voted for PNTR,
and all the rest of it. But, frankly, we
have something called a steel industry
in Senator STABENOW’s State and my
State, and it is sort of the heart and
soul of America. But they were not in-
terested.

I think Senator WELLSTONE’s $800
million figure was, in fact, e-mailed by
the White House to a whole lot of Sen-
ate offices just as late as this after-
noon, trying, again, to scare us away
from this amendment based on cost.

I will just end with this thought. It
almost seems impossible we would be
bringing an amendment to this body,
an amendment which only affects
125,000 people at the present time, and
they have to go through so much to
even qualify. They have to have
worked in the mill 15 years, and all the
rest of it. And if the mill goes chapter
T—that is, goes belly-up, completely—
it has to do so by January of 2001. And
then it only lasts until January 1 of
2004. That means, if a West Virginia
plant or a Michigan plant went belly-
up and shut out the lights, sent out
pink slips, with no health benefits,
nothing, everything goes. The Pension
Benefit Guaranty Corporation does
take care of the pensions, but nobody
takes care of health care. Nobody takes
care of health care for these people.

We still provide this amendment,
which is so tightly constricted to
125,000 people, costing $179 million over
10 years. Frankly, I don’t know why
the White House does not say: We want
this. We accept this. We will take cred-
it for it. It is a no-brainer. Yet, obvi-
ously, it is the subject of filibustering
and all kinds of divisions. And I regret
that very much.

There is really nothing quite like a
steelworker. They sweat and toil, as
you can imagine. It is so dangerous.
They lose arms, fingers, legs. They
work in 125 to 130-degree heat in the
summer. I am not pleading for them. I
am just simply saying that when their
company goes belly-up because of Gov-
ernment inaction, by not enforcing the
Federal laws against imports, they de-
serve—if not to get cash, if not to get
training, if not to get other benefits—
at least to get health care benefits.

I thank the Presiding Officer and
yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.
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Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
rise with great pride to be a cosponsor
of this amendment. I thank my col-
league from West Virginia for his pas-
sion, his compassion, and his advocacy
for great Americans—our great Amer-
ican steelworkers. He has been here
over and over again fighting on behalf
of the industry, fighting on behalf of
workers, many of whom are in Michi-
gan. I thank him for his leadership. I
also thank Senator WELLSTONE from
Minnesota for his ongoing leadership
and advocacy for our steelworkers, as
well as thanking Senator MIKULSKI
from Maryland.

This is a dynamic trio that I am very
proud to join, and I very much appre-
ciate the fact that they are coming
back over and over and over again
until we can get this done.

I share my colleagues’ view that we
are coming with a critical yet modest
proposal in terms of how we debate in
the Senate, covering 125,000 retirees
with health benefits at a cost of $179
million over 10 years, which certainly
sounds like a lot of money, but in
terms that we are debating, it is a very
small amount to put aside for a group
of people who have worked their whole
lives to build America.

I find it so amazing, as we debated
other bills—and we have talked about
our overreliance on energy and the
need to do more domestic production—
that we, at this time, would not be up
in arms about the possibility, hopefully
not probability, of losing an American
steel industry. I cannot imagine, in
this time that we are focused on na-
tional security and war on terrorism,
that we would even, in any way, allow
the possibility that we might lose our
domestic steel industry. Yet that is
what is happening in our country.

We have only six iron ore mines in
the country: four in Minnesota and two
in Michigan. When they are closed, we
will no longer have the ability to pull
the raw materials out of the ground.

The men and women in the upper pe-
ninsula of Michigan work very, very
hard. They and their families have
gone through layoffs. They have gone
through mine closings. They are on the
edge. This proposal is simply to say
that for those who are already retired,
who had health benefits, who were
promised health benefits, whose com-
panies closed—and we had over 33 of
them closed since the year 2000—we
would give them a 1-year reprieve, 1
yvear of health care benefits, to try to
help in the transition.

I very much appreciate the fact that
the President has acknowledged the
concerns about steel and taken some
action. There are efforts right now to
help the industry, to address the ques-
tion of unfair dumping. This is a small
bridge for 125,000 people who are retired
from an industry that is critical. They
built America. And I believe we owe
them at least that.

For those who are now working in
the great State of Michigan, whether it
is in the upper peninsula or whether it
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is in the lower peninsula of Michigan,
down river or metro Detroit, we owe
them, as well, to stop the dumping, the
unfair competition, so that we can give
them an opportunity to succeed and
give our steel companies, which are
making investments, are efficient, and
doing everything they can to stay
afloat, the opportunity to succeed be-
cause we, as a country, need them to
succeed.

The issue of steel in our country
today is absolutely critical. While we
are working to find ways to stop unfair
trade practices and, hopefully, the
mechanisms and remedies that have
been put into place will have some kind
of positive effect—we certainly hope
so—while we are working for other
ways to support the steelworkers and
their families, to support the busi-
nesses, this is a small way to acknowl-
edge the significance and the impor-
tance of the steel industry and the
steelworkers in the United States and
to say for those who are retirees, who
assumed when they would retire that
they would have their health care ben-
efits and who have lost them because of
unfair competition, because of dump-
ing in our country from other coun-
tries, that we, in fact, will recognize
them in this whole question of trade
adjustment assistance.

I am proud to stand with my col-
leagues. I ask that we come together in
a bipartisan way. With a small amount
of investment, we can make a major
statement and help 125,000 great Amer-
icans. I hope we will do that.

I urge strong support for the amend-
ment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I see a
few of the sponsors of the amendment
are present. Maybe either one of the
sponsors, since they know more about
this amendment than I, might be able
to respond.

I am wondering how much this
amendment will cost. How much does
it cost per family, per beneficiary?
Would either the Senator from West
Virginia or the Senator from Maryland
tell me that? Many times health care
per family costs $7,000; sometimes
steelworkers have very generous plans.
Could they give me some idea of what
it costs per family?

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. As to the mat-
ter of how much it costs each family,
that is not yet available because the
circumstances vary enormously. Some-
times there might be a little bit of
health care left over. In virtually all
cases, there was none left over.

The fact is the Joint Tax Committee,
which looked at this in a rather con-
servative fashion, came out with a $179
million cost over a period of 10 years. I
don’t think the Senator from Okla-
homa would challenge that.

Mr. NICKLES. Per year or $179 mil-
lion over a 10-year period?

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Over a period of
10 years.

Mr. NICKLES. Does the program last
for 12 months? How many months of
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health care are we providing for retired
steelworkers?

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. If the under-
lying amendment, referring to the TAA
in general and health care, pre-
vailed——

Mr. NICKLES. Just the steelworkers.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I am answering,
if the Senator would allow me to an-
swer the question the way I would like
to. That can provide health care for a
couple of years, but not with the steel-
worker retirees. That is only a 12-
month period, and that is it, once.

Mr. NICKLES. I am just trying to
learn what is in the Senator’s amend-
ment. I am going to debate against it
in a minute, but I want to educate my-
self on what I am debating.

The cost is $179 million over 10 years,
but the program for steelworkers only
lasts for 1 year, the 12 months’ bene-
fits. So it is actually about $179 million
for 1 year’s benefits for the eligible
steelworkers in the Senator’s amend-
ment?

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. That is correct.
I think I understand what the Senator
is also asking. And that is, if it is a 1-
year program, we are only talking
about 10 years. I would be happy to
hand over a chart exactly of what is
proposed. In fact, the funding is zero
for this year, 86 for next year, 25 for
following, 15, 16, 2, and then there is a
series of just dots and dashes, not con-
templating that there will be anything
in the succeeding 10 years. That is
what it was done for. It was done for 10
years.

Mr. NICKLES. I will ask either Sen-
ator, the duration of the amendment to
benefit only the steelworkers is for 12
months. I happen to have great respect
for the Senator from Maryland and the
Senator from West Virginia. I have a
feeling that if that 12 months was ex-
piring, that you would be coming for
an extension of the 12 months.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. The Senator is
entirely wrong in that. I apologize to
the Senator from Maryland. That is in-
correct. This is not a question of some-
thing which comes up for reauthoriza-
tion. This will not happen. One year,
once.

Mr. NICKLES. In the underlying
Daschle amendment that was intro-
duced a week or so ago, it was a 2-year
program; isn’t that correct?

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. In the under-
lying amendment for TAA workers who
are different than steel retirees; those
are active workers you are talking
about. I am talking about steel retir-
ees.

Mr. NICKLES. Correct me if I am
wrong, active steelworkers would apply
and would benefit under the TAA pro-
posal as any other TAA eligible em-
ployee. The Senator’s amendment ap-
plies only to retired steelworkers?

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. That is correct.

Mr. NICKLES. And correct me if I am
wrong, you are talking about retired
steelworkers basically in two plants, is
that accurate? Or is this retired steel-
workers, any steelworker who happens
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to be retired? Or is it specifically to
steelworkers who are in chapter 11 or
chapter 7?

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. If I can answer
the Senator’s question, it is not any
steelworker. It isn’t anybody in chap-
ter 7 or chapter 11. It is only to those
who are vested, which by itself is a 15-
year requirement. They get nothing
that TAA, if it were to pass, would get
in the way of, say, 2 years of health
care. They don’t get any cash. They
don’t get any transition. They don’t
get any retraining. All they get is 12
months of bridge health care, period,
once.

Mr. NICKLES. Since we are not going
to vote on this today and you are spon-
soring the amendment, I have heard
the arguments made. We want to help
these families. And you are providing
health care for the families, 125,000
families, I believe I heard you say. I
would like to know, health care costs
so much per month, so much per year
per family. I would love for my col-
leagues to tell me how much these
plans cost so we would have a little
better idea of the per-family benefit.

Mr. WELLSTONE. It is 70 percent of
the COBRA cost. That is what this
amendment is about. It is the same.
COBRA costs on average about $700 a
month. This picks up 70 percent. That
is what we do for other employees.
That is the cost.

Mr. NICKLES. I am happy to know

that. So if COBRA costs $700 a
month——

Mr. WELLSTONE. That is an aver-
age.

Mr. NICKLES. I am just trying to
make sure we find out what we are
talking about. If COBRA costs $700 a
month and you are talking about 70
percent of that, that is $500 a month.
And you are talking about 12 months,
so you are talking about $6,000 benefit
per year. Is that pretty close to accu-
rate? I am just trying to figure this out
so I will know, if we are getting ready
to give benefits to one particular
group—as a matter of fact, a couple of
companies—I kind of need to know. I
think it would be nice for the tax-
payers to know.

I am happy to yield to the Senator
from Maryland.

Ms. MIKULSKI. First of all, I am so
glad that the Senator from Oklahoma
is in the Chamber. We are glad that
Members who have concerns or even
opposition are here. Let’s do the clari-
fication.

The Senator asked about the annual
cost, $179 million over 10 years. First,
in the year 2003, $85 million; 2004, $25
million because of a population dip;
then up to $50 million in 2005; $18 mil-
lion in 2006; and $2 million in 2007. And
this is sunsetting at 2007. So the bill
has a sunset.

Mr. NICKLES. I think I have the
floor.

Ms. MIKULSKI. I just wanted to add
about the complexity of going to the
family because you see these retirees,
and the way this would work is that it
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is a tax credit to the risk pool that
takes this on. So we are not quite sure
what the individual family premiums
would be. We asked Joint Tax and the
Budget Committee, those who advise
us, to tell us what would be the annual
estimates, and then an estimate be-
tween now and 2007.

Mr. NICKLES. Well, I am not a big
fan of tax credits, just so the Senator
from Maryland knows—and the Sen-
ator from West Virginia already knows
this about the Senator from Oklahoma.
Therefore, I question the wisdom of
doing this in tax credit form. It would
be a lot more direct, legitimate, for
scorekeeping and otherwise, to say we
are going to write a check, and here
are thousands of people, and say pay
for your health care, than to try to go
through silly system of tax credits,
where it doesn’t work very well. I
think maybe I will explain that at
some point.

I am trying to have a better under-
standing. If you have a 12-month pay-
ment—or assistance in payment, 70
percent—for steelworkers, and we are
doing that for 12 months, this is 2002;
why are we making payments in 2004
and 2005? I don’t understand that.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I will be happy
to try to answer that. First of all, in-
cluded in the $179 million—which I as-
sume came as some surprise to the
Senator from Oklahoma, because that
is the entire cost over the entire
amendment—the scoring group took
into account what would happen, for
example, not with just the 125,000 we
have this year, but suppose Bethlehem
Steel in Maryland, as could happen,
went chapter 7, went belly-up next
year; the Senator from Oklahoma
should know—and there might be some
residuals; there might be a caretaker
or grandmother who has a dependent.
If that company goes belly-up, that is
already included in the $179 million.
They looked at the condition of what
they adjudged to be the steel industry
and its future, and the health care cost
attending to that and made their judg-
ment. So your question still comes
back to $179 million.

Mr. NICKLES. I appreciate the clari-
fication. If a company went bankrupt
in 2004, they could receive benefits
under this amendment, is that correct,
up to 12 months?

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. If one takes the
scoring of this offset, one could posture
that, and one could also raise the ques-
tion that it might not happen. They
were trying to figure out as best they
could—and who can figure these things
out absolutely perfectly—what is like-
ly to happen in the steel industry and
what the health care consequences are
for retirees. All of that fits within the
$179 million.

Mr. NICKLES. I wonder, as well, as
the sponsors of the amendment are
very close to the steelworkers, if they
can provide this Senator, over the next
couple of days, what the benefits are
and what the benefit package costs for
retirees. Those are collectively bar-
gained packages. I could probably find
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that on the Internet. These are pack-
ages they provide for retirees. Given
this fact, I would like to know, are we
subsidizing plans that are very gen-
erous, comparable to Federal employ-
ees? I don’t know.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. If I may answer
the Senator, unlike the coal industry,
the steel industry has a whole series of
different bargained health benefit
packages. I don’t know exactly, but my
guess is that right now the steel com-
panies probably pay about 90 percent of
the health care costs of the steel-
workers, and the steelworkers pay 10
percent. So they have already gone
from 90 percent down to 70 percent, and
then they have their choice, as the
Governor of Ohio, Governor Taft, indi-
cated, of using a variety of risk pools.
It could be a variety of programs, but
it is not a constant figure. It could
vary, and it is definitely not based
upon what it is they negotiated. They
have made tremendous cuts and sac-
rifices from the agreements they nego-
tiated with the steel company.

Mr. NICKLES. What age of eligibility
can people—when you think of retirees,
you think of somebody at age 65. What
is the earliest age a retired steelworker
might be who might receive benefits
under this proposal?

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. As best we can
figure, 256 percent of the steelworkers
who might receive this proposal are
not receiving Medicare. As such, none
have prescription drugs.

Mr. NICKLES. Correct me if I am
wrong, so you have it that 75 percent of
the pool are now Medicare eligible, is
that correct?

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Without the
prescription drugs, correct.

Mr. NICKLES. And 75 percent of the
beneficiaries—the 125,000 people—are
eligible for Medicare, is that correct?

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. That is correct.

Mr. NICKLES. And 25 percent are not
eligible for Medicare, so presumably
under the age of 62, is that correct.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Under 65.

Mr. NICKLES. I stand corrected, 65.
So what is the earliest age that a bene-
ficiary can receive benefits under the
Senator’s proposal?

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. I don’t think it
is a question of what is the age. It is a
question of what happened to the com-
pany, when did it fit into the dates. We
have constricted it by saying that the
company had to go belly-up, so to
speak, by January 1, 2000, until the
year January 1, 2004. You cannot tell
what the age might be. We could pre-
sumably find out what the ages are
right now, but you cannot predict that
in the future because it does not de-
pend on the age; it depends upon
whether the company has gone out of
business.

Mr. NICKLES. One additional ques-
tion. If a young person—say my son, or
your son, is twenty-years-old, goes to
work for a steel company and works
there for 12 years or 15 years. Now they
are 35 years old. Company XYZ goes
bankrupt, so now that individual would
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they be eligible for this benefit at the
age of 357

Ms. MIKULSKI. Yes. The eligibility
is based on the status of the company,
meaning is it bankrupt; No. 2, if the in-
dividual has worked for the company
for 15 years, not less, and if they have
taken retirement. Now, they could be
38 years old. The company could be
bankrupt. They could be out of work.
That doesn’t mean they have become
retirees. So your scenario, though I
think it would be technically correct,
is not operationally correct.

So 75 percent are Medicare-eligible.
The other 25 percent usually are over
55, but are primarily between 60 and 65.
This is why we are calling part of this
a bridge. For some, it would be 1 year
to even get them to Medicare.

Mr. NICKLES. Let me ask one other
question. To be eligible, then they have
to be receiving retirement pay to be
called a retiree?

Ms. MIKULSKI. Yes.

Mr. NICKLES. So you could work 15
years and I don’t know how many years
you have to work—

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. May I correct
the Senator for a second? Remember
that the company they are working for
no longer exists in order for them to
qualify.

Mr. NICKLES. I understand. I am
trying to figure out who is eligible. So
I think I heard the Senator from Mary-
land say they are eligible if they are
receiving retirement checks. They may
be receiving the checks from the steel
company, which even though the com-
pany went bankrupt, it may well still
be making payments for pension bene-
fits, or maybe it dumped their liabil-
ities on the Pension Benefit Guarantee
Corporation, or there may be some
other consortium employer payment
plan. But if they are receiving their re-
tirement check, they are classified as
retiree. What is the earliest age a per-
son can be receiving a retirement
check as a steel worker?

Ms. MIKULSKI. That would vary
company by company.

Mr. NICKLES. After 15, 20 years of
service?

Ms. MIKULSKI. Usually after 20.

Mr. NICKLES. A couple other ques-
tions, and then I will make a few com-
ments.

If we are doing this for the steel-
workers, how can you say we should
not do this for the textile workers?

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Can I answer
the Senator’s question?

Mr. NICKLES. Why shouldn’t we do
it for the communication workers or
the airline workers or the hotel work-
ers in Nevada?

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. May I answer
the Senator’s question?

Mr. NICKLES. Yes.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. There has never
been a case I know of in American his-
tory where the Government, over a pe-
riod of 30 years, since the passing of
the Trade Act in 1974, has been so abso-
lutely wunilaterally egregiously neg-
ligent of the interests of fulfilling

S4467

American law which says that steel
cannot be dumped at lower than its
cost of production by other countries
into this country.

As my colleague may remember,
President Clinton promised—actually
it turns out it was West Virginia—he
would not allow dumping to happen.
The present administration has made
similar types of promises. They and all
other administrations have egregiously
ignored the law. That is why I keep
saying the Government’s negligence is
what makes the steel retirees so dif-
ferent in what they deserve and what
they should get in the way of this mod-
est health benefit for so few, primarily
because, one, they have been injured by
imports—that is what the Inter-
national Trade Commission said—and
second, the Government has been so to-
tally negligent. Much of this is the
Government’s fault they are out of
work—our Federal Government.

Mr. NICKLES. I appreciate my col-
league’s response. I want to make a few
comments, and I appreciate the pa-
tience of my friends and colleagues
from Maryland, West Virginia, and
Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, can
I say one thing? I am not taking the
floor. I know the Senator from Okla-
homa wants to speak, and I will have a
chance to respond. I thank him for his
questions. It is important to get all of
this information out. It is important
for people to understand the human
crisis.

I say to my colleague, there are a lot
of people who are really hurting out
there, as my colleague from West Vir-
ginia has said; people who have been on
the short end of the stick for over
three decades of negligent policy. I
thank my colleague very much for his
questions.

Mr. NICKLES. I thank my friend
from Minnesota.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield so I can make an an-
nouncement to the Senate?

Mr. NICKLES. I will be happy to
yield.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, the major-
ity leader asked me to announce that
there will be no more rollcall votes to-
night. Also, tomorrow, after we have
the vote at 10:30 a.m., there will be
ample opportunity for those who are on
the list to offer amendments if the Sen-
ators involved in the steel issue have
nothing more to say and they have no
objection to setting aside their amend-
ment.

Also, we will be in session on Mon-
day. People who are complaining about
not having an opportunity to offer
amendments, tomorrow and Monday
there will be adequate opportunity to
do that. There will be no votes, but
there will certainly be opportunities to
offer amendments.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, can
I ask the whip one question?

Mr. REID. Yes.

Mr. WELLSTONE. I know other Sen-
ators have amendments. I gather there
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will be some opportunity for discussion
in the morning on this amendment,
and there will be other amendments.
On Monday, is it the whip’s intention
we will be in session Monday evening
as well for time to discuss this amend-
ment?

Mr. REID. The Senator should know,
there are no votes on Monday, so I do
not know how late the leader will want
to stay in session. I assume we will
come in around 1 o’clock on Monday
and work all afternoon. If the Senator
from Minnesota wants to talk about
steel, that will be the first priority. If
Senators no longer want to talk about
steel, we can, if Senators agree, set
that amendment aside so other amend-
ments can be offered. There will be
adequate opportunity Monday evening
to talk on this all the Senator wants.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Then Tuesday we
will have time for final debate as well.

Mr. REID. We will make sure that is
the case.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. DAY-
TON). The assistant Republican leader.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I thank
my friend from Nevada. I also urge col-
leagues if they have amendments to
bring them down. I hope and pray we
will be ready to conclude this bill soon.

I do not think the amendment my
colleagues from West Virginia and
Maryland offered should be included in
the bill. I think it is a Kkiller amend-
ment. I am concerned what people are
trying to do in loading up the trade
promotion authority bill. They know
President Bush wants trade promotion
authority, as every President has
wanted trade promotion authority.
Every President wants to mnegotiate
trade deals because they realize if we
are going to be the world leader in
trade, we need to expand trade.

We have been the beacon, the leader
for trade all across the world. Presi-
dent Reagan, whom we honored today
with a Congressional Gold Medal, was
adamant in saying we want to expand
trade. We did so, and that greatly con-
tributed to the fall of communism. It
opened up markets. It created jobs. It
led to a robust world economy. Every-
body started realizing that trade is mu-
tually beneficial, we should pass trade
promotion authority, and every Presi-
dent has had trade promotion author-
ity going all the way up, including
President Clinton. He had it in his first
couple years but lost it in 1994, and did
not ask for it until after the 1996 elec-
tion.

When President Clinton asked for it,
he could not get it through the House.
He could have gotten it through the
Senate. We had the votes for it. The
Senate traditionally has been more
free trade. Unfortunately, he did not
get it for the duration of his term, and
many of us supported giving it to him.

Whether the President was Repub-
lican or Democratic, we felt it was im-
portant. We happen to be supporters of
free trade enough to know we have to
be the leader in free trade if we are
going to make it happen. It did not
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happen. President Bush asked for it
and got it through the House. It is al-
ways more difficult to get it through
the House than the Senate. President
Bush got it through the House. Every-
body said it was going to go through
the Senate.

Senator DASCHLE said: I support
trade promotion authority, but we are
going to add two other bills to it. Sen-
ator BAUCUS agreed. I disagree with it
strongly.

When we passed these bills out of the
Finance Committee, they were not to-
gether. They were individual bills, as
they always have been. We have always
had trade promotion authority as one
bill. We have done the trade assistance
bill separately and both passed with
large margins, usually a 70-vote mar-
gin. We did not have to tie the two to-
gether.

Unfortunately, Senator DASCHLE and
Senator BAUCUS tied in the Andean
trade bill, which actually has to pass
today, and it is not passing today. Now
we could have imposition of tariffs on
poor countries, Andean nation coun-
tries. It would be a disgrace for us to
let that happen.

Yet the Democratic leadership said
we are going to tie all three together.
Basically, what they were saying—and
not hiding it—is we are going to hold
trade promotion authority and Andean
trade hostage until we get a lot of
other things added to the trade adjust-
ment assistance bill. I supported trade
adjustment assistance, but let’s look at
how they are trying to expand it.

They said: Let’s have trade adjust-
ment assistance, which is supposed to
train people if they lose jobs due to im-
ports, to learn a new job, new business,
new trade. I fully support this. Usually
it costs about $10,000 per person. Only
one out of four who is eligible applies.
The Democrats are saying now we want
health care to be a benefit for this and
have the Federal Government pay
three-fourths of the cost. That was
their original proposal. Now it is 70
percent. We do not pay three-fourths
for anybody. Why is it a Federal re-
sponsibility to pay now a 7T0-percent
tax credit? Most corporations get a de-
duction. That is 35 percent of a deduc-
tion. There is a big difference between
a T0-percent credit where the Govern-
ment is writing a check and under this
proposal. This proposal is a refundable
credit, it is a welfare payment, it is the
Government writing a check. That is
very expensive.

Then some people say: Maybe we can
do that. That is not enough. Now we
are going to have steel legacy costs for
one industry, and now we find it is not
just one industry, it is not just retired
steelworkers, it is retired steelworkers
for a couple of bankrupt companies.
These are companies that went bank-
rupt, and we are going to pick up their
health care costs.

Three-fourths of these individuals are
already eligible for Medicare. They are
in the same Government health care
program that my mother is in and that
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most senior citizens are in, but my col-
leagues are saying that is not good
enough; we have to have the Federal
Government provide additional health
care.

A lot of companies do offer Medicare
supplements. Great. And they do that
in a way that says: We do not want
anybody to go out of pocket for any-
thing. That is nice. It is a fringe ben-
efit. Only some companies do this, as it
is not available for everybody. There
are a whole lot of people who only have
Medicare. My colleagues want the Fed-
eral Government to pay for Medicare
supplements for retired steelworkers if
their company went bankrupt.

Why are we going to do that? If we do
it for them, why not do it for textile
workers? They have the same prob-
lems. Why do we not do it for commu-
nication workers? Senator LOTT—
WorldCom is going through a heck of a
debacle. They have laid off thousands
of people.

What about other communications
companies? We see layoffs after layoffs.
Is the Federal Government picking up
their health care costs? Where are we
going to stop this march toward social-
ism with Government saying: We will
benefit this group and this group.

We benefited the railroad retirees.
We helped take care of their railroad
retirement plan. Yes, we have done
that. Let’s take care of steel.

We have already imposed tariffs that
are supposed to help the steel industry.
That is not enough. So even though we
are going to have all kinds of tariff
protectionism for the steel industry,
that is still not enough. Now we are
going to pick up the retirement costs
for some of the bankrupt companies.
Why do we not have a real incentive for
people to sign any kind of contract,
whether they can afford it or not, be-
cause Uncle Sam is going to pick up
the cost? Wow, that is terribly irre-
sponsible policy. How can it be done for
this group and not for another group?

When we start this policy where
Uncle Sam is going to start picking up
retiree costs, I am figuring out you can
be 35 or 37 years old and get benefits
under this proposal. Most people who
are 37 years old—my son is about that
age. I do not think of him as being re-
tired, but to think my daughter is
going to have to be paying taxes for
him to get health care benefits is ab-
surd. Yet that is what we are trying to
do in this legislation.

I am amazed at the fiscal irrespon-
sibility that people are trying to put
on this, and when I say ‘‘people,” I am
thinking right now of the Democrats
who are trying to run the trade adjust-
ment assistance and trying to attach
more and more stuff on it, and maybe
it is because they really do not want
trade promotion authority in the first
place. Maybe some of the people are
saying, we did health care, we did not
think some of the Republicans could
agree with that, now we will try to see
if we can’t put steel legacy; let us put
more and more on this wagon and see if
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trade promotion can keep pulling more
and more along. They are going too far.
This is terrible policy.

I used to run a company that had the
steelworkers in our plan. I have nego-
tiated steelworker plans, so I know a
little something about health care
costs and I know a little something
about plans. You can negotiate con-
tracts you cannot afford. That is an
easy thing to do. You go along to get
along. You sign contracts. You have
peace and harmony, and all of a sudden
you have a contract you cannot afford,
and you go bankrupt. Why in the world
should the Federal Government be bail-
ing out?

I do not think you can do that. If you
do it here, why don’t you do it for
every other union contract that has
found itself on the wrong side of the
economic chain? Why don’t we pick up
the health care costs for railroad retir-
ees? We took up their pension costs.
Why don’t we do their health care
costs? Why don’t we do that for other
unions? I do not know where you would
stop if we agreed to this.

We have already had a battle on, are
we going to have wage insurance on
this bill? Unfortunately, Senator
GREGG’s amendment did not pass. Wage
insurance, which is about as socialistic
a direction as one could go, was put on
this bill. It is almost like people are
saying we are going to keep loading up
trade adjustment assistance, where we
know they cannot swallow it, where we
know we are going to bog down this
bill, and the bill will not pass. This bill
is just going to be loved to death. We
are going to keep piling it on, piling it
on, and piling it on.

I hope people will step back a little
bit and say a couple of things are hap-
pening. One, we happen to have a def-
icit. We do not have a surplus. So we
are going to be taking taxes and we are
going to be borrowing money to pay for
a brandnew benefit for one little group
of workers. Now, maybe that group of
workers has a lot of political clout,
maybe they contribute to a lot of cam-
paigns, maybe they have a lot of influ-
ence, but I do not see why we should do
it for this group and not do it for oth-
ers.

Maybe some people think we should
do this for everybody. Maybe that is
the objective. I do not know. But I do
not think it is affordable when I start
looking at the costs.

The Senator from Minnesota was
very generous to say the cost of
COBRA is typically about $700. That is
for a family plan. Then you multiply it
by 12, and that is $8,400. Seventy per-
cent of that is about $6,000; $6,000 per
year for which Uncle Sam is going to
be writing a check. That is a lot.

The reason I was trying to compute
this was, well, $125,000, and it is going
to cost $179 million. Trying to figure
that out, it is a lot less than that. The
difference is, three-fourths of these
people are already on Medicare. They
already have health care. They happen
to have the same health care my moth-
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er has, but my mother is going to be
paying taxes so some individuals can
get their Medicare supplement? I do
not know that that is right.

I do not know why the worker in
Wal-Mart, who may not even have
health care, has to pay taxes so some-
body else can get not only Medicare
but a Medicare supplement. This is
pretty much a stretch.

There are 40 million Americans who
do not have health care insurance.
They have health care, possibly
through the emergency room or some-
thing, but a lot of them pay taxes.
They may not be able to afford their
own health care, but we are going to
increase their taxes or make them go
into debt so they can provide health
care for somebody else who already has
health care, who is already paying a lot
because they get Medicare.

Medicare is not a perfect system. I
think it needs to be reformed. It needs
to be fixed. It needs to include pre-
scription drugs, and we ought to be
doing that this year. We ought to be
working in a bipartisan way to make it
happen. To say we are going to be in-
creasing taxes or debt on the rest of
America so one group can have their
Medicare supplement or people in their
thirties or forties can get health care
for a year—and we all know the origi-
nal proposal was 2 years. I also happen
to believe that some people are going
to try to extend this year after year,
after year, after year. If they get it for
1 year, they will be fighting to get it
extended for the next year. I am just
guessing that might happen.

I am going to work very hard to see
that this bill does not happen, so we
will not get started down that slippery
slope of ever increasing entitlements,
ever increasing expansion of spending,
ever increasing loading up the trade
promotion authority with things that
are not affordable, that frankly should
not become law. My guess is that if
this amendment is adopted, we will not
have trade promotion authority passed
this Congress.

Maybe that is the sponsor’s objec-
tive. Maybe not. I do not know. But
some people are trying to Kkill trade
promotion authority. They are trying
to load it up with too much. This
amendment is too much, and I urge my
colleagues to oppose this amendment
when we vote on it next Tuesday.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican leader.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I do not
know if the other side has had an op-
portunity to speak. I know they have
had an exchange of questions. I need 3
or 4 minutes, if I may, and I will use
my leader time for that purpose.

I enjoyed Senator NICKLES’ remarks,
and I associate myself with them. I
agree with him, and I certainly hope
we can prevail in not adding this
amendment to this legislation. It
would be a further blow to the legisla-
tion that has certain problems now. We
need to get the trade legislation done
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and not further encumber it with other
issues such as this one. One can argue
about the steel legacy costs one way or
the other, and I am sure we could get a
pretty good debate here. I personally
think we should not go down that trail,
certainly not on this legislation.
——

QUIETING TERRORISM RHETORIC

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, I did not
intend to use my leader time for any
purpose today other than to honor a
true American hero: Ronald Reagan.
We just had a fantastic ceremony in
the Rotunda of the Capitol presenting
Mrs. Reagan the Congressional Gold
Medal for President Reagan and for
Nancy Reagan. It was a beautiful cere-
mony attended by Republicans and
Democrats. I think we all agree that he
was an unusual President and a great
President. He did make us proud again.
Democrats were there, and they said,
while we may not agree with him
philosophically, we agree that he did a
great number of good things during his
time as President, and I am glad we
honored him and Mrs. Reagan this
afternoon.

President Reagan lifted our country
when we had a lot of despair, morale
was low, and freedom was kind of under
attack. He banished that. He rose
above it. He made us proud again, and
he led the way in getting rid of the
‘““plame America first’’ crowd. He said:
That is poisoning the American spirit;
let’s not do that.

Much to my outrage today, I have
heard a chorus reminding me of that
“blame America first’”’ that I thought
President Reagan had helped us put on
the ash heap of history and get rid of
once and for all. I think there is noth-
ing more despicable—and that is a
tame word compared to what I really
feel—in American politics than for
someone to insinuate the President of
the United States knew that an attack
on our country was imminent and did
nothing to stop it.

Now, there is a lot of revisionist his-
tory, people insinuating that President
Roosevelt knew about Pearl Harbor. I
do not know all the facts of what went
on then, but I do not believe that. I
would never believe that. I have to say,
does anybody really think that this
President, or any President of either
party, at any time, would know that
we were going to be attacked and not
take necessary actions to try to deal
with it? I do not believe the American
people really think that. I know it is
not accurate.

The President, Members of Congress,
the Intelligence Committee, leader-
ship, we get threat assessments daily.
They come in every day, and they get
to be pretty depressing if you get to
reading them. When getting the brief-
ings every day, you have to assess
them: Are they serious, not serious?
Should we take actions? Do we put out
a notice? What do we do with them?

I get nervous that we put too much
in the press. We tell the terrorists, who
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may not have an idea of where we are
vulnerable: Oh, by the way, why don’t
you try this?

Why don’t you come after our ports?
I worry a tramp steamer will come into
the Port of Baltimore loaded with ex-
plosives and blow half of Baltimore
away. I worry about my hometown.
These are serious threats. We have a
lot of work to do.

I have an expectation that we need to
ask our law enforcement agencies—the
INS, the Customs Service, the FBI, the
CIA—how did this happen? Why didn’t
we know more? Should we have gone to
a higher alert? CIA, were you talking
to the FBI? We found out we had laws
that made it hard for that to happen.
We have taken action to make sure
they hand off and communicate and
use each other’s resources.

I have no doubt in my mind the FBI
needs a lot of reform. I don’t think
they are up to date with technology
and other problems. But Director
Mueller is trying to correct that.
Maybe they knew something in Phoe-
nix they didn’t know in Washington. Is
there a way to integrate everything?

A couple of days ago, the Director
said we will have a superoffice to bring
in this information and make sure we
look at it all and see if there is a pat-
tern.

I think we should ask questions. We
have an Intelligence Committee, House
and Senate, meeting; Senator GRAHAM,
Senator SHELBY, and the House side
will get into this. By the way, I think
the FBI and CIA should not delay turn-
ing over information. They should co-
operate. It should not be about blaming
someone.

We could say it goes back to the
Church Commission in the 1970s. That
is when we did damage to the intel-
ligence communities. Or it was during
the Clinton administration. The impor-
tant thing is not how we get there, but
what we are going to do. What are we
doing about it today? What actions do
we take to make sure the intelligence
information is properly accumulated
and evaluated and we can take action?

Someone deserves a medal for the
fact we have not been hit again since
September 11. I have been worried
thinking something was going to hap-
pen. Why hasn’t it happened? Because
the INS and the Justice Department,
the FBI, picked up people. They have
taken certain threats seriously. They
picked up mules delivering informa-
tion. Probably there are commenda-
tions in order for the last 6 months, but
I am worried about what will happen
next. It could happen tomorrow. Then
we will say it was the Bush administra-
tion, when we need to put more re-
sources into it. We need to help our
first responders.

The Intelligence Committee voted to
add $1 billion to the intelligence fund-
ing. We are still exposed. When we have
terrorists, suicide bombers as in Israel,
willing to blow themselves up to kill
innocent men, women, and children, it
is hard to prevent it. When we hear the
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noise and daily threat assessments, it
is worse, and we do not know which
should be taken seriously.

To talk as if our enemy is George W.
Bush instead of Osama bin Laden is not
right. We get partisan and political
sometimes around here talking about a
delayed bill or stimulus bill, but in the
fight against terrorism we have risen
above that, for the most part.

Congressman GEPHARDT said yester-
day, this has to be bipartisan, non-
partisan. I am disturbed by this attack
today that I think is uncalled for. It is
very malicious in its sound. I hope we
will stop that. Let’s not go down that
course. Let’s keep the pattern of work-
ing together. Let’s not start impugning
the motives of the President of the
United States.

Was there anyone here that did not
realize we were threatened a year ago
by the possibility of an airliner being
taken hostage? Hijacked? Who among
us thought they might actually use it
as a missile to fly into a building? I got
a lot of briefings. Is it my fault?
Should I have known more? We should
knock down the rhetoric. Yes, it is a
political season, an election year. But
this is serious. We should not be doing
this.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

———

ANDEAN TRADE PREFERENCE
EXPANSION ACT—Continued

AMENDMENT NO. 3433

Mr. WELLSTONE. I will not take
more than about 10 minutes. I said to
my colleague from OKlahoma as he
left, I wanted to respond to his com-
ments. There will be more time for dis-
cussion later. What is at issue, the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma does not agree
with the heart of the trade adjustment
assistance package, and he has been
clear about this. He does not like the
fact that with the trade adjustment as-
sistance we are now going to help peo-
ple who are out of work, cover health
care costs.

People were saying: We are out of
work. The COBRA monthly payments
could be $700, maybe $900 a month, and
they cannot afford it, they are out of
work.

I heard the Republican whip say this
was like the road to socialism. The ide-
ological objection is in the trade ad-
justment package we are actually
going to provide some help for people
to be able to afford health care costs.
That is a good part of his indignation.
He goes on to say we are extending it
to steelworkers.

That is true. We are talking about
people who have bled for an industry
and have been abandoned by trade poli-
cies for the last 30 years, including the
taconite workers on the Iron Range.

This small, modest amendment says,
for 1 year, let’s include these retired
workers, whose companies, such as
LTV, have declared bankruptcy as a re-
sult of Government abandonment and
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neglect, and who are now under very
hard times through no fault of their
own. We should at least for 1 year pick
up the health care benefits of the retir-
ees because the companies have walked
away.

There is a window, all together, 4
years to pick up, if other companies go
under; a 1l-year bridge for people who
are terrified they now are going to
incur all the health care costs that
they never dreamed they would ever be
faced with as they planned the later
years of their life.

My colleague has trouble with the
numbers. Last week, the administra-
tion came out and said it would be $800
million in 1 year, and now we have,
from the Joint Tax Committee, $180
million over 10 years.

My colleague from Oklahoma says:
Why should we be spending this kind of
money? We are helping people. This is
the road to socialism. We are helping
people. If we help these people, there
might be other help for other people on
health care benefits.

Maybe someday we will have uni-
versal health care coverage, health se-
curity for all. Most citizens in the
country want that.

I say one thing to the Senator from
Oklahoma—and I am sure we will pick
up on this debate tomorrow—any day
of the year I will stake my political
reputation, being a Senator from Min-
nesota on $180 million over 10 years to
help steelworker retirees, people who
have given a lot of blood, sweat, and
tears to our country over $108 billion—
I didn’t say $180 million—$108 billion to
do away with the estate tax, with the
vast majority of the dollars going to
millionaires.

Those are the priorities we have here.
I hear my colleague say: By gosh, we
don’t have the money. We are running
into budget problems and the question
of the deficit. Vote for tax cuts; Robin
Hood in reverse; 40, 50 percent to the
top 1 percent, and then eliminate the
alternative minimum tax; more loop-
holes for multinationals. On the House
side, do an energy bill of $32 billion;
about two-thirds of the benefits going
to energy companies, oil companies,
that made $40 billion in profits; then
talk about completely doing away with
the estate tax. Give it all away. Then
bleed the economy further of another
$400, $500 or $600 billion over the second
10 years and then say: We don’t have
the money. We can’t possibly help peo-
ple who are out of work. We can’t help
the retired taconite workers. We can’t
help people who do not have any health
care coverage. We can’t help senior
citizens on prescription drug benefits.

I heard my colleague say we should
do that together. Yes, we should. But
you watch and see what it is going to
be. What I hear so far coming from Re-
publicans is: We will help only those
who are low income; we will not help
the other 75 percent of senior citizens;
and/or: The premiums will be too high,
or the copays will be too high, or the
deductibles will be too high, or it will
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not be catastrophic coverage. And they
will say we cannot afford to do it and
we cannot afford to provide help for
education for our schools, for our kids
in Minnesota or anywhere in the coun-
try. Each time, it is the same argu-
ment: We do not have the money.

Here is what is going on tonight. You
basically do tax cuts so you don’t have
the resources, and then you come out
and say we don’t have any money.
Then you come out and say you are op-
posed to this because it is the road to
socialism because you don’t like the
trade adjustment assistance package
because it provides some help for peo-
ple who are out of work so they can af-
ford health care coverage.

The most terrifying thing for people
when they are out of work, next to los-
ing the job, is they know, depending on
their seniority, in 6 months or a year
they are not going to have any health
care coverage. That is one of the best
things to this bill. We come up with a
small amendment saying we represent
steelworkers, taconite workers, and we
have this crisis, and we have this in-
dustry that has been torn asunder as a
result of horrible, horrendous trade
policies.

People who bled for the industry,
bled for the country, worked hard all
their lives, now are terrified. They
never thought these companies would
declare bankruptcy and walk away
from them. Can’t we provide them with
some help for 1 year?

You would think, from listening to
my colleague from Oklahoma, this is
just about the most irresponsible, hor-
rible thing that could ever be done on
the floor of the Senate. I disagree. I
think it is a good thing to help hard-
working people. I think it is a good
thing to help families. I think it is a
good thing to help retirees who now no
longer have their health care benefits
because the steel companies, the L'TVs
of this world, have declared bank-
ruptcy and have walked away from
them.

I think it is a good thing to have
trade adjustment assistance. I think it
is a good thing that it is more gen-
erous. I think it is a good thing to help
people who are flat on their backs
through no fault of their own, not be-
cause they are slackers or lazy or don’t
want to work—just the opposite. I
think it is a really good thing. I think
this should be what our priorities are
about. I think it is all about values. I
think it is all about helping people.

So I beg to disagree with the Senator
from Oklahoma. He has a passion for
his point of view. I have passion for my
point of view. He argues his case well.
I give him full credit. I think it is im-
portant that people do that. But any
day of the year—any day of the year—
I would rather be out here for taconite
workers on the Iron Range, as would
the Presiding Officer, Senator DAYTON.
Any day in the year, I would rather be
out here talking about health care ben-
efits and prescription drug benefits, af-
fordable housing, education—and, yes,
we have a difference of opinion.
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I am sorry my colleague from OKla-
homa is not here right now. We will de-
bate it more. I will never say this in a
shrill way. I think my colleague from
Oklahoma—Ilistening to what he said—
states his ideological position. And I
don’t mean that in a bad way. That is
to say he has a set of beliefs which ba-
sically say that when it comes to many
pressing issues of people’s lives, there
is not much that government can or
should do. I think that is what his posi-
tion is.

That is not my position. I think this
philosophy when it comes to the most
pressing issues of people’s lives—and
we are talking about a very pressing
issue for retired taconite workers on
the Iron Range, and for retired steel-
workers, that there is nothing the Gov-
ernment can or should do—I think it
works well when you own your own
large corporation and when you are
wealthy, but it does not work well for
the majority of people in the country.

So I think it is a very good thing we
are doing here. I hope we will get sup-
port against what is an effort to fili-
buster this amendment.

Again, I finish tonight because we
are going to debate on another bill and
this amendment will be out here until
Tuesday. Frankly, steelworkers, I will
tell you what. Union people, workers,
other neighbors, families, hard-work-
ing people, people who believe that
something ought to be done to help
people who are really hurting right
now, you are going to need to be in
touch with Senators because right now
we have a majority of votes but they
are filibustering this amendment. They
do not want this amendment to pass. I
think in the next several days there
will be a very important debate, and I
hope we will have strong support from
our colleagues.

I am delighted there are Republican
Senators who are supporting this
amendment. Frankly, I think—I hope
and pray—almost every single Demo-
cratic is supporting this amendment. I
think it is very consistent with what
Democrats believe.

Maybe that is what this debate is
about. Maybe it is just a good, honest
difference of opinion between Demo-
crats and Republicans. We believe
there is a role for government to pro-
vide help for people. We believe it is a
good thing to do. Government can play
a positive role.

This is 1 year, and, God knows, Sen-
ator MIKULSKI was saying we have an
identification and connection to people
here and we are not going to let up on
it.

So I have spoken my piece in re-
sponse to what the Senator from Okla-
homa said. I know there will be more
debate and discussion. I know there are
Republicans who support this amend-
ment. We are dealing with a filibuster
in an effort to block this. We have a
majority vote, Senator MIKULSKI, I be-
lieve, but now we have to continue to
work hard, and I think working fami-
lies all across the country are going to
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have to be heard from over the next
several days. I believe that will help.

I yield the floor.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, before
he leaves the floor, I congratulate the
Senator from Minnesota. I thank him
for his passion. I thank him for his per-
sistence. I thank him for his eloquence
on this issue and others on behalf of
people from his own State and all over
our country who feel pretty powerless.
They feel powerless because of forces
outside of their control, such as unfair
trade practices. We thank you for
speaking up about this. I look forward
to our continued debate.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Maryland and
tell her there is nothing I am more
proud of than to be on the floor doing
this amendment with the Senator from
Maryland and Senator ROCKEFELLER
and Senator STABENOW and the Pre-
siding Officer, Senator DAYTON, Sen-
ator SPECTER, and others.

Ms. MIKULSKI. We know there is an
important debate on NATO, so we are
not going to continue this discussion
until later on, over the weekend.

Mr. REID. Will the Senator yield?

Ms. MIKULSKI. Yes.

Mr. REID. I wanted to get your at-
tention and that of the Senator from
Minnesota before he leaves. I have
watched this debate all day. Of course,
I have listened to these Senators many
times off the floor, both of them, as it
relates to steelworkers. I would say the
same thing on behalf of Senator ROCKE-
FELLER.

We do not make steel in Nevada. We
have some retired steelworkers in Ne-
vada who have conversed with me, and
this issue is important to them. But I
want everyone within the sound of my
voice to understand how the people of
Maryland, West Virginia, and Min-
nesota should feel about the advocacy
of these three Senators on this issue.

I haven’t been in Congress as long as
the Senator from Maryland, but I have
been in Congress a long time. I have
not seen the passion on an issue, that I
can recall, that I have seen on this
issue with these Senators. If these
three Senators are not true believers
on this issue, they do not exist on any
issue in the world.

I cannot say enough: I support what
you want 105 percent. You have made a
case so clear that I cannot imagine
that people would in any way want to
stop these steelworkers from getting
what they are entitled to—what I be-
lieve they are entitled to. They went to
work for these companies in good faith.
I think they should get what they de-
serve.

I just didn’t want these two Senators
to leave—I am sorry Senator ROCKE-
FELLER is not here—without speaking
for virtually every Democratic Senator
and a few Republican Senators who are
supporting us on this issue: I think it is
too bad there is a filibuster.

I think it is too bad. I hear all the
time—I spend a lot of time on this
floor—‘‘give us an up-or-down vote.”
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That is what we want, an up-or-down
vote. That is what we want on this
issue.

Let’s come out here. They are always
saying: Let us have a vote. I want to
have a vote on this. I would like to test
this to see how many votes we can get.
I think it is too bad we are going to be
forced to try to get 60 votes. And I
think, for the work that has been done
on this issue, it is too bad.

But I hope with the time that goes
by, that by next week people in these
States will rise up and say: You better
vote for this. I am not counting out, by
one second, the fact that we can’t get
60 votes. I think we can.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Nevada for not
only his kind but encouraging words.
You see, I agree with him.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will please suspend.

Anyone else who wants to have a con-
versation, leave the floor. The Senator
from Maryland has the floor.

The Senator from Maryland.

Ms. MIKULSKI. Thank you very
much, Mr. President.

Again, I know Senator BIDEN is
bringing a very important NATO de-
bate here, and I do not want to delay
it.

What concerns me about our amend-
ment is that we are not going to get an
up-and-down vote. It is going to be hid-
den behind parliamentary procedures.
We thank Senator NICKLES for coming
and at least engaging in an honest set
of questions with us. They were ques-
tions worthy of debate: How much does
it cost? Is a 35-year-old eligible? All
those questions.

But to have an empty Chamber, to
threaten a filibuster, and not even
come here and talk, and then, again,
hide behind a filibuster, where we have
to get cloture, and go through so many
hoops, I think the discussion of trade is
important, I think our amendment is a
critical one, but let’s have it, and get
rid of all this hiding behind parliamen-
tary maneuvers that require 60 votes.

So we really ask our colleagues who
agree with us to come to the floor. And
for those who don’t, let’s just have it
out. We respect them. We respect their
opinions. We think ours are the best.
We hope we prevail. We think the Sen-
ate way, the American way is, let’s
just come and let the majority prevail
and not need a supermajority to over-
come a parliamentary obstacle. Let’s
have a majority vote on a policy issue.

I thank the Chair and look forward
to continuing this conversation later
on.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
thank both Senators.

I say to the majority whip, Senator
REID, that the thing I like best about
his comments—and I appreciated them
all—is that I, too, think we can get to
60. That is now what we have to do be-
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cause there is an effort to filibuster
this bill. But we are going to do every-
thing we can.

There are a lot of working families
who are going to be heard from over
the next several days. And that is what
we are going to do. I appreciate so
much what he said. We have the major-
ity.

Now we have to deal with an effort to
block this with a filibuster. There will
be more debate and more discussion.
Believe me, this is going to go on for
some time.

I know we are going to move on to
other important legislation for to-
night.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

COMMENDING THE PRESIDING OFFICER

Mr. REID. I would just comment, I
appreciate very much your presiding.
You have done such a great job upon
coming to the Senate and presiding.
You make sure that the Senate has the
dignity that it is supposed to have. And
I know you were taught by Senator
BYRD. And he is the best teacher we
have for Senate procedures.

I personally appreciate your action
taken just a few minutes ago. And ev-
eryone should understand, the Senator
from Minnesota is bipartisan in keep-
ing this place quiet. Whether it is a
Democratic Senator or a Republican
Senator, Republican staff member or
Democratic staff member, you treat
them equally. I appreciate that very
much. And I speak for all Senators.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, now that
the debate has concluded—and under
the previous order, it indicates that
when the last vote occurred, we would
move to the NATO matter—I ask the
Chair to call it up.

————

GERALD B.H. SOLOMON FREEDOM
CONSOLIDATION ACT OF 2001

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will now
proceed to the consideration of Cal-
endar No. 282, which the clerk will re-
port.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (H.R. 3167) to endorse the vision of
further enlargement of the NATO Alliance
articulated by President George W. Bush on
June 15, 2001, and by former President Wil-
liam J. Clinton on October 22, 1996, and for
other purposes.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the quorum call
that I will suggest in just a moment
not be charged against the bill. There
is 2% hours. It is not to be charged.

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

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

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

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

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

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

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, may I ask
what the business before the Senate is?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is H.R.
3167.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I rise
today to support H.R. 3167, the Gerald
B.H. Solomon Freedom Consolidation
Act of 2001. This bill adds Slovakia to
the countries eligible to receive assist-
ance under the NATO Participation
Act of 1994 and authorizes a total of
$55.5 million in foreign military financ-
ing under the Arms Export Control Act
to seven countries—Estonia, Latvia,
Lithuania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Bul-
garia, and Romania.

This bill is a symbolic one. It author-
izes funds that have already been ap-
propriated, repackages them in order
to highlight the ongoing process of
NATO enlargement. Symbolism, how-
ever, in this case matters. Millions of
central Europeans and east Europeans,
and millions of Americans of central
and eastern European descent, will wel-
come this restatement of NATO’s so-
called open-door policy—the policy of
the Clinton administration and which
had been continued by the current
Bush administration.

At the end of March, Prime Ministers
and Presidents of all the NATO can-
didate countries, plus several leaders
from current alliance members, met in
Bucharest, Romania, to discuss the
next round of NATO enlargement. Dep-
uty Secretary of State Armitage led a
high-level U.S. delegation to the meet-
ing, which was characterized by a spir-
it of cooperation among the aspirant
countries, many of which had been an-
cient rivals, which itself validated the
process of enlargement, in my view.

Parenthetically—I note that I have
said before—even if the expansion of
NATO in the last round did not materi-
ally impact upon the capacity of NATO
and security of Europe, it did one in-
credibly important thing: Each of the
aspirant countries, in order to be ad-
mitted to NATO, had to settle serious
border disputes that existed; had to
make sure their militaries were under
civilian control; had to make sure they
dealt with, in some cases, decades-old
open sores within their society in order
to demonstrate that they were part of
the values, as well as the capacity, of
NATO; that they shared the values of
the West.

I would argue that much of this
would not have happened were it not
for the aspirant countries seeking so
desperately to become part of NATO. I
think that, in and of itself, would be
rationale enough to move. Much more
than that has occurred.

Four years ago, I had the honor of
floor managing the resolution of ratifi-
cation of an amendment to the Wash-
ington Treaty of 1949 whereby Poland,
Hungary, and the Czech Republic were
admitted to membership in NATO. On
the night of April 30, 1998, in a dra-
matic rollcall vote in this Chamber,
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the resolution passed by a vote of 80 to
19.

In November of this year, there will
be an important NATO summit meet-
ing in the ancient Czech capital of
Prague. Several fundamental issues
will be on the agenda in Prague, among
them charting a new course for the al-
liance in the aftermath of September
11 and the antiterrorist campaign in
Afghanistan, a qualitatively new rela-
tionship between NATO and Russia and
a new round of enlargement of NATO.

Last spring, NATO publicly declared
that there would be no ‘‘zero option”
for enlargement at Prague. Translated
from diplo-speak, this means the alli-
ance anticipates there will be at least
one candidate country qualified for
membership at Prague, and that coun-
try, and probably others, will be ex-
tended an invitation to join NATO.

I have stated many times, including
in the last round, that Slovenia has
been qualified for NATO membership
for several years and should have been
invited to join the alliance as early as
at the 1997 Madrid summit or at least
at the 1999 Washington summit.

My strong suspicion is that several
other countries will be judged qualified
for membership as well, but naming
names at this time I think would be
premature. Later this year, the alli-
ance will evaluate how well each can-
didate country has fulfilled its so-
called membership action plan and,
equally important, will judge the
strength of its democratic institutions
and society. By late summer, the list of
qualified aspirant countries should be-
come much clearer than it is today.

Meanwhile, this legislation wisely
authorizes military assistance to all
seven of the candidate countries gen-
erally judged to be in the running at
this time and thereby sidesteps the pit-
fall of prematurely designating those
to be invited.

It seems to me this is not the time
for lengthy debate on the merits of the
next round of NATO enlargement.
There will be ample opportunity for a
thorough debate after candidates have
been invited and their credentials sub-
mitted for ratification to the par-
liaments of the current 19 members of
the alliance, including us.

The rationale for enlargement, in my
view, remains as valid as it was 4 years
ago when this body overwhelmingly
ratified the entry of Poland, Hungary,
and the Czech Republic. NATO enlarge-
ment significantly furthers the process
of moving the zone of stability east-
ward in Europe, thereby hastening the
day when the continent will be truly
whole and free.

The three new members of NATO
have made major contributions to the
alliance campaigns in Bosnia and
Kosovo and lately in the war against
terrorism. Contrary to occasional sen-
sational articles in the press, they are
loyal, democratic allies contributing to
the security of the North Atlantic
area.

Finally, NATO enlargement, con-
trary to the gloomy predictions of
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some pundits and some Members of
this body, has not worsened our ties
with Russia.

A man I admire as much as any and
with whom I served in the Senate, the
distinguished former Senator from the
State of New York, Patrick Moy-
nihan—I hardly disagree with him on
foreign policy. The one time we had a
serious discussion and debate was on
this issue. He was opposed to NATO en-
largement. The basis for his rationale
for being opposed to enlargement was
that this would significantly damage
bilateral relations with Russia at the
time we needed to nurture that rela-
tionship.

I argue—not that I was right—that
the end result in 2002, after enlarge-
ment—I am not saying because of en-
largement—the relationship between
the United States and Russia is better
than it was before enlargement, and it
is as good as it has been since the last
czar was in control in Russia. We have
a leader in Russia now, who, for his
own reasons—and I am not offering
him as a Jeffersonian Democrat—is
leading his nation to an open democ-
racy. I suggest that not since Peter the
Great has any Russian leader looked as
far west as this man has and cast his
lot with the West as much as he has.

The predictions of doom and gloom
relative to the relationship, for what-
ever reasons, have not turned out to be
true. On the contrary, earlier this
week, on May 14 at the NATO ministe-
rial meeting in Reykjavik, Iceland, the
alliance and Russia put their relation-
ship on an unprecedented cooperative
basis for creating a new NATO-Russia
Council to deal with a variety of secu-
rity issues.

The Bush administration strongly
supports this Freedom Consolidation
Act. In a joint letter to me on May 7,
Secretary of State Powell and Sec-
retary of Defense Rumsfeld wrote that
the bill would ‘‘reinforce our nation’s
commitment to the achievement of
freedom, peace, and security in Europe
. . . [and] would greatly enhance our
ability to work with aspirant countries
as they prepare to join with NATO and
work with us to meet the 21st century’s
threats to our common security.”

Mr. President, I have no doubt that
sometime next year this body will rat-
ify the further enlargement of NATO
by an overwhelming vote. For now, I
urge my colleagues to join me in vot-
ing for the Freedom Consolidation Act
as a symbolic gesture to support this
so-called open-door policy that has
served the alliance and this country so
well.

As I said, there will be time for us to
debate whether or not the aspirant
countries that are picked in Prague
should or should not be the ones that
are picked. I am sure we will have some
disagreement in this Chamber about
that. This is not to pick winners and
losers. This is picking the aspirant
countries that are known to everyone
to have the most reasonable prospect
of being issued an invitation to better
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situate themselves in meeting the cri-
teria to be offered that membership.

I look forward to discussion on this
issue. I do not know there is all that
much to discuss right now, but I look
forward to discussion of this issue and
to being in the Chamber with my two
friends who are here to hopefully usher
in a new round of members in the
NATO enlargement scheme that will
take place later in the year.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Senator
WARNER is recognized.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I have
under my control as one in opposition
to this measure how much time?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 90 minutes.

Mr. WARNER. And my colleagues
have an equal amount, I presume.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. They
began with 60 minutes.

Mr. BIDEN. If the Senator will yield,
how much time does the Senator from
Delaware have under his control?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware has 49 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. BIDEN. If the Senator will con-
tinue to yield for just a moment, un-
less responding to questions, I do not
plan on taking any more time. I am
happy to yield the remainder of the
time to Senator LUGAR and other Sen-
ators. I am told Senator DURBIN and
others may want to speak.

For the information of my col-
leagues, I do not plan, other than re-
sponding to questions if my good friend
from Virginia has any, on using any
more time. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. I thank the Presiding
Officer.

Mr. President, I have notified several
colleagues who have expressed an in-
terest in utilizing some of the time in
opposition. I wish to enter into a col-
loquy. I must say, in my years in the
Senate, I do not know of anyone I
enjoy having a colloquy with more
than my great friend from Delaware. 1
hope he does not disappoint us tonight,
but just a little rise in temperature at
some point as we go along.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I am sure
my temperature will not rise as long as
my good friend from Virginia continues
to be the gentleman he always is.

Mr. WARNER. I thank my colleague.
I see my other dear friend from Indi-
ana. There is no one in this Senate
whom I admire more than my dear
friend. I regret we have some dif-
ferences on this issue.

First, I ask unanimous consent to
print in this RECORD a letter addressed
to me from Secretary of State Colin L.
Powell, jointly signed by Secretary of
Defense Donald H. Rumsfeld, in which
they support, on behalf of the Presi-
dent, the measure before the Senate.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:
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MAY 7, 2002.
Hon. JOHN W. WARNER,
Committee on Armed Services,
U.S. Senate.

DEAR SENATOR WARNER: The Administra-
tion strongly supports. S. 1572, the Freedom
Consolidation Act. This bill, which rein-
forces the efforts of European democracies
preparing themselves for the responsibilities
of NATO membership, will enhance U.S. na-
tional security and advance vital American
interests in a strengthened and enlarged Al-
liance.

Speaking in Warsaw last June, President
Bush said that ‘‘Yalta did not ratify a nat-
ural divide, it divided a living civilization.”’
From the day the Iron Curtain descended
across Europe, our consistent bipartisan
committee has been to overcome this divi-
sion and build a Europe whole, free, and at
peace. The 1997 Alliance decision to admit
Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic
brought us a step closer to this vision.

Later this year at NATO’s Summit in
Prague, we will have an opportunity to take
a further historic step: to welcome those of
Europe’s democracies, that are ready and
able to contribute to Euro-Atlantic security,
into the strongest Alliance the world has
known. As the President said in Warsaw, ‘‘As
we plan the Prague Summit, we should not
calculate how little we can get away with,
but how much we can do to advance the
cause of freedom.”

We believe that this bill, which builds on
previous Congressional acts supportive of en-
largement, would reinforce our nation’s com-
mitment to the achievement of freedom,
peace, and security in Europe. Passage of the
Freedom Consolidation Act would greatly
enhance our ability to work with aspirant
countries as they prepare to join with NATO
and work with us to meet the 21st century’s
threats to our common security.

We hope we can count on your support for
this bill, and look forward to working closely
with you in the months ahead as we prepare
to make historic decisions at Prague.

Sincerely,
DONALD H. RUMSFELD,
Secretary of Defense.
COLIN L. POWELL,
Secretary of State.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, if I can
get my colleague’s attention, this de-
bate we are having tonight arose be-
cause last fall in December, as our
Chamber was quite properly moving to-
wards closing down—the Christmas
season was upon us—I discovered we
were about to authorize $565.5 million to
seven nations without a moment’s de-
bate.

The time was not there to have that
debate. So I objected.

I do not object to the money pro-
ceeding to these seven nations. I have
supported it in years before. I support
the flow of money. My concern, I say to
my colleague from Delaware, is the
rhetoric in which that money is
wrapped in this resolution.

Mr. BIDEN. Excuse me?

Mr. WARNER. The rhetoric, the ver-
biage, that is in the House measure. We
are about to adopt the House measure,
if my understanding is correct.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I believe
that is correct.

Mr. WARNER. It is in honor of a very
valued former colleague of the Con-
gress whom I respect. All of that to one
side, I believe the rhetoric as written
and as framed could send the wrong
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message. That is the sole reason I am
here tonight, because if we were to sep-
arate the money from the rhetoric, or
portions of the rhetoric—and this, of
course, is not open to amendment—I
would be voting with the Senator. So it
is the verbiage that surrounds this.

I will ask my friend from Delaware a
question or two. I am not entirely sure,
procedurally, what it is we are going to
achieve by this vote because the money
has already been appropriated. Even
though the Senator from Virginia
stopped the authorization, as we know
that does not necessarily stop the ap-
propriators. I share a good laugh with
my colleague because they are a law
unto themselves.

This magnificent Senate is predi-
cated on the rules that we have the au-
thorizing committee, of which my col-
league from Delaware is the chair-
man—I am the ranking on the Armed
Services Committee—and we authorize.
The appropriators then agree or dis-
agree with regard to the amounts of
money, but in this case, as they have
done in others, they went ahead and
appropriated the funds. So in a sense,
we are talking about a hollow victory
tonight, but I direct my attention,
once again, to the rhetoric.

My friend from Delaware said the
open-door policy, but I go to the letter
from the Secretaries of State and De-
fense which says the following:

Later this year at the NATO summit in
Prague we will have an opportunity to take
a further historic step to welcome those of
Europe’s democracies that are ready and
able to contribute to Euro-Atlantic security
into the strongest alliance the world has
ever known.

I agree with that. I am not opposed
to any further enlargement, but I do
not subscribe to this concept of open
door. I say to the distinguished chair-
man, at what point does the Senate
have the opportunity to make an as-
sessment as to what each of these
countries bring, so to speak, to the
table? How well prepared are they?

What we are doing is saying to the
American taxpayer, and we are saying
to the men and women of the Armed
Forces of the United States, an attack
against one is an attack against all.
Such new members as we may admit,
what do they bring to the table to par-
ticipate in, first, deterring an attack,
and then, if necessary, repelling that
attack? Do they bring sufficient to
hold their own, or is there going to be
an increased dependency, I say to my
two good friends, on the American
military?

In Kosovo, over 70 percent of the air-
lift was U.S. Approximately 50 percent
of the combat missions in bringing ord-
nance from air to ground were U.S.
Now, that is disproportionate. At an-
other time—I am not going to belabor
this tonight, but if one looks at the
NATO budgets, they are not all in-
creasing, as our President is increas-
ing, by 44-plus billion dollars, a bill for
the American taxpayers, our budget, to
strengthen our military.

May 16, 2002

I say to my colleagues, they cannot
point out one single NATO country
that proportionately is increasing their
military budget as great as ours. So
my question to my friend—he used the
phrase ‘‘open-door policy,” but I pre-
sume he subscribes to what is in the
Secretary’s letter; namely, ‘‘that are
ready and able to contribute to secu-
rity.” Am I correct in that analysis?

Mr. BIDEN. If the Senator will yield
for me to answer, the answer is: The
Senator is correct in his analysis as it
relates to what the Secretary said.

Let me speak to the first question, as
I understood the specific question:
When will the Senate get an oppor-
tunity to ascertain whether or not the
countries chosen to be invited to be-
come members of NATO are worthy of
invitation and membership, and to an-
swer indirectly the question, able to
contribute to our mutual security?

The answer is: We will do that at the
time of the ratification debate. In the
meantime, as my friend pointed out,
the money has already been appro-
priated. The money is already going to
these aspirant countries. I think it
should have gone by the authorization
process, and then the appropriations
process. That is why I was smiling.

We share a similar fate in armed
services and foreign relations, more in
foreign relations, quite frankly, than
armed services, where the appropri-
ators move in the absence of our mov-
ing.

Let me be more specific. I argue that,
even if not a single state that was, in
fact, the recipient of any of this
money, was invited to join NATO, it is
in our interest that the money goes be-
cause the money is going for those as-
pirant countries to meet criteria we
have set out, that we believe to be in
the U.S. interest. It is in the U.S. inter-
est that every one of the militaries in
aspirant countries is under civilian
control. It is in the U.S. interest that
they have participatory democracies.
It is in the U.S. interest they have no
border disputes with their neighbors. It
is also in the European interest.

So even if not a single aspirant coun-
try meets the criteria that must be
met, as cited by the Senator from Vir-
ginia quoting the Secretary of Defense,
it is money well spent.

The second reason we are doing this
now is that it is important, in my view,
to continue to display to these Euro-
pean aspirants that we are serious
about considering them. What I do not
want to see happen is us saying, well,
we know only one of you are going to
get in, and the other six say, well, what
am I doing this for? Why am I making
this effort? Why am I engaged in this?
I want them to know we are serious
about this. So even though the money
is going forward, you say, well, they al-
ready know we are serious. We have al-
ready sent the money. It is being spent;
it is being used. This authorization—
which is putting, as my grandpop used
to say, the sleigh before the horse—
demonstrates to these folks that, if and
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when the President of the TUnited
States and NATO pick aspirants to join
and the President sends the treaty up
for amendment to the Senate, we are
serious about it as well.

This is not a game. This is not a
game in our separation of powers—
most countries do not have the same
system as we have. We confuse people a
little bit because they have a par-
liamentary system. We have an execu-
tive branch and a legislative branch
and never the twain shall meet, and
constitutionally you have to get both
of our approval. Notwithstanding the
fact that the President may say we
want to see Slovakia or Slovenia or
whomever to join NATO, that is not
good enough. It has to have a super-
majority of the Senate saying yes as
well. This legislation is an authoriza-
tion after the fact.

I promise there is not a single soli-
tary ambassador representing any one
of the countries who does not have C-
SPAN on now listening to us. They
know it doesn’t mean much now. This
is not going to resolve anything to-
night, tomorrow, or next month, until
the meeting in Prague, and it may not
resolve anything then.

This is to send the signal that we are
serious, we mean it. You go out and do
the things that are necessary to meet
the criteria set out by the President,
and the additional requirements, and
we will seriously consider you. We are
in the game with the President.

The third point is the issue of wheth-
er or not these aspirant countries, if
invited by 19 members of NATO to be-
come a member of NATO, the question
is, will they contribute to the security
of the United States of America? Or
will they be, as my friend implies or
states—I don’t want to put words in his
mouth—a drag on our military?

He cites Kosovo. It is true what my
friend cites about the percentage of the
airlift, the percentage of the air mis-
sions, the percentage of the munitions
used, et cetera. But I also point out
only 10 percent of those forces that re-
main in Kosovo are American forces.
Mr. President, 85 percent are European
and other willing nations there, keep-
ing the peace. And I might add that if
we do something too well, it is taken
for granted and we forget what we did
in the first place.

I remind my friend that before we got
into Kosovo, before we went to Bosnia,
there were over a quarter million peo-
ple killed, women and children. There
were close to half a million people in
the hills, freezing in the middle of the
winter and we worried about them
freezing. Every European capital was
on edge worrying about immigration
flows. It started this xenophobia about
minority portions of the populations of
Germany, France, and other countries.

It is in our interest that there be a
stable Europe. It is in our interest that
a LePen is not getting 50 percent of the
vote instead of 15 percent of the vote.
It is in our interest that the skinheads
in Germany do not become a morph of
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the neo-Nazi organizations that impact
German policy. They have not. But I
believe had another million people
flowed out of the Balkans into those
capitals, it would have further desta-
bilized the political circumstance.

It is true that no nation, none of our
NATO allies, have kept their commit-
ment to expand their military capa-
bility as we have. None have. He is ab-
solutely right. Where does our interest
lie?

A number of our colleagues very
much want to see us move into Iraq. It
would be very useful if Bulgaria were
part of NATO. We don’t have to worry
about overflight rights. They are part
of NATO. We do not have to worry
about a little thing like we worry
about with our fickle Saudi friends as
to whether they allow us to use an air-
base we built for them and their pro-
tection. So I argue when we were try-
ing to deal with this situation in
Kosovo, Hungary became a valued ally.

The issue for me is not so much that
I think any aspirant country is going
to be able to be the one man for a U.S.
Air Force stealth aircraft moving on a
precision-guided mission against an
enemy. That will not happen. If the
measure is, can they keep up with our
technological capability, the answer is
that none of the countries will ever
qualify. I might add that some of our
greatest and oldest allies may not
qualify.

Conversely, though, if the measure
is, does their membership in NATO
lend an additional capacity that im-
pacts positively on U.S. interests, and
they pay their way, then the answer to
that question is, yes, they should be a
part of NATO. That is a debate I am
sure my friend and I will have when the
President of the United States, if he
does, comes back from Prague and
says, I am sending up to Senator WAR-
NER and company an amendment to the
Washington treaty asking for the fol-
lowing—1, or 7, or whatever—nations to
become part of NATO. He will because
he is so diligent and so knowledgeable
about the U.S. military and military
matters. I know him too well. And he
should do this. We are lucky to have
someone who will have the ability to
do this.

And then we will debate whether or
not they warrant membership. What
does Slovenia bring? What does so and
so bring? That is the moment when
that debate will take place.

I yield the floor.

Mr. WARNER. I say to my good
friend, and then I hope our good col-
league from Indiana will join, I can see
that day. It will be beautifully em-
bossed, a document on every desk. Do
you think the Senate in that period of
time, in that debate, will turn down
one of those countries?

That is the flaw in this process which
eventually I will point out in my direct
statement. We are going to be handed a
fait accompli. We will not have had the
opportunity, unless your committee or
mine—and I shall press in my com-
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mittee—have some advance hearings
on the likely nominee countries and
using the criteria in the Secretary of
State’s letter ‘“‘ready and able to con-
tribute to security.”

That is what we should be doing, not
waiting until that resolution comes up.
That is an obligation. We have so much
invested in NATO. It is a treaty that
has worked beyond expectation. I re-
member on the 50th anniversary engag-
ing in that marvelous debate we had in
the Senate, extolling the virtues of this
treaty.

What I am trying to do is to preserve
it so it remains strong and any nation
that comes in is able, willing, and
ready to pick up its share of the load
and carry it and not be dependent, as
we saw in Kosovo, upon the good old
USA, its service persons, and its tax-
payers.

Some Members around here with
gray hair remember things. Do you re-
member the Libya operation? Did we
get overflights of NATO countries in
that operation? Go back and check it,
Senator. Go back and check. NATO did
not open its airspace for that oper-
ation. It was a vital operation at that
time.

Do not say to this Chamber that by
virtue of a nation joining NATO it will
automatically open the skies, auto-
matically open its borders. No, it will
be the individual nations that make a
decision. That Libya raid is the case in
point.

I invite our colleagues, tell me, is it
a fait accompli that we will be handed
in November all the panoply, the cere-
mony, and this Chamber will get up
and reject the Nation? I don’t think it
will happen that way.

Mr. BIDEN. Let me respond briefly
and then yield to my friend from Indi-
ana or whoever seeks the floor.

What I think we should be straight
about here—I am not implying in any
way the Senator from Virginia is not
being straight—is that there is a grow-
ing school of thought that reflects the
underlying view of my friend from Vir-
ginia—and, I might add, is made up of
some of the most seasoned Members of
the Senate, some of whom are World
War II veterans, men who have been
strongly supportive of NATO in the
past and of our military—who basically
do not think NATO is worth much any-
more.

The fact of the matter is, the indict-
ment that the Senator paints is equal-
ly applicable to Britain, Germany,
Spain, Italy—every NATO nation. Not
the new guys. It was the old guys who
did not let us have the overflight, re-
member?

Mr. WARNER. Yes.

Mr. BIDEN. The new guys are so
gung ho being part of NATO, they
would probably decide to give each of
us citizenship if we asked for it. I am
not at all worried about the new guys.
I am worried about the old guys.

We should have a debate someday on
the floor, unrelated to expansion,
about the utility of NATO because, in
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truth, many in the Defense Depart-
ment and many—some on this floor—
think we are misallocating our re-
sources to NATO, period; unrelated to
Kosovo, unrelated to anything else.

So I call everyone’s attention to the
subtext in this debate that really
doesn’t relate to new members. It re-
lates to whether NATO has outlived its
usefulness and whether we should be
spending billions of dollars on NATO
without any new members. It is a le-
gitimate debate. I think it is dead
wrong, but I think it is a legitimate de-
bate.

With regard to the issue of whether
there is a fait accompli when an em-
bossed document ends up on our desk,
I might point out that my friend from
Virginia had no difficulty with an em-
bossed document that was the single
most important treaty in the minds of
our NATO allies—no difficulty reject-
ing it. It was called the Comprehensive
Test Ban Treaty. It did not slow you up
a beat.

Mr. WARNER. Not only didn’t it slow
me up, it was our committee, not your
committee, that held the hearings that
adduced the facts and brought them to
the floor of the Senate which resulted
in the rejection of that treaty. Our
committee did that work.

Mr. BIDEN. That may be. We can
argue about that.

Mr. WARNER. It is a fact.

Mr. BIDEN. I don’t doubt that. You
were wrong then, you are wrong now.
But that is irrelevant.

The point is this. I was responding to
a specific assertion. The Senator said:
How will this body ever reject some-
thing that is put on our desk that is
embossed, that has worldwide pub-
licity, that the whole world is looking
at, that all of our European friends are
seeing? How could we ever reject any-
thing like that?

I point out that we have done that.
We have no problem rejecting things in
this place that we don’t think we
should do. I might add that we had
multiple hearings in my committee—I
don’t remember, but I suspect also in
my friend’s committee, the Armed
Services Committee. We had more than
a dozen hearings before we voted on ex-
pansion, on whether or not the aspirant
countries were qualified.

Some of us, I think including the
Senator from Virginia, traveled to the
aspirant countries, sat down with their
leadership, sat down with their chiefs
of staff, sat down with their military
and parliamentary leaders, and looked
at their books—literally, not figu-
ratively.

I know I spent, with my colleague Dr.
Haltzel, about 7 days doing that in the
aspirant countries: Hungary, Poland,
Slovenia and the Czech Republic. I
spent that time as my other colleagues
did.

So I have no worry that we are going
to have time. I am responding to the
point made by the Senator, which is:
Hey, look, this is a fait accompli. We
are getting set up here. You guys
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passed this; you authorized this in ad-
dition to the money already going.
What is going to happen here is we are
going to come bouncing along and on
December 9, or next January 14, or
whatever date, we are going to have an
embossed treaty, and it is going to be
done, and there is not going to be any
real debate, and it is going to be all
over.

I would say the past is prologue. The
Foreign Relations Committee pub-
lished a b5b0-page report on the last
round of NATO enlargement. It con-
tained the transcript of the hearings, a
lengthy report on the trip that I took
to Russia, Poland, the Czech Republic,
Hungary, Slovenia, and many other re-
ports. I do not remember—I do not
want to state something I am not cer-
tain of—but I think the Armed Serv-
ices Committee had hearings as well.

So there is going to be no doubt there
will be hearings. If the Senator, in
Armed Services—if they want to hold
hearings, I think that is a fine thing;
no problem. I think it is premature
now to hold those hearings. We had 7
days of debate on the floor the last
time on NATO enlargement.

I understand the concern of the Sen-
ator that we are going to, in effect, be
presented with a fait accompli. Maybe
his real worry is it is a fait accompli
because he is a Republican and a Re-
publican President would be submit-
ting this. But I tell you, we Democrats
are going to have no problem. We
didn’t have any problem with the last
guy who submitted it, and my Repub-
lican friends had no problem when the
last guy submitted it, a Democrat. I
think it is an unfounded worry. If I be-
lieved the Senator was correct and the
Senate is going to be put in a position
of rubber-stamping or walking away, I
would say you are right, Senator. But I
see nothing from the past NATO en-
largement round we went through, and
I do not anticipate anything in this
round, that will preclude a thorough
investigation giving all 100 Members of
the Senate and the American public an
opportunity to make their own judg-
ments about it, whether or not to ac-
cept the President’s recommendation.

When I say President’s recommenda-
tion, if he doesn’t sign on in Prague to
the expansion, then there is no expan-
sion. All 18 other nations can sign on,
it doesn’t matter. If he says no—no.
Done. Finished. So that is what I mean
when 1 say the President’s rec-
ommendation.

I have no doubt we are going to have
an opportunity to fully explore this.
My guess is—I make a prediction,
which is a dangerous thing to do. The
bulk of the debate on this floor will be
why wasn’t so-and-so included, as op-
posed to why did you include such-and-
such country.

But that remains to be seen. The bot-
tom line is—and I will yield the floor
to whomever seeks it—the bottom line
is that we will have plenty of oppor-
tunity to debate whether or not the
named countries—if there are any
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named countries, and there will be, I
believe—whether they warrant the
supermajority of the Senate to say:
Yes, you are now a member of NATO
because you met all the criteria and in-
cluding the paragraph read from the
Secretary of Defense’s letter.

I further state that the criticisms we
can debate in other contexts that the
Senator from Virginia raises about
NATO aspirants are equally applicable
to the original NATO members—that is
a different story.

I yield the floor.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, just a
short comment and then I hope others
will engage in the debate.

If the Senators from Delaware and
Indiana would be willing to just strip
out a lot of rhetoric which causes me a
problem—because I think for those who
do not follow the key debate that we
are having, and this is a good debate—
I would simply say I would voice vote
the authorization for this money and
let’s get on with it. But just take out
this rhetoric which gives rise to expec-
tations in all of these countries. That
is my concern. It gives rise to it. Im-
plicitly it says, by the Senate voting
on this tomorrow: Oh, the Senate has
now said this rhetoric is correct, that
all nations should be this, and all na-
tions desiring it—I think it can be mis-
construed and misinterpreted.

If you want the money, sever the
rhetoric and I will voice vote it to-
night.

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, we have
the votes to win this anyway, notwith-
standing the fact I truly appreciate the
Senator’s generous offer. I would be
happy to try to accommodate him if I
could. You cannot amend this.

Mr. WARNER. That is by unanimous
consent. We could amend it tomorrow.

Mr. BIDEN. The idea of us getting
unanimous consent—he can seek unan-
imous consent. I imagine there are
enough people—I don’t think that is
possible.

The bottom line is I understand the
Senator. I do not have the same con-
cerns with any of the rhetoric. The
rhetoric of George Bush:

[a]ll of Europe’s new democracies, from the
Baltic to the Black Sea and all that lie be-
tween, should have the same chance for secu-
rity and freedom—and the same chance to
join the institutions of Europe—as Europe’s
old democracies have . . . I believe in NATO
membership for all of Europe’s democracies
that seek it and are ready to share the re-
sponsibilities that NATO brings . . . [a]s we
plan to enlarge NATO, no nation should be
used as a pawn in the agenda of others . . .
[w]e will not trade away the fate of free Eu-
ropean peoples . . . [n]Jo more Munichs . . .
[n]Jo more Yaltas . . . [a]s we plan the Prague
Summit, we should not calculate how little
we can get away with, but how much we can
do to advance the cause of freedom.

That is the most shining rhetoric in
here. I am not prepared to support the
withdrawal of the President’s rhetoric
from this legislation.

Mr. WARNER. Then I ask a question
of my friend. I realize you have the
votes. It is going to stay in, but at
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least I make the gesture. But I say to
my friend, other than the money,
which I agree should flow, has flowed,
been appropriated, to what does this
bill commit the United States and the
Congress?

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, it does
not commit the United States and Con-
gress to anything, except it commu-
nicates——

Mr. WARNER. That is an important
statement, Mr. President.

Mr. BIDEN. It communicates to all of
the European aspirants that if they
meet the requirements in the eyes of
the Senate, and if they are rec-
ommended by our President, we will se-
riously consider their admission to
NATO. We, the U.S. Senate, if they
meet what each of us individually
thinks is the minimum criteria or the
maximum criteria, we take it seri-
ously. This is not just a gesture of
sending you money to help you move
toward democratization to modernize
your military. We, like the President,
mean it.

So if the Senator does not agree
with—and I understand—the statement
by President Bush, which I happen to
agree with, which I fully respect, then
he should not support this. I happen to
agree with President Bush and the
other, as the Senator says, ‘‘rhetoric”
in this piece of legislation.

So all it commits the United States
to is to say the same thing President
Bush said: We believe that all of Eu-
rope should be open and free, and that
we will consider NATO membership for
all European democracies that seek it
and are ready to seek the responsi-
bility NATO brings. That is what it
commits us to, and that is why I sup-
port this.

I thank my colleague.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. I say, then, Mr. Presi-
dent, the purpose for my initiating this
debate has been accomplished. I re-
spect my President. I largely agree
with him. But you have now stated
your views, and I hope my colleague
from Indiana will join you.

Beyond the authorization of these
funds, this document does not commit
us—this Senate, this Congress—to any-
thing beyond the authorization of spe-
cific amounts of dollars. It is simply a
statement with regard to the future.

I also received the assurances from
my colleague that this body, through
its committee hearings, and otherwise,
will eventually be able to look at each
country individually and their criteria
by which eventually they can be judged
as to become members or not.

I thank my colleague from Delaware.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I thank
the distinguished Senator from Vir-
ginia for the questions as well as the
conclusions. I would simply succinctly
join my colleague, the chairman of the
Foreign Relations Committee, in say-
ing that S. 1572, the legislation before
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us now, endorses the continued en-
largement of the NATO alliance and as-
sists potential members in meeting
membership criteria. Very clearly, that
leaves open the question of whether
they meet the criteria, and who is se-
lected, and when that occurs.

But the President of the United
States, in his Warsaw speech, talked
about enlargement. He talked about it,
but he gave a grand vision. That was
important.

Mr. President, before I commence my
statement, I ask unanimous consent
that Senator COCHRAN be added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1572.

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

The Senator from Indiana.

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of the Freedom Con-
solidation Act of 2001 because I believe
this legislation makes important con-
tributions to the future of European se-
curity and trans-Atlantic relations by
endorsing the continued enlargement
of the NATO alliance and assisting po-
tential members in meeting member-
ship criteria.

Last year, President George Bush de-
livered a visionary speech in Warsaw
Poland on NATO’s future. He noted
that ‘‘all of Europe’s new democracies,
from the Baltic to the Black Sea and
all that lie between, should have the
same chance for security and freedom.”

He went on to say that he believed
‘... in NATO memberships for all of
Europe’s democracies that seek it and
are ready to share the responsibilities
that NATO brings.” And he concluded
that ‘““we should not calculate how lit-
tle we can get away with, but how
much we can do to advance the cause
of freedom.”

Some believe the United States-Eu-
ropean relationship should be dimin-
ished. I can hardly imagine a more
strategically shortsighted or dangerous
policy shift by the United States or Eu-
rope. Such arguments ignore a basic
fact: Europe and America are increas-
ingly intertwined in security, eco-
nomic, and cultural matters. The cold
war may be over, but the security and
welfare of America and Europe are
closely linked. Our common goal must
be to complete the building of a Europe
whole and free in strong alliance with
the United States of America. Now is
not the time to discuss withdrawal.
Now is the time to strengthen the
NATO alliance. This legislation—the
Freedom Consolidation Act—makes
important and encouraging strides in
that direction.

The last round of enlargement was a
tremendous first step. The lines of
Yalta have begun to recede. Central
Europe is not only free but safe. And
now, 10 years after the fall of the Ber-
lin Wall, it is time to finish the job and
make Europe whole and free. It is my
belief that the continued enlargement
of NATO is the best means to achieve
this goal. President Bush has laid out
such a vision and has committed the
United States to its implementation.
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I might add that a reason we are de-
bating this issue at this late hour on a
Thursday evening is that the President
of the United States very much wants
to have this legislation as he goes to a
historic summit with President Putin
of Russia and as he proceeds on to vis-
its with European allies.

The President has not only given a
visionary speech in Warsaw, he is
about to embark upon an extraor-
dinary trip on behalf of our security
and our foreign policy. He has asked us
to consider this legislation, and to pass
it enthusiastically, to join our col-
leagues in the House in that endorse-
ment.

Continued enlargement provides an
opportunity for NATO to be proactive
in shaping a stable security framework
in Europe. Potential NATO member-
ship has given countries the incentive
to accelerate reforms, to peacefully
settle disputes, and to increase co-
operation. These hopes have been a tre-
mendous driving force of democratiza-
tion and peace. Those nations who have
made the most progress should be re-
warded with an invitation to join
NATO. Such a move will ensure that
NATO’s aspirations will continue to
spur reform and purge cold war
ideologies and dividing lines.

While maintaining NATO’s high
standards, we should invite those na-
tions ready to assume membership re-
sponsibilities and contribute to Euro-
pean stability and security to be a part
of NATO.

If countries such as Slovenia and Slo-
vakia stay the course, they would be
among the strongest candidates. Given
the importance of stabilizing southern
Europe, I also believe we should invite
Bulgaria and Romania. I am hopeful
they will continue their remarkable
progress and become strong members
of the alliance.

The defining issue will be the Baltic
States, Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia.
They are among the great success sto-
ries of Europe’s post-Communist tran-
sition. Their illegal annexation by the
former Soviet Union 60 years ago
should not determine Western policy
today. If the Baltic States continue to
perform and meet our standards, we
should bring them in, all of them, at
the Prague summit.

I have addressed that issue, at least
to give my personal views as a Senator,
for the last year. I felt it was impor-
tant, as the Senator from Virginia has
pointed out in this debate, for us to
consider individually each of these
countries, to initiate that debate a
long time before the Prague summit or
even before the trip our President is to
take to visit with President Putin.

As the distinguished chairman of the
Foreign Relations Committee has
pointed out, he has made a number of
trips to Europe to visit not only with
the aspirants in the first round of
NATO enlargement but with the cur-
rent group. I went to Europe last Sep-
tember for a similar purpose. I made it
a point to visit each of the Baltic
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States to meet with the leadership of
those countries, with their military
people, as well as their diplomats, and
continued on to Romania and Bulgaria
for an equally interesting and impor-
tant visit to enlarge my own under-
standing of where they stood, what
they were doing, what kind of criteria
they understood membership required.

I visited the NATO headquarters in
Brussels in January at the invitation
of our Ambassador Burns to address a
NATO workshop which included 10 as-
piring countries in a roundtable discus-
sion. Of those 10, I have identified 7
that I believe are logical candidates if
they fulfill the criteria. But that is a
rigorous course. Ambassador Burns, on
behalf of this country, has visited each
of the countries that I have mentioned
recently. He has gone through a rig-
orous outline of what our anticipations
would be. This is not a free ride for any
country, and meeting those criteria
will take some doing in each of the
seven cases that I have cited.

This legislation does not make that
decision, even if this Senator and oth-
ers have come to some conclusions
about the merits of various countries.
That is a debate still ahead of us. I
would simply counsel my friends who
are interested in this issue and all who
have spoken this evening to continue
visitation of the countries, to continue
encouragement of meeting the criteria,
to show interest on behalf of the
United States in these countries. Those
are the steps we ought to be taking
presently, and they will lead to a for-
mal and, I hope, a wise decision, long
before there is a final Prague summit
and our President makes a commit-
ment, at least of his own resources, on
behalf of the United States.

NATO’s open-door policy toward new
members, as established in article 10 of
the Washington treaty, is truly funda-
mental. To retract it would risk under-
mining the tremendous gains that have
been made across the region. The re-
sult of a closed-door policy would be
the creation of new dividing lines
across Europe. Those nations outside
might become disillusioned and inse-
cure and thus inclined to adopt the
competitive and destabilizing security
positions of Europe’s past.

NATO’s decision to enlarge in stages
recognizes that not all new applicants
are equally ready or equally willing to
be security allies, and some states may
never be ready. But the maintenance of
the open door to future membership
will continue to be a powerful moti-
vating force in Europe.

NATO has launched a new initiative
to expand cooperation and consultation
with Russia. From my perspective,
NATO enlargement need not be a zero-
sum game. One can be a strong sup-
porter of NATO enlargement and of a
new United States-Russian strategic
partnership, as I am. We need to con-
tinue to invest in the promotion of the
security and the stability of Russia and
the other newly independent states,
and it is in the interest of both NATO
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and Russia for a democratic Russia to
emerge and to regularize its coopera-
tion with the alliance.

For this reason, I support the Bush
administration’s efforts to draw Russia
closer to NATO, to deal with mutual
security concerns in reciprocal fashion,
and to support Russia’s consolidation
of a nonimperialist, peaceful democ-
racy.

If NATO is to continue to be an effec-
tive organization meeting the security
needs of its members, it must play a
central role in addressing the major se-
curity challenges of our time, which in
my judgment are the war on terrorism
and the threats posed by weapons of
mass destruction.

That will require NATO to change,
and in a very large way. But the alli-
ance has demonstrated in the past that
with U.S. leadership, it has the capac-
ity to adapt to new challenges. We
must take the next logical step in a
world in which terrorist ‘‘Article V”’
attacks on our countries can be
planned in Germany, financed in Asia,
and carried out in the United States.
Under these circumstances, old distinc-
tions between ‘‘in”’ and ‘‘out of area”
have become meaningless. If Article V
threats to our security can come from
beyond Europe, NATO must be able to
act beyond Europe to meet them.

If we cannot organize ourselves to
meet this new threat, we will have
given the terrorists a huge advantage.
There is nothing they would like more
than to see Western democracies di-
vided on this key issue. We are now co-
operating closely with our European
allies. While we don’t publicize it for
understandable reasons, the security
cooperation, the intelligence sharing is
unprecedented. Today there are more
Europeans on the ground in Afghani-
stan than Americans. It is Europe, not
America, that is going to foot much of
the bill for Afghan reconstruction. In
those areas, Europeans have been ex-
ceptional allies.

But I have a sober understanding of
where we differ with our allies and the
hurdles we need to overcome if we are
going to succeed. The Europeans have
neglected their defenses. While I detect
a growing willingness to try to remedy
that, it is not going to be easy so long
as their economies are in recession. It
would be a historic mistake to let this
opportunity to forge a new trans-
atlantic understanding slip through
our fingers. America is at war. The
threat we face is global and existential.
We need allies and coalitions to con-
front it effectively, and NATO is our
premiere military alliance. Therefore,
NATO enlargement should be pursued
as part of a broader strategic dialog
aimed at establishing common trans-
atlantic approaches to meet the key
strategic challenges in Europe and
around the globe.

Fifty years ago, NATO’s founders
made a political decision that the
United States and Europe needed a
common strategy to meet common
threats. Today we need to make a simi-
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lar commitment with our allies to
complete the vision of a united, free
Europe, and to defend our common val-
ues and interests in Europe and be-
yond.

President Bush and his administra-
tion placed a continued NATO enlarge-
ment at the core of the transatlantic
agenda. I ask unanimous consent to
print in the RECORD a letter sent to
leaders of the Senate from Secretary of
State Colin Powell and Secretary of
Defense Don Rumsfeld.

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

MAY 7, 2002.
Hon. JESSE HELMS,
Committee on Foreign Relations,
U.S. Senate.

DEAR SENATOR HELMS: The Administration
strongly supports S. 1572, the Freedom Con-
solidation Act. This bill, which reinforces
the efforts of European democracies pre-
paring themselves for the responsibilities of
NATO membership, will enhance U.S. na-
tional security and advance vital American
interests in a strengthened and enlarged Al-
liance.

Speaking in Warsaw last June, President
Bush said that ““Yalta did not ratify a nat-
ural divide, it divided a living civilization.”
From the day the Iron Curtain descended
across KEurope, our consistent bipartisan
commitment has been to overcome this divi-
sion and build a Europe whole, free, and at
peace. The 1997 Alliance decision to admit
Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic
brought us a step closer to this vision.

Later this year at NATO’s Summit in
Prague, we will have an opportunity to take
a further historic step: to welcome those of
Europe’s democracies, that are ready and
able to contribute to Euro-Atlantic security,
into the strongest Alliance the world has
known. As the President said in Warsaw, ‘‘As
we plan the Prague Summit, we should not
calculate how little we can get away with,
but how much we can do to advance the
cause of freedom.”

We believe that this bill, which builds on
previous Congressional acts supportive of en-
largement, would reinforce our nation’s com-
mitment to the achievement of freedom,
peace, and security in Europe. Passage of the
Freedom Consolidation Act would greatly
enhance our ability to work with aspirant
countries as they prepare to join with NATO
and work with us to meet the 21st century’s
threats to our common security.

We hope we can count on your support for
this bill, and look forward to working closely
with you in the months ahead as we prepare
to make historic decisions at Prague.

Sincerely,
DONALD H. RUMSFELD,
Secretary of Defense.
COLIN L. POWELL,
Secretary of State.

Mr. LUGAR. They write, in part, Mr.
President:

We believe that this bill, which builds on
previous congressional acts supportive of en-
largement, would reinforce our Nation’s
commitment to the achievement of freedom,
peace, and security in Europe. Passage of the
Freedom Consolidation Act would greatly
enhance our ability to work with aspirant
countries as they prepare to join with NATO
and work with us to meet the 21st century’s
threat to our common security.

We must seize this unprecedented op-
portunity to expand the zone of peace
and security to all of Europe. It is time
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to finish the job and the next step in
passage of this important legislation is
to act, and to act promptly.

Mr. President, I note the presence of
the distinguished Senator from Ohio.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio is recognized.

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I
thank the Senator from Indiana for his
courtesy. I am pleased to have oppor-
tunity to speak today on behalf of the
Freedom Consolidation Act.

I have long supported expansion of
the NATO alliance to include Europe’s
new democracies, and I believe this
piece of legislation sends an important
signal to countries aspiring to join the
alliance. The U.S. Senate supports the
process of enlargement that began in
Madrid in 1997, and believes NATO
should remain open to Europe’s new de-
mocracies able to accept the respon-
sibilities that come with membership
in the alliance.

During the cold war, as a public offi-
cial in the State of Ohio, I remained a
strong supporter of the captive na-
tions, who were for so many years de-
nied the right of self-determination by
the former Soviet Union. That strong
support of the captive nations was gen-
erated back in my youth. As a matter
of fact, the first paper that I wrote in
undergraduate school at Ohio Univer-
sity was about how the United States
sold out Yugoslavia at Tehran and
Yalta. That grieved me, and I wondered
whether those nations would ever have
the self-determination that they were
promised.

When I was mayor of Cleveland dur-
ing the 1980s, we celebrated the inde-
pendence days of the captive nations at
city hall—flying their flags, singing
their songs, and praying that one day
those countries would know the free-
dom that we enjoy in the United
States.

In August of 1991, as communism’s
grip loosened, I wrote a letter to then-
President George H.W. Bush urging
him to recognize the independence of
the Baltic nations. Now these countries
are among those being considered for
membership in the NATO alliance. I
know the President remembers last
year when we were in Vilnius, Lith-
uania, on the square before 2,000 Lith-
uanians. I could not help but think
back 15 years and being at the Lithua-
nian hall of Our Lady of Perpetual Help
and wondering if the Lithuania people
would ever enjoy freedom. There they
were before us, and I had tears rolling
out of my eyes. They wanted to join
NATO.

Last month, I had the opportunity to
meet with representatives with ties to
NATO-aspirant countries at a meeting
organized by the Embassy of the Slo-
vak Republic and cosponsored by the
Polish American Congress, strong sup-
porters of the Solidarity movement in
Poland and great advocates of Poland
becoming a member of NATO. The
meeting included individuals from nine
aspirant countries, including Albania,
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Bulgaria, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania,
Macedonia, Romania, Slovenia, and
Slovakia, as well as Croatia, which was
formally invited to join the NATO ac-
cession process at the NATO ministe-
rial meeting this week. Representa-
tives from the Czech and Hungarian
communities were also there, who were
also in favor of continued expansion of
the alliance.

They came together to promote the
merits of enlargement as a single, uni-
fied group, and to deliver the message
that NATO expansion is in the best in-
terest of the United States of America,
Europe, and the broader international
community of democracies.

The spirit of that meeting I think is
encapsulated in this bill; it does not di-
vide; it does not endorse one candidate
country over another; rather, it en-
courages emerging Central and Eastern
European democracies to continue re-
forms to promote democracy, the rule
of law, the merits of free market
economies, respect for human rights,
and military reform. These values are
the hallmark of the NATO alliance.
And I can tell you that the progress
that we have seen in those countries
toward the issues I have just enun-
ciated would not have been as aggres-
sive if it wasn’t involved in their try-
ing to prove to the other NATO mem-
bers that they were worthy of member-
ship in NATO.

I strongly support that message, and
I share the sentiments expressed by
President Bush in remarks he delivered
in Poland last June, when he was at
the NATO summit in Prague. He said:

We should not calculate how little we can
get away with, but how much we can do to
advance the cause of freedom.

When NATO heads of state join in
Prague this November for the summit
of the alliance, three primary items
will fill their agenda: First, discussion
about capabilities and the future of the
alliance; next, the selection of new
members; and, finally, new relation-
ships with Russia, Ukraine, and other
members of the international commu-
nity.

As the Senator from Indiana said,
without a doubt, the events of Sep-
tember 11 have dramatically impacted
the conversations that will take place
in Prague. As the United States and
other members of NATO consider each
of these issues, it is within the broader
context of a changed world post-9-11.

This reality was seen this week when
Secretary of State Colin Powell joined
his NATO colleagues for a NATO min-
isterial meeting in Reykjavik, Iceland.
New threats facing the alliance in the
aftermath of the terrorist attacks
against the U.S. influenced discussions
on Russia, as NATO foreign ministers
reached a historic agreement on a new
NATO-Russian Council, and they cer-
tainly influenced conversations about
the urgent need to address the growing
capabilities gap between the United
States and our European allies, which I
am sure the Senator from Virginia is
very much concerned about.
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They also influenced discussions on
NATO enlargement, as the foreign min-
isters reaffirmed their support of the
alliance at Prague.

Although there are, without a doubt,
a number of pressing questions that
the alliance must begin to answer, I be-
lieve NATO enlargement is still a high
priority because of its importance to
U.S. national security and peace in the
world.

I strongly support a statement made
by Under Secretary of State Mark
Grossman in his testimony before the
Foreign Relations Committee earlier
this month, when he said:

The events of the September 11 show us
that the more allies we have, the better off
we are going to be; the more allies we have
to prosecute the war on terrorism, the better
off we are going to be. And if we are going to
meet these new threats to our security, we
need to build the broadest and strongest coa-
lition possible of countries that share our
values and are able to act effectively with
us. With freedom under attack, we must
demonstrate our resolve to do as much as we
can to advance our cause.

Since September 11, the United
States and NATO have called on mem-
bers of the international community to
provide critical assistance in a number
of areas outside of the traditional mili-
tary realm. While these do not out-
weigh the need for improved defense
capabilities, such as strategic airlift
capabilities and improved communica-
tion systems, they are nonetheless
critical to thwarting future terrorist
attacks.

We have seen the benefit of these
contributions as the international
community continues to engage in a
global campaign against terrorism. The
nine NATO aspirant countries, as well
as Croatia, have reached out to the
United States in the aftermath of the
September 11 attacks. They have
pledged their solidarity, volunteered
their resources, and shared intelligence
information with the United States
and NATO. They have decided to not
act as aspirants, but as allies, and their
strong support is highly important.
Senator LUGAR, in his remarks, pointed
out how much help they have given us
so far.

As significant as this cooperation has
been, the work is not done. It is crit-
ical that countries aspiring to join the
alliance continue their efforts to make
progress in areas outlined in the mem-
bership action plan—developing free
market economies, promoting democ-
racy and the rule of law, respecting the
rights of minorities, implementing
military reforms, and committing re-
sources to their defense budgets, just
as we are doing.

I have made it clear to all of these
countries that are seeking membership
in NATO that it is the MAP, the mem-
bership application plan—we are going
to watch what you do, and there is not
going to be any automatic entry into
NATO; you are going to have to prove
you are worthy and show us through
your actions and also in your ability to
use a good portion of your budget and
invest it in defense.
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As a Member of Congress who has
long been involved with transatlantic
issues, I understand the importance of
NATO expansion to strengthening se-
curity and stability in Europe. I sup-
ported the enlargement of the alliance
in 1997, and I will again support en-
largement at Prague. I believe NATO
should be open to further expansion in
the future.

There are probably very few Members
of this body who have visited all of the
NATO aspirants. I have, with the ex-
ception of Slovakia. I have been im-
pressed with what they are doing. I will
visit Slovakia, Macedonia, and Slo-
venia after attending the National As-
sembly meeting in Bulgaria later this
month.

Last year Senator DURBIN and I vis-
ited Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania
and were impressed with the commit-
ment they were making to qualify
themselves as members of NATO.

I remember before we attended the
OSE meeting in Paris we visited with
General Ralston at Normandy, and he
spoke eloquently about what he had
seen when he visited the Baltic coun-
tries, with heavy emphasis on commu-
nications, the BaltNet they put in
place, which he said was better than
countries that already belonged to
NATO, and then being in Slovenia 2
years ago and seeing the communica-
tion system they put in place.

I will never forget General
Kronkaitis, a former U.S. Army Gen-
eral who is now the adviser to the Lith-
uanian army, and how he really made
me very proud of how he had incul-
cated the spirit that he received from
being a member of our U.S. military.

I strongly support and believe NATO
expansion demonstrates our country’s
commitment to freedom and democ-
racy in the global arena, and I will con-
tinue to promote expansion of the alli-
ance to include Europe’s new democ-
racies which demonstrate the ability to
handle the responsibility of NATO
membership.

Ronald Reagan used to talk about
trust but verify. Although we have en-
tered into some new negotiations with
President Putin and Russia, my his-
tory makes me a little bit uneasy. One
of the thoughts I had is that now that
these countries, which I so longed to
have freedom, have freedom, we verify
they will continue to have freedom.

In other words, they have their self-
determination, they have freedom, but
the only thing that will make me com-
fortable before I am taken to some
other place is that we verify this trust-
ful relationship we have with Russia.

Mr. President, the only way I think
we can verify that relationship is to
make sure these democracies become
part of NATO. That will assure me that
the big boot of someone will not again
step on those nations that have been
through so much during the last cen-
tury.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
support of this important legislation
which makes clear the Senate’s strong
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support for NATO enlargement in
Prague this November.

I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I com-
mend my good friend from Ohio. He has
a very clear understanding through
many long years of travel experience
and, indeed, his proud heritage. In
many debates we have had in this
Chamber, particularly with regard to
the Baltics, he has brought an impor-
tant perspective, and I commend him.

I am glad the Senator spoke with ref-
erence to Russia. I join with my col-
league from Indiana. I hope our Presi-
dent is able to make further progress
with President Putin. They made good
progress to date. I am supportive of the
arms control initiatives that will soon
be brought to this Chamber. Ronald
Reagan’s credo, ‘‘trust but verify,” we
should all follow.

I remember, I say to my colleagues,
by coincidence I was visiting with Sec-
retary of Defense Cohen, our former
colleague, in NATO, sitting in the
council room of the North Atlantic
Council when for the first time a Rus-
sian marshal walked in and was seated
those many years ago, and they started
a relationship with Russia. Does my
colleague remember that? I also re-
member there came a time when Rus-
sia abdicated that relationship and
walked away from it.

I support the initiatives by the Presi-
dent, but let’s be mindful of the past.

I wish to say to my good friends in
the Chamber of the Senate tonight, I
seem to be the sole vote of the con-
science that I worry about this expan-
sion. If we were to admit nine nations,
I say to my dear friend from Ohio, nine
nations—and that is what this docu-
ment basically says. It sort of en-
dorses, to use Senator LUGAR’s word,
this document we are about to adopt
tomorrow morning endorses—does my
colleague realize that if all nine go in,
that will be 28 nations, give a nation or
two; that is just about double the origi-
nal size of NATO.

I am heartened by this debate be-
cause we have succeeded in this debate
tonight to establish, No. 1, that the
Senate will have the facts before it is
to act intelligently at such time—I say
intelligently, I also mean being well in-
formed to make an intelligent decision
about the facts of each of the aspirant
countries before we hand them a final
document as submitted by our Presi-
dent.

I say to my good friend from Dela-
ware, in his earlier debate he said: We
will have a chance to act. The Presi-
dent will send up a list of nations, and
I was proud to do it last time. I remind
the Senator, that will be too late for
the Senate to act in an informed way.

If we examine the record tomorrow of
this very fine debate, we will see he
now recognizes that we need time, as
does the Senator from Indiana, and
both Senators committed to bringing
the Senate through a hearing process
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on the facts on which to make a judg-
ment.

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Virginia yield for a
question?

Mr. WARNER. I yield.

Mr. VOINOVICH. From what the Sen-
ator from Virginia just said, is it his
understanding that if this bill passes
tomorrow, that means we are auto-
matically going to——

Mr. WARNER. No, and I am glad the
Senator has raised that point. It was
drawn up very skillfully in the House
of Representatives, picking selective
quotes from our great President, whom
I support, but those of us in the Cham-
ber recognize, and as I have elicited
from the chairman of the Foreign Rela-
tions Committee, and as agreed upon
by my distinguished friend from Indi-
ana, the ranking member, this docu-
ment commits us to nothing more than
the authorization of specific amounts
of dollars to the nations that are aspir-
ing to join. That is all it is. But as it
is reproduced and sent across the ocean
to Europe and printed in the papers, 1
think people can say: Oh, the Senate
has now acted; not maybe in finality,
but we are one step closer before we
have the facts before the body.

Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. WARNER. Yes.

Mr. VOINOVICH. I must tell the Sen-
ator that my support does not guar-
antee I will support all nine of those
countries coming in because we are
going to distinguish between those
that are qualified and not qualified. As
I mentioned in my remarks, I made it
very clear to the leaders of these aspi-
rant countries that they cannot take
for granted that they are going to be
admitted into NATO unless they com-
ply with the requirements of the mem-
bership application plan.

I was with the President last Friday
and discussed this issue with him. He
made it very clear to me that in spite
of the fact he has made some very
strong statements about NATO expan-
sion, he has made it very clear to those
aspirant countries, to their Prime Min-
isters and Presidents, that they had to
meet the requirements.

I want to make it clear, no one
should assume from my vote on this
and I hope a lot of others, that this is
a layup shot and all these countries are
going to be coming into NATO because
they have a long way for that to hap-
pen.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I draw
to my colleagues’ attention, ‘‘this act
may be cited as the Gerald B. H. Sol-
omon Freedom Consolidation Act of
2001.”

What is freedom consolidation? I am
not sure. That is what concerns me.
There are a number of phrases in here
carefully elicited from speeches, docu-
ments by our President and others,
which portray—I know one of my great
loves in life is to paint a little bit. It is
like a montage. It is rather pretty. It is
like a great painting, but if you look at
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it from afar you might say, ‘“We hear
that we’re in.”

I am glad tonight the distinguished
Senators from Ohio, Indiana, and Dela-
ware have made it very clear in re-
sponse to my questions, this document
upon which we are about to vote to-
morrow does nothing more than au-
thorize sums of money.

Mr. LUGAR. May I respond to the
distinguished Senator on that point?

Mr. WARNER. Yes.

Mr. LUGAR. I think the Senator is
correct. I add that the actual author-
ization of money will go to seven of the
nine countries.

Mr. WARNER. Yes.

Mr. LUGAR. The Senator is correct
that the MAP program refers to nine,
and therefore vigilantly we are looking
at those criteria. I would further offer
my assurance that I plan to work with
the distinguished chairman of the For-
eign Relations Committee so that hear-
ings will elicit from the administration
what the findings have been from this
MAP program, and that will have some
bearing upon the vote of the Senator
for various individuals.

My purpose in giving speeches early
on this issue—and the distinguished
Senator has likewise been doing this