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everywhere. You do not understand the
global economy. We have had other
countries managing our seaports.

This has become an issue that most
American people recognize is a prob-
lem. But a number of Members in the
Congress do not recognize it as a prob-
lem. Some do. But I heard opening
statements at a committee hearing
suggesting this debate is about racial
profiling, it is about offending a good
neighbor. Well, that is all nonsense.
This is about demanding at least some
level of common sense be used in estab-
lishing public policy.

The President says: We did the right
thing. I have already made up my
mind, he says, and we approved it. And
I will veto anything that would over-
turn that approval.

Then he says, when asked by the
company that is owned by the United
Arab Emirates to review it for 45 more
days, the President says: Yes, we will
review it for 45 more days. But, again,
he put out a statement today saying:
I've already made up my mind.

At a committee hearing this after-
noon, others on the committee said:
Well, some of you have already made
up your mind. Shame on you.

As I said, it would not take me 45
days to figure it out. It does not take
45 minutes to figure it out. We ought
to, as a country, be able to find ways to
manage our seaports. And we ought to,
as a country, take responsibility for
our own national security. After all, it
is not every country in the world where
you pin a little pin on the map that
says: Here’s target one, here’s the
bull’s eye of the target for terrorists.
They want to attack this country. This
is where they want to attack. We un-
derstand that.

All of us feel fortunate we have not
been attacked again since 2001. But we
all know, as well, that there is much
yet to do. Seaport security is one of
those areas in which we have to do
much better.

My colleague who sat behind me
some years, Senator Fritz Hollings
from South Carolina, would come to
the Senate and speak at great length
about this. He would offer funding for
more seaport security. It was routinely
turned down. All of us offered this and
were routinely turned down. We did not
have the money. And we are inspecting
4 to b percent.

Someday, God forbid, if something
happens at a seaport, we will all stand
and scratch our heads and say: Why
didn’t we try to find a way to do this
better, more inspections? Why didn’t
we understand that is more vulnerable
even than airport security? Why didn’t
we figure that out?

This is an opportunity. I understand
this will be controversial. I understand
the President is going to be upset if the
Congress takes action.

I will offer legislation today that is
very simple. It does not tiptoe around
45 days and all these things. It just
says this should not happen.

If that offends someone, I am sorry.
But I do not want to offend common
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sense. And it seems to me, in this coun-
try there is a deep reservoir of common
sense at the local cafe or down at the
hardware store to say it would make
the most sense, given the fact we are
targeted by terrorists, it would make
the most sense for our country to take
responsibility for itself. This is not
about globalism. It is not about the
global economy. It is not about offend-
ing someone. It is about deciding as a
country to assume responsibility for
your security.

Let me make one other point. Yes,
we need friends. Yes, we need the
United Arab Emirates to be our friend
and other countries as well to cooper-
ate with us. But wouldn’t it have been
nice, for example, if we had more co-
operation when Dr. Kahn in Pakistan
was arranging to have nuclear mate-
rials and nuclear plans and nuclear
parts sent around to North Korea and
to Iran and to other countries? Our
children will pay for that, unfortu-
nately. And most of that material went
through the United Arab Emirates’
ports.

Wouldn’t it have been nice if we had
more friends? We need more friends.
But, it seems to me, we ought not buy
friendship by deciding that we will put
a company controlled by the United
Arab Emirates in the position of man-
aging America’s ports. Once again, this
is merely common sense.

The GAO report of last summer
ought to be instructive to us. If the De-
partment of Defense cannot ensure its
oversight of contractors under foreign
influence, how on Earth can Homeland
Security ensure oversight of a con-
tractor that is owned by a foreign gov-
ernment in the Middle East? How on
Earth can we expect that to happen?

I come to the Senate to talk a lot
about trade. In this age of globalism
people say: You are just a xenophobic
isolationist stooge who does not get it.
The world has changed. It is a global
world. Everyone does everything every-
where.

It seems to me it is not inappropriate
even in a global economy to pursue our
own interests from time to time, and
that is especially true when it deals
with the subject of terrorism. Does the
global economy mean that you
outsource or offshore everything? Is
there anything you cannot do without?

Some 15 years ago, I used to question
Carla Hills, the trade ambassador, at
various hearings. Managed trade was
anathema to her, and it has been to
virtually every administration. Yet
virtually every country we do trade
with has managed trade. They have
managed trade with a set of objectives.
I used to continually ask Carla Hill: Is
there anything the loss of which would
give you problems?

For example, if, in a completely open
system of trade we lost our entire steel
industry—it was gone, no steel mill
and no steel produced domestically—
would that give you a problem? The an-
swer was, no, whatever happens, hap-
pens. That is nonsense. There are cer-
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tain things that a country must hang
on to to remain a strong economic
power, a world economic power.

Maybe this, also, in addition to the
national security issues—which I think
are very important—maybe it is also
an opportunity to wake up and answer
the question: What is appropriate in a
global economy? Is everything on the
table? Everything for sale? Everything
up for trading and grabs? Is offshoring
just fine, notwithstanding what it
means to the American economy?

Perhaps, if we use this opportunity to
ask those questions, we will have done
this country a favor.

In the meantime, I will introduce the
simplest piece of legislation introduced
on this subject. It simply says: ‘“‘Just
say no.”

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS

SENATE RESOLUTION 384—DESIG-
NATING MARCH 2, 2006, AS “READ
ACROSS AMERICA DAY”

Ms. COLLINS (for herself, Mr. REED,
and Mr. LAUTENBERG) submitted the
following resolution; which was consid-
ered and agreed to:

S. RES. 384

Whereas reading is a basic requirement for
quality education and professional success,
and is a source of pleasure throughout life;

Whereas the people of the United States
must be able to read if the United States is
to remain competitive in the global econ-
omy;

Whereas Congress, through the No Child
Left Behind Act of 2001 (Public Law 107-110)
and the Reading First, Early Reading First,
and Improving Literacy Through School Li-
braries programs, has placed great emphasis
on reading intervention and providing addi-
tional resources for reading assistance; and

Whereas more than 40 national associa-
tions concerned about reading and education
have joined with the National Education As-
sociation to use March 2, the anniversary of
the birth of Theodor Geisel, also known as
Dr. Seuss, to celebrate reading: Now, there-
fore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) designates March 2, 2006, as
Across America Day’’;

(2) honors Theodor Geisel, also known as
Dr. Seuss, for his success in encouraging
children to discover the joy of reading;

(3) encourages parents to read with their
children for at least 30 minutes on Read
Across America Day in honor of Dr. Seuss
and in celebration of reading; and

(4) encourages the people of the United
States to observe the day with appropriate
ceremonies and activities.

“Read
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